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ABSTRACT 

This study acknowledges the need for brand management at an HEI in order to address an 
increasingly competitive reality.  As an understudied area, this primary research case 
provides a model to assist in understanding the role of branding as a growth platform for 
service organizations, in particular HEI; the management of the Brand Flux Model™ process; 
as well as new research on ‘Corporate’ renaming.   
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
In 2011 there were a total of 4,495 non-profit institutions of higher education in the United 
States, plus 8,986 degree-granting for-profit institutions. The majority of higher education 
institutions (63%) are private colleges or universities, while 37% are public, and (62%) are 
four-year schools compared to two-year (38%) colleges or technical schools (Almanac 2011-
2012).  In the non-profit HEI sector a competitive market for postsecondary education with 
multiple stakeholders has developed (Collis, 2001; Dill, 2003; Hoxby, 2002; Kotler and Fox, 
1985; Ruch, 2001; Williams, 2012).  HEIs are moving toward a model of corporatization 
(Brookes, 2003; Geiger, 2004; Hemsley-Brown and Goonawardana, 2007), and marketing 
themselves very aggressively (Katz et al., 1999; Naude and Ivy, 1999; Pusser, 2002; Ruch, 
2001).  Additionally, a shift from private to public financing of Higher Education, and an 
ability to obtain non-government funding follows a market approach (Caruana et al., 1998; 
Dill, 2003; Kinser 2006; Pusser, 2000).  A growing body of work focuses on increased 
“managerialism” in HEI, (Constanti and Gibbs, 2004; Giroux, 1999; Meyer, 2002; Mok, 
1997).  As students adopt a consumerist approach to their decision-making, with an 
increasing focus on ROI-type decisions and a concentration on career preparation over ‘love 
of scholarship’, (Eggins, 2007; Maringe, 2006; Willmott, 1995) students rate program and 
price factors as more important than other University marketing mix traditional tools such as 
websites, prospectuses, and other marcom materials and exhibit purchasing power when 
deciding which college(s) to attend (Maringe, 2006; Twigg, 2002).  
 
 

Branding Within Higher Education 
As Higher Education Institutions become more marketized, they have become increasingly 
promotionalized, and brand building gains in importance with names and reputation 
becoming increasingly important (Finder, 2005; Morphew et al., 2001;  Toma, et al., 2005; 
Vidaver-Cohen, 2007). The objectification and monetization of academic reputation itself as 
a brand is a recent phenomenon (Wernick, 2008).   Motivation for HEI branding includes: 
counteracting declining enrollments, reduced retention and overall competition; enhancing 
image and prestige; increasing financial resources; honoring a philanthropic donor; mission 
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alignment; or signifying a merger between institutions  (Cobb, 2001; Koku, 1997; Morphew 
et al., 2001; Nguyen and LeBlanc, 2001; Sevier, 2002; Toma et al., 2005; Williams, 2012).   
 
The operation and successfulness of an HEI, in reality and perception, is largely related to the 
pursuit of prestige or reputation.  Balmer and Liao (2007) suggest HEI branding affords 
graduates a sense of identification and a way to define themselves, not merely as customers 
but as life-long organization members of a corporate ‘brand community’, while Lerman and 
Garbarino (2002) posit that once a brand name has been released it becomes the 
psychological property of consumers.  In the case of HEIs, this control may be asserted by 
alumni, faculty, staff and/or students and cause problems when (if) the name is changed.  
Targeted at multiple stakeholders, the HEI brand is externally focused on positioning and 
marketing, and internally focused on the organization and promotion of values/culture/vision 
(Aaker 2004; Hatch and Schultz, 2003).   HEIs might interpret reputation and image 
differently than other service industries, in part since employees are instrumental in 
constructing the reputation of an HEI by giving it “soul” (Heaney & Heaney, 2008; Hemsley-
Brown & Oplatka, 2006; Lowrie, 2007; Williams, 2012).     
 
Higher Education is a service industry, with characteristics which include a focus on people, 
involving largely intangible actions; a lengthy and formal relationship of continuous delivery 
with the customer; a high level of customization and judgment; relatively narrow fluctuations 
of demand relative to supply; and single or multiple sites of service delivery methods 
(Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka, 2006; Mazzarol and Soutar, 1999).  Lowrie (2007) explains 
that HEI branding must pay attention to the intangibility and inseparability aspects of 
educational services.  As a service brand HEI brands require greater emphasis on internal 
marketing, in part since all employees become consumer touch-points and service brands 
play a role in reducing the risk of intangibility (Berry, 2000; de Chernatony and Segal-Horn, 
2003).  While consumers appear to some extent to value HEI brands less, brands seem to be 
essential to their social status (Hamann, et al., 2007), and indeed one aspect of a Higher 
Education degree is the bestowing of a certain level of social status.     
 
Within the HEI service industry, Ivy (2001) recommends developing a situation analysis to 
establish position and enact effective strategies to present the HEI image and develop its 
position in the public mind.  Students perceive the image of their HEI in relation to other 
HEIs (Ivy, 2001) and vast sums are spent by HEIs in the U.S. to increase their ranking in the 
annual US News and World Report to enhance their image and positioning (Bunzel, 2007; 
Parameswaran and Glowacka, 1995; Wernick, 2006).   
 
The development of a clear brand principle may not be easy because of the complexity of 
HEI brands due to numerous factors: diverse stakeholders; internal structures; institutional 
resistance to change; the wide range of majors and programs; sub-branding by 
schools/majors/facilities; information gap between choice factors identified by students and 
HEI publications; and the need for support by institutional leadership and formal 
communication mechanisms (Birnbaum, 1983; Chapelo, 2007; Edmiston, 2008; Hankinson, 
2001; Hemsley-Brown and Oplatka, 2006).  Additionally, the higher education industry lacks 
theoretical models of higher education marketing (Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2006).  
Specifically then, the question is whether HEIs are providing what their customers want and 
need and are they positioning and marketing themselves to this end.  If so, their brand is 
enhanced – if not, brand management is required to achieve those goals (Chapelo, 2007; 
Edmiston, 2008; Hemsley-Brown and Goonawarda, 2007; Lowrie, 2007; Williams, 2012).  

 



3 
 

Brand Audit 
The brand audit is referred to by Keller (1998, p.373) as a “comprehensive examination of 
the health of a brand in terms of its sources of brand equity from the perspective of the firm 
and the consumer,” while Ambler et al., (2002) discuss the need to determine the relevancy of 
the brand and its associations related to the positioning in the consumer’s mind and resistance 
to attack from competition.  Brand life cycle literature describes a cycle from birth of the 
brand, through growth, maturity, decline and eventually death or retirement of the brand, with 
brand decay caused by loss of brand salience (Barwise and Meehan, 2004; Lehu, 2006; 
Jevons et al., 2007).  Keller (1998) points out that a problem regarding a declining brand 
involves the ‘breadth’ of brand awareness, such that the brand is perceived in a very narrow 
way and a repositioning may be in order.    While brand avoidance is defined by Lee et al. 
(2008, p.10) occurs “when customers are motivated to reject a brand because of the negative 
meanings associated with that brand.  It can lead to negative brand equity and thus, brands 
have the potential to become market-based liabilities,” and brands die because of neglect and 
consumer indifference (Wansink, 1997; Wansink and Huffman, 2001).   
 
Changes in the environment resulting from consumers, competition, technology or company 
decisions can affect the strategic positioning of the brand from the perspective of the firm and 
the consumer in terms of the sources of brand equity (Aaker, 1991; Aaker, 1996; Kapferer, 
1998; Keller, 1999), and it is when the results of an objective audit uncovers an unhealthy 
brand that an organisation must entertain the hard work of determining why the brand is not 
working (Merz et al., 2009; Park et al., 1986), and develop actions to revitalize it.  Most 
organizations with unhealthy brands will be able to embark on a rebranding or repositioning 
strategy (as opposed to a renaming), to realign their existing brand to meet their goals and 
customer base.  If the brand remains unhealthy despite repositioning or rebranding attempts, 
literature points out that during this “flux”, the desire to rename often resurfaces and the 
decision to rename is generally evaluated in more earnest (Williams, 2012).  When it is 
determined that revitalizing, rebranding, or repositioning is inadequate an organisation has 
two even more extreme options to consider.  The first is a renaming.  The other extreme 
option is to retire the organization brand or close down the institution. Brands can be 
eliminated for various reasons that take into account the ageing process brought on by 
contamination created by the environment and consumer perception as the brand is compared 
with other points of reference (Boyle, 2007; Jevons et al. 2007; Kapferer, 2008; Lehu, 2006).  
While relatively rare, this retire option does occur.  Sometimes a college or university 
completely merges or is acquired by another institution and loses most or all of its own brand 
– with whatever brand equity that existed being transferred or sucked into the dominant 
institution.  While this is an interesting research topic, it is not the point of this paper but is 
mentioned now only to point out this extreme option which appears in the Brand Flux 
Model™. 
 

Higher Education Institution Brand Management 
Keller (1999, p.103) stresses that “brand equity must be actively managed over time by 
reinforcing the [healthy] brand meaning and, if necessary, by revitalizing the [unhealthy] 
brand.”  With a changing environment an organization utilizes brand management to adapt, 
either by reinforcing the brand or by revitalizing it via repositioning, rebranding, or renaming 
the corporate brand (Williams, 2012).  The seminal research by Gardner & Levy (1955) 
revealed that long term brand success is based upon the ability to select a brand-meaning, 
operationalize it in the form of an image, and constantly maintain that image over time; 
however this work was based on product branding, not corporate branding.  Nonetheless, it is 
widely acknowledged that the successful organization manages a continuous state of change 



4 
 

(Brown & Eisenhadt, 1997; Weick & Quinn, 1999), and brand management involves a 
continuum of brand focus from brand-supportive to non-brand-supportive; and from 
proactive to reactive, and  validates the brand’s relevance and distinctiveness (Abratt and 
Mofoking, 2000; Knox and Bickerton, 2003; Yakimova & Beverland, 2005).   
 
Developing strong brands involves consistency, and brand strength needs to be actively 
managed since it is created by developing many social/community associations that create 
brand meaning, especially more recently when the internet is involved or when there is a 
market downturn (Aaker, 1996; Kay, 2006; Stuart & Jones, 2004).  Merz et al. (2009) suggest 
that brand value is determined by constant interaction among all stakeholders and the firm.  
Creating positive brand associations leads to positive customer brand image, yet if a 
corporate brand takes on a negative association it cannot be leveraged until the negative 
associations have been changed (Aaker, 1991; Aaker, 2004; Keller, 1993).  Most research has 
focused on brand management under situations with no disruptive changes in company 
strategy, management, or ownership (Bahadir et al., 2008), yet Blumenthal (2002) points out 
a branding paradox; the difficulty in providing constancy while simultaneously changing.  
HEI administrators increasingly recognize the need for brand management (Chapleo, 2007; 
Lowrie, 2007).  Yet, the relative lack of successful brand management research under 
changing conditions presents a gap in the literature (Boyle, 2002; Hankinson and Hankinson, 
1999; Keller, 2001).   
 
The next three sections discuss the methodology used in the study, branding and positioning 
under the Brand Flux Model™, and an analysis of one of the cases that led to the 
development of the model, in order to better understand brand management under conditions 
of extreme or radical change.    
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
Three institutions of higher education were selected and studied.  All three cases were in the 
U.S. higher education market, more particularly the Mid-Atlantic Region. All were private 
institutions.  Each was in the same range of student size, functional designation, and all were 
residential schools, and to some extent they were competitors for the same students and 
stakeholders.  The research design was a semi-structured, qualitative, multiple-case study 
format that incorporated open-ended interview questions with 46 stakeholders along with 
secondary research data from printed documents, web sites and outside media sources.  
Interviews were transcribed verbatim, coded, and analyzed.  Secondary research from printed 
documents, correspondence, web sites, books, publications, reports and outside media 
sources supplemented the interviews.  Through extensive preliminary research, detailed 
queries, and observations and analysis of these case studies the Brand Flux Model™ was 
proposed, tested and analyzed.  This paper focuses on one of the cases – Beaver College – 
which after a significant brand flux period renamed itself Arcadia University. 
 

Brand Flux Model ™ and Renaming 
Webster’s College Dictionary (2010) defines “re” as “denoting action…done over”.  Most 
organizations with unhealthy brands embark on a revitalization, rebranding or repositioning 
strategy to realign their existing brand to meet their goals within their customer base.  If the 
brand remains unhealthy despite attempts to “do over”, the desire to rename often resurfaces 
during this ‘flux’ and the decision to rename is generally evaluated in more earnest.  The 
Brand Flux Model™ was developed as a component of the Renaming Process Model 
(Williams, 2012), and combines the many identified processes often referred to as  
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‘redefining’, ‘rebranding’, ‘realignment’, ‘recreating’, ‘revitalizing’, ‘restructuring’, 
‘relaunching’, ‘redeployment’, ‘repositioning’, ‘revisioning’, ‘renaming’, etc., etc. into a 
simple coherent descriptive five stage Brand Flux Model™.  The term Brand Flux is derived 
from the definition of flux meaning a state of uncertainty preceding the establishment of a 
new direction of action.  It reflects the environmental uncertainty prompting a disruption in 
equilibrium, followed by any activity resulting from a brand audit process incorporating the 
option of either reinforcement or change, and then a return to equilibrium.  Brand Flux is 
defined as “A state where the identity, image or reputation of an organisation is reinforced 
over long periods of time in equilibrium with its environment, yet with environmental 
challenges can adapt by altering the branding and/or positioning via revitalization, 
refocusing, and/or renaming” (Williams, 2012).   
 
The Brand Flux Model™ (figure 1 below) depicts the back and forth fluxing nature of brand 
management where the X axis ‘Change in Branding’ refers to changes in marketing aesthetics 
such as logo, slogan, packaging, etc. intended to create a new identity; designed to alter the 
image of the brand with the consumer.  The Y axis represents ‘Changes in Positioning’ of an 
organisation.  The model incorporates three common stages (Reinforce, Revitalize, and 
Refocus) as well as the substantial changes resulting in a Renaming, or in an opposite 
direction – Retire, based upon the degree of change from minimal to substantial. 

  

                     Figure 1: Brand Flux Model 

                
A company can react to a change in the environment which upsets the equilibrium by 
minimally changing the branding and/or positioning (Revitalize) and then return to 
Reinforcing activities.  In this model, organizations that implement more substantial changes 
in branding combined with minimal changes in position will rebrand, while organizations that 
implement more substantial changes in position along with minimal changes in branding 
aesthetics will reposition.  The Brand Flux Model™ clarifies rebranding and repositioning by 
referring to them both as “Refocusing” actions, as they are more substantial than simply 
Revitalizing the brand.  The Brand Flux Model™ can clarify all of the existing brand 
management terms mentioned earlier in relation to Changes in Branding (X axis) or Changes 
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in Positioning (Y axis), allowing for more accurate depiction of the processes that reflect 
management intentions.  In all cases studied, after the brand management changes 
(rebranding or repositioning) the organization returns to reinforcing actions to maintain brand 
health, as monitored by a brand audit.  This movement from Reinforce to Revitalize and back 
to Reinforce; from Reinforce to Refocus (by rebranding or repositioning) and then back to 
Reinforce, and all variations in between may occur for a long period of time, in more minor 
or major terms depending upon the environment pressure, organizational strategy, and 
management decisions.  The arrows in the Brand Flux Model™ depict this reinforcing 
activity.     
 
Renaming carries the greatest brand management risk (Williams, 2012).  If Revitalizing or 
Refocusing results are inadequate due to environmental factors or a range of other reasons, a 
decision to Rename might be undertaken, involving the most substantial alterations in both 
Changes in Branding and Changes in Positioning; afterwards the organisation returns again to 
Reinforce the new branding and positioning.   
 

CASE ANALYSIS: ARCADIA UNIVERSITY 
Over nearly 150 years Beaver College had established an excellent reputation as a small 
liberal arts college in Pennsylvania.  Due to changing environmental factors, the name of the 
school had become a problem – not only to further growth of the school – but it indeed 
threatened the very existence of the college because of the impact on enrollment.  In the 
decade or two leading up to the decision to rename, the leaders of this HEI engaged in a 
course of Brand Flux actions, which culminated in the renaming of Arcadia University, 
announced in 2001.  Founded in 1853 as Beaver College and located in the western town of 
Beaver, Pennsylvania, the college moved east in 1925.  Today it is an independent, 
comprehensive (Carnegie Master’s 1) institution located in a suburb of Philadelphia, and is 
currently comprised of three major divisions: The College of Undergraduate Studies; the 
College of Graduate and Professional Studies; and the Center for Education Abroad.  Beaver 
College operated in a niche market as a women’s college until in 1973, when it began 
admitting men and added programs in broader areas such as physicians’ assistants and 
physical therapists, to complement the more traditional liberal arts options.  At that same time 
the Charter was amended to sever legal ties with the United Presbyterian Church.  Their 
stated reasoning for this was Federal student financial aid requirements (Cameron et al., 
2003).  But by 1985 the President defined one major area of school deficiency as “chronic 
financial instability/over-reliance on tuition model” (Cameron et al., 2003, pp.128), since by 
then the institution “had failed to make bonded debt payments for 8 years, and the federal 
government threatened to bar it from the Pell grant program, which would likely shut down 
the college…In addition, it faced a $1.5 million budget shortfall – on an entire operating 
budget of $12 million at the time”  (O’Neill, 2003, p2).  Yet in the Fall of 2000 before the 
university underwent a name change enrollments numbered 1,971 FTE (full time equivalent) 
students, including 1,396 undergraduates and 575 graduate students. As enrollments had 
increased by 50 percent during the 1990’s decade, entrance requirements were strengthened; 
successful capital campaigns and building projects resulted in the construction of seven new 
structures on the campus; and the number of faculty, programs, and degrees offered—and the 
size of the endowment—had all increased sharply.  By 2000 enrollment was up and 
increasing; budgets were balanced for nearly a decade; the endowment and alumni giving 
was strong, and the academic and international reputation was high.  However, with the 
increase in internet usage to conduct college searches the name was becoming increasingly 
problematic.  Unlike in 1985, the college was financially stable with solid leadership and 
could seriously consider its name. 
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Renaming Motivation Drivers and Early Decision Factors 

The Renaming Process Model (Williams, 2012) suggests that change is necessary when two 
key dimensions are resolved – Motivation Drivers, and Early Decision Factors.  Motivation 
Drivers come into play when the suggestion to rename begins to surface, or more accurately 
resurfaces for the last time, as was the case for Arcadia University.  This case demonstrated 
that an over-riding motivation to rename exists when an organization’s current name 
prohibits successful rebranding or repositioning to satisfy the strategic goals having to do 
with growth, prestige or stability.  Through examination of the college’s history it was 
apparent that key motivational drivers existed and their leadership structure and strategic 
goals contributed to their eventual decision to rename.   
 
This University utilizes a tuition-driven business model.  A tuition-driven model means that 
while the external environment remains positive, the HEI can (all things relative and normal) 
continue to fill the school and meet all obligations.  The HEI is more sensitive to enrollment 
as a revenue-generating factor and designs strategies and tactics to address any threats.  When 
there are environmental threats, the strategic plan is key to addressing and dealing with them.  
As such, when market demand decreases, along with painful spending cuts, tuition-driven 
HEIs attempt to expand marketing efforts in order to better compete for a slice of a shrinking 
market, i.e. beat the competition, or move up market and raise academic quality/prices.  
Arcadia University’s need to stabilize finances required serious discussions around methods 
to increase market share. 
 
Motivation Drivers such as the need for financial stability, enrollment growth, or increased 
prestige (academic quality) cause HEIs to first look to repositioning or rebranding activities.  
Rebranding in the case of Arcadia University involved refreshed web sites and viewbooks, 
open houses, updated facilities (new dorms and athletic facilities), and other tactics to address 
an unhealthy brand.  Often these tactics do solve or appear to solve the problem in the short 
term.  Repositioning efforts included new majors and programs, a break from a heavy 
religious affiliation, and becoming coed.  After these rebranding and repositioning actions 
Beaver College reinforced their decisions, and the brand appeared to stabilize.  These 
rebranding/repositioning/reinforce cycles occurred in the late 1980’s, the early 1990’s, and 
the late 1990’s.  Additionally, revitalize activities were implemented from time to time 
involving less substantial changes.  Eventually when revitalizing, rebranding or repositioning 
activities were no longer able to meet the strategic goals set by Arcadia University, as 
impacted by the environment, a renaming was again considered.  Leadership was determined 
to increase enrollment and expressed a desire to attract male students, male athletes, and a 
larger more geographically diverse student body.  The University was also aware that state 
funding accompanied each student.  Their fiscal situation demanded a strategy for overall 
growth, and they were concerned that a big hindrance to their growth plan was their then 
name, Beaver College that conjured up scatological images that were further promulgated by 
web pop-ups. 
 
The college had used strong word-of-mouth (WOM) and reputation in their local markets as a 
primary marketing strategy, and was comparatively weak at more formal brand management 
activities.  Their informal tactics sufficed as long as the local market continued to grow, in 
part due to the effect of baby boomers and echo-boomers.  As was the case over the last few 
decades in HEI in the U.S., a rising tide lifts all boats.  However, when the local market hit a 
plateau and then began to shrink, Beaver College made a decision to expand enrollment 
activities geographically.  One trap of a strong local reputation and word-of-mouth is that it 
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minimizes the need for marketing communications, yet once the market changes and the 
organisation must geographically expand, the internal structure and expertise to easily 
conduct effective marketing may be lacking.  Since their name would become the first 
impression for anyone outside of the local market, they needed an effective brand 
management plan that expanded their communication range past WOM.  
 

“It was a clear sense that the closer they were to the institution, [the name] wasn't a 
problem.  But as soon as we got beyond 50, 60 miles it was definitely a problem in 
appealing to students as being an institution that had pretty high quality”(Williams, 
2012, p.310 R5).  
 
“The strong word of mouth in the Philadelphia area could overcome any naming 
issues but as you grow the circle wider, the word of mouth is less valuable” 
(Williams, 2012, p.310 R4).  
 

 
Sometimes an excuse for weaker brand management is to blame it all on the name, believing 
that the name itself is the hindrance.  This same brand management effort can lull an HEI into 
the conclusion that if they only remove the impediment [poor name] all will be well.  The 
literature cited major reasons for organization renaming to include misperceptions, barriers, 
negative associations, or in some way the old name is too difficult an obstacle to overcome 
with just marketing (Dowling, 1995; Kilic and Dursun, 2006; Robinson and Wu, 2008).  
However in Arcadia University’s situation the evidence was overwhelming that the name was 
not only a hindrance but was creating severe barriers.  Over the years the name “beaver” had 
taken on a scatological meaning, but the college’s strong local reputation and word-of-mouth 
meant students still enrolled.  But by the late 1990’s as the internet became the tool of choice 
for High School students to research college choices, high school software blocked the name 
of Beaver College due to its linkage to pornography sites. 
 

“People would get all these pop ups of pornographic material on their computers.  
That was back when pop up blockers were not working like they do today…It just 
propagated itself on your hard drive.  So that connotation and people bringing that 
up, that they were appalled when they went to our web site…We were starting to be 
associated with bad things for no reason.  For that reason it helped with the case [to 
rename], and particularly with some of the people that were against it” (Williams, 
2012, p.310 R5).  

 
Arcadia University acknowledged the demographic fact that the echo-boom phenomenon of 
the 1990s would peak by roughly 2007/2008, and then the number of U.S. high school 
graduates was going to decline for the next 6-8 years, only getting back to par by 2015.  
Many HEIs including Arcadia University had been through previous painful dips in potential 
enrollees.  Overall, many comments from Arcadia University respondents referred to this 
looming decrease in demand and resulting increase in competition.   

 
“In the Northeast particularly, the drop off [of high school students] was going to be 
for a 10 to 12 year period of time.  It was gonna drop a little bit each year for 10 or 
12 years”(Williams, 2012, p.310 R5.)  

 
Another important motivation related to enrollment had to do with a desire to raise the 
academic level of incoming freshmen.  Notwithstanding the fact that Arcadia University had 
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a Mission to serve the underserved, one effect of increased student standards is that often the 
higher GPA/Test scores are correlated to family income and ability to pay tuition list price.  If 
the family income is increased the pressure to offer student financial aid decreases (discount 
rate); i.e. the “smarter” the applicant, the “more profitable” it is for the HEI.  So HEIs based 
on the tuition driven model find it financially advantageous to raise incoming academic 
levels.  Arcadia University indicated this motivation was a factor.   

 
“We are confident that the [name] change will make it easier to recruit high-quality 
students” (The Herald, Winter, 2000, p. 14). 

 
While this declining market share or desire for academic prestige was not, over the years, 
reason enough to change the name at Arcadia University, it did promote renaming 
discussions and resulted in dropping religious affiliation, admitting males, etc. Possibly a 
more imminent and aggravating factor considered during the debate whether to rename was 
their declining yield.  Yield is defined as the percentage of admitted students who actually 
enroll in a college.  If advertising efforts do not generate enough applicants, and/or those 
applicants do not get converted into enrollment, the yield, or conversion ratio, declines.  This 
yield decline puts pressure on the system.  The traditional solution is to either increase 
applicants, or increase yield conversion.  By 1999 Arcadia University had a severe yield 
problem.   

 
“We were told by the College Board, which studies these kinds of things that, at that 
time, for a college of our degree of selectivity and reputation to get, to yield, the 
approximate 400 students that we had been shooting for in the freshman class, we 
should have had something like 12,000 inquiries that would boil down to something 
like 3,000 applications that would boil down to, I don't know how many accepts, and 
then 400 students showing up. But instead of 12,000 we needed 40,000 to obtain the 
same results, which is to say three times the number of inquiries.  As best as we could 
tell that didn't have anything to do with our reputation, our quality, our vocation, our 
facilities, our offerings, or anything other than the name (Williams, 2012, p.310, R3).  

 
The 1974 decision to admit men to a long-time female school had left some alumnae and 
female alumnae board members angered; but to a great extent this “solution” or adaptation set 
the stage for the present renaming situation.  An HEI can live with low yield if other strategic 
factors enable the organization to maintain its strategic plan and meet objectives.  They just 
have to work harder.  If this inefficient “working harder” mentality continues for years or 
decades it can create a powerful motivation for change, both logically and emotionally.  
Although Arcadia University was motivated to change their name from Beaver College, they 
still had concerns whether the timing would be right, and would all stakeholders, alumni and 
students especially, be on board as they proceeded.   
 
The final decision to rename is shaped and eventually determined by risk and timing factors 
having to do predominantly with the Early Decision Factors of finance and leadership. 

 
“I wish I could have convinced them a little bit earlier than when we actually did do 
it. Everything had to align correctly. We had to have the finances, we had to have the 
backing.  The internet played a big part in it.  The internet wasn't as big prior to that.   
On my agenda, from 1992 on, I felt that that was the one thing that would prevent 
Beaver College from really having the respect it deserved” (Williams, 2012, p.310 
R5). 
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Even if the motivations to rename as part of the Brand Flux process appear to be strong, a 
brand flux cycle of rebranding/repositioning/reinforcing followed by more discussions about 
renaming can continue for quite awhile, thus delaying forward momentum for the renaming.  
Motivation Drivers address the issue ‘Does the HEI want to change the name?’, while Early 
Decision Factors address ‘Is the HEI is currently in a position to change the name?’  Timing 
considerations around Finances and Leadership, as well as their interrelated and often co-
dependent nature, affected Beaver College’s decision to rename.  Over time their 
rebranding/reinforce, reposition/reinforce cycling continued until finally all or enough 
decision factors aligned so that the decision to rename became paramount.  This flexing is 
depicted by the arrows in the refocusing and revitalizing arcs of the Brand Flux™ Model.  To 
summarize, this case analysis uncovered a range of issues around stability, growth and 
prestige that led to various actions of brand flux, and exposed the problems/hindrance with 
the name itself, which not only motivated the Institution’s discussion to rename, but 
eventually led to the decision to do it.  
 

Continuous Strategic Realignment and Brand Equity 
After a brand management decision is made to Revitalize, Refocus (rebrand/reposition), or 
Rename it is critical that the organization Reinforce the change and support the brand.  
Constant conscious realignment of strategic goals to all phases of the renaming is essential.  
This support involves a continuous strategic realignment and brand audit process to maintain 
brand relevance.  Arcadia University continued this strategic realignment by budgeting for 
strategic advertising for a total of four years after the naming event: 
 

“Part of the things of course we did afterwards is that I went on a major jaunt for two 
years.  I think we went to 28 different locations…It was for three things.  One, we 
were working on the new [strategic] plan, so that this was a chance to say here's 
where [Arcadia University] is going, and who we are.  It was also part of the fund 
raising and that's how we could get some money to do all of this…Then of course it 
gave me a chance to put my toe in the water after the name change; help anybody 
who was still…because people who come to these alumni events are people who care. 
So I could kinda allay those people who were concerned about it, give arguments to 
people who thought we should do it but did not know how to explain it. And so we had 
a kinda three fold purpose to do this” (Williams, 2012, p.310 R8). 

 
“We decided it was a [multi-year] process to market this and keep the energy going 
so that the [new] name really got imbedded”  (Williams, 2012, p.310 R8).  

 
Additionally, Arcadia University promoted the history and benefit derived from the renaming 
for over ten years post-renaming. 
 

“You have to work on the current brand of associating the brand with the new entity 
and make sure you are hitting that over and over again and getting the name out there 
so that people come to recognize it.” (Williams, 2012, p.320 R8). 

 
Arcadia University incorporated the 150 year heritage story of Beaver College, and the 
transition process to Arcadia University, to reinforce the position and brand of the university 
after the renaming:   
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“We have been, over the past couple years, doing some ads that we've had in the 
Chronicle of Higher Education about the transformation that has taken place here 
and we couched this in the terms of the name change…it is alluded to that this is the 
change that has happened at Arcadia University during that period of time and it does 
two things. It gives us both name recognition and it helps people see the tremendous 
change that has occurred and the tremendous movement that we are affecting, some 
of it due to the name change, most of it not” (Williams, 2012, p.310 R1). 

 
Even when conscious efforts are made to transfer equity, a radical renaming inevitably results 
in loss of equity and the strategic realignment becomes even more crucial in the clear and 
consistent establishment of the new brand.  Arcadia University acknowledges there has been 
some loss of brand equity due to the renaming: 
 

“There has been some loss with respect to name recognition locally. We've been 
working very hard though to have more media presentation, more media focus, to get 
the [Arcadia University] name out there and the recognition out there;[to] connect it 
back to Beaver College.” (Williams, 2012, p.310 R1). 
 
“We had a really good reputation locally with the local schools.  We have a very 
large, significant education program and it was a positive reputation locally and I 
think we’ve had to rebuild that under another name” (Williams, 2012, p.310 R4). 

 
It is not this paper’s intent to analyze and evaluate the actual renaming process used at 
Arcadia University, although it should be noted that it was planned, organized and 
implemented in a highly effective manner.  Arcadia University’s detailed rollout was so 
complete and constantly on message for many years post name-change that although they did 
not specifically discuss formal realignment strategies, they are commended for the level of 
detailed planning, careful stakeholder involvement and precise internal and external rollout 
activities that resulted in excellent short-term and long-term results by many measures. 
 

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 
HEIs are becoming more marketized and promotionalized, and brand building is becoming a 
strategic goal, yet clear branding models are lacking.  In the case studied the institution spent 
over 30 years in brand flux, in an effort to meet the strategic goals of the organization.  Over 
the years prior to Arcadia’s renaming they had instituted a series of rebranding or 
repositioning activities in order to deal with various outside pressures such as declining 
enrollment, admitting opposite genders, or breaking from religious organizations.  Sometimes 
the brand management actions solved their immediate problems, other times the market 
growth muted the severity of the problems.  After the rebranding, repositioning, or 
revitalization efforts the organization returned to reinforcing actions to maintain brand health.  
However, the board of trustees, executive administration and various stakeholders at 
Beaver/Arcadia continued to raise the issue of a radical renaming to deal with the issues.  
Ultimately when refocusing actions were unsuccessful a decision to rename was undertaken, 
after which the organization returned again to reinforce the new brand and position.   
 
This study acknowledged the role of brand management at an HEI in order to deal with 
environmental events, and concluded that if brand management within an HEI service 
organization is ongoing, and the brand identity that the institution believes that it is 
promoting and projecting is indeed consistent with the brand image held by the stakeholders, 
renaming should not be necessary unless extenuating circumstances exist since renaming is 
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costly both in tangible and intangible aspects and should not be underestimated or over-
prescribed.  As seen by Arcadia University’s multiyear post rename marketing 
communications plan, organizations that understand the importance of branding and brand 
management to the marketization of their HEI will budget more time and resources to the 
renaming process, which solidifies the establishment of their new brand identity. As an 
understudied area, this primary research contributes to the understanding of the role of 
branding as a growth platform for service organizations; the management of the brand flux 
process by reducing terminology confusion; and new research on renaming.  For 
practitioners, this study provides a model to assist in brand management and renaming 
scenarios, and offers insight into channels for optimal corporate strategy.  It demonstrates that 
making changes in branding or change in position in order to Revitalize, Refocus (rebrand 
and reposition) or even Rename a brand, and then Reinforce those decisions is critical to 
maintaining brand health. 
 
This study also concluded that in a non-profit service industry brand flux is often tolerated 
longer than it would in other industries precisely because of the unique characteristics of 
these industries such as intangibility, perishability, source of income and operating budget, 
etc.  The negative associations of a name are often tolerated because the inertia necessary to 
align the drivers and force the decision to rename must overpower the risks inherent in 
radical change.   
 
Finally, practitioners should find valuable insights regarding their own institutions by 
benchmarking their own brand management’s efforts and correlating them with the stages 
and actions of the Brand Flux Model™.  
  



13 
 

REFERENCES 

Aaker, D., (1991), Managing Brand Equity, New York, The Free Press 
 
Aaker, D., (1996), Building Strong Brands, Free Press, New York. 
 
Aaker, D., (2004), “Leveraging the Corporate Brand”, California Management Review, 
46(3): 6-20 
 
Almanac 2011-2012, published by The Chronicle of Higher Education, August 26, 2011. 
www.nces.ed.gov/fastfacts 
 
Ambler, T., Bhallachanya, C.B., Edell, J., Keller, K.L., Lemon, K., and Mittal, V., (2002), 
“Relating Brand and Customer Perspectives on Marketing Management”, Journal of Service 
Research, Vol.5, No. 1, pp.13-25 
 
Bahadir, S. Cem, Bharadwaj, S.G., and Srivastava, R., (2008), “Financial Value of Brands in 
Mergers and Acquisitions: Is Value in the Eye of the Beholder?” Journal of Marketing 72 
(11), pp. 49-64. 
 
Balmer, J.M.T., and Liao, M., (2007), “Student corporate brand identification: an exploratory 
case study”, Corporate Communications: An International Journal, Vol. 12, No. 4, pp. 356 
375 
 
Barwise, P. and Meehan, S., (2004), “Simply Better: Winning and keeping customers by 
delivering what matters most,” Harvard Business School Press, Boston 
 
Berry, L., (2000), “Cultivating Service Brand Equity”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science, Vol. 28, No. 1, pp.128-137   
 
Birnbaum, R., (1983), “Maintaining Diversity in Higher Education” Jossey-Bass, Inc., 433 
California St., San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Blumenthal, D., (2002), “Beyond ‘form versus content’: Simmelian theory as a framework 
for adaptive brand strategy’, Journal of Brand Management, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp.9-18. 
 
Boyle, E., (2007), “A process model of brand co-creation: brand management and research 
implications”, Journal of Product & Brand Management” 16/2, pp.122-131  
 
Brookes, M., (2003), Higher Education: Marketing in a quasi-commercial service industry”, 
International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 8(2), pp. 134-142 
 
Brewer, A., Gates, S., and Goldman, C., (2002), “In Pursuit of Prestige: Strategy and 
Competition in U.S. Higher Education”, Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick and London   
 
Brown, S.L., and Eisenhadt, K.M., (1997), “The art of continuous change: Linking 
complexity theory and time-paced evolution in relentlessly shifting organizations”, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 42, No.1, pp.1-34 
 
Bunzel, D., (2007), “Universities sell their brands”.  Journal of Product & Brand 

http://www.nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/�


14 
 

Management, 16/2, pp. 152-153. 
 
Cameron, S., Curchack, M., and Berger, M., (2003), “A 150-Year History of Arcadia 
Universitya and Arcadia University”, Arcadia University, Glenside, PA 2003 
 
Carter , S. and Dukerich, J., (1998), “Corporate Response to Changes in Reputation”, 
Corporate Reputation Review, Vol.1, No.3, pp.250-270 
 
Caruana, A., Rameseshan, B., and Ewing, M., (1998), “Do universities that are more market 
oriented perform better?”, International Journal of Public Sector Management, Vol. 11, No. 
1, pp.55-70 
 
Chapleo, C., (2007), “Barriers to brand building in UK universities?” International Journal of 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing (February 2007), pp.23-32 
 
Cobb, C., (2001), “The concept of brand identity in relation to students’ intent-to-persist”, 
(Doctoral dissertation: University of Oklahoma) UMI No. 3006667 
 
Collis, D., (2001), “Research Note: How valuable are organizational capabilities?” Strategic 
Management Journal, Vol. 15, Winter Special Issue, pp.143-152 
 
Constanti, P. and Gibbs, P., (2004), “Higher education teachers and emotional labour”, 
International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 18, No.4, pp. 243-249 
 
Darpy, D. and Levesque, A., (2005), “The perceived brand-age”, 34th Annual Conference 
EMAC (Milan, It.) 
 
De Chernatony, L. and Segal-Horn, S., (2003), “The criteria for successful service brands”, 
European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 37, No. 7/8, pp.1095-1118. 
 
Dill, D., (2003), “Allowing the Market to Rule: The Case of the United States”, Higher 
Education Quarterly, 2003, 57(2), pp.136-157. 
 
Douglas, M. and Isherwood, B. (2004), “The world of Goods – Towards an Anthropology of 
consumption”, Routledge, London 
 
Dowling, G., (1995), “Corporate Reputations: The Company’s Super Brand” Journal of 
Brand Management, Vol. 2, Nbr. 6, pp.377-384 
 
Edmiston, D., (2008), “An examination of integrated marketing communication in US public 
institutions of higher education”, International Journal of Educational Advancement, Vol. 8, 
No. 3, pp.152-175 
 
Eggins, H., (2007), “The changing academic profession: implications for the Asia Pacific 
Region”, UNESCO Forum on Higher Education, Research & Knowledge, Sept. 18-19, 2007, 
Hangzhou, China 
 
Finder, A., (2005), “To Woo Students, Colleges Choose Names That Sell”, The New York 
Times, August 11, p.A1. 



15 
 

Gardner, B. and Levy, S. (1955), “The product and the Brand”, Harvard Business Review, 
Vol.33 (March-April), pp.33-39 
 
Geiger, R., (2004), “Knowledge and Money: Research Universities and the Paradox of the 
Marketplace”, Palo Alto, CA, Stanford University Press 
 
Giroux, H.A. (1999), “The mouse that roared: Disney and the end of innocence”, Rowman 
and Littlefield, Lanham, MD 
 
Hamann, D., Williams, R., and Omar, M., (2007), “Branding Strategy and Consumer High 
Technology Product” The Journal of Product & Brand Management, Winter/Spring, Vol. 16, 
(2) pp.  98 – 111 
 
Hankinson, G. (2001), Location branding: a study of the branding practices of 12 English 
cities, Journal of Brand Management, 9: pp.127-142 
 
Hankinson, P., and Hankinson, G. (1999), “Managing successful brands: An empirical study 
which compares the corporate cultures of companies managing the world’s top 100 brands 
with those managing outside brands.” Journal of Marketing Management, Vol.15, No.1, 
pp.135-155 
 
Hatch, M.J. and Schultz, M. (2003), “Bringing the corporation into corporate branding”, 
European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 37, No. 7/8, pp.1041-1064 
 
Heaney, J-G. and Heaney, M.F. (2008), “Services branding strategies: using corporate 
branding to market educational institutions”, Paper presented at the Academy of World 
Business, Marketing and Management Development, Rio de Janerio 
 
Hemsley-Brown, J. and Oplatka, I. (2006), "Universities in a competitive global marketplace: 
a systematic review of the literature on higher education marketing", International Journal of 
Public Sector Management, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 316-338. 
 
Hemsley-Brown, J., and Goonawardana, S., (2007), “Brand harmonization in the 
international higher education market”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60, 9, pp. 942 
 
Hemsley-Brown, J., and Oplatka, I., (2007), “Universities in a competitive global 
marketplace: A systematic review of the literature on higher education marketing” 
International Journal of Public Sector Management Vol. 19 Issue: 4, pp. 316 - 338   
 
Hoxby, C.M., (2002), The Effects of Geographic Integration and Increasing Competition on 
the Market for College Education.  Harvard University 
 
Ivy, J., (2001), “Higher education institution image: a correspondence analysis approach”, 
The Internationals Journal of Education Management, 15, 6/7, pp.276-282 
 
Jevons, C., Gabbott, M., and de Chernatony, L., (2007), “Customer and brand manager 
perspective on brand relationships: a conceptual framework”, Journal of Product and Brand 
Management, Vol.4, No.5, pp.300-309 
 
Kapferer, J-N., (2008),“The New Strategic Brand Management”, London, Kogan-Page, Ltd 



16 
 

 
Kay, J., (2006), “Strong brands and corporate brands”, European Journal of Marketing, 
Vol.40, No.s 7(8), pp.742-60 
 
Keller, K.L., (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand 
Equity” Journal of Marketing, 57 (January); pp.1-22 
 
Keller, K.L., (1998), “Strategic Brand Management”, Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ 
 
Keller, K.L., (1999), “Managing Brands for the Long Run: Brand Reinforcement and 
Revitalization Strategies”, California Management Review, Spring (1999); 41, 3, pp.102-124 
 
Keller, K.L., (2001), “Brand research imperatives”, Journal of Brand Management, Sep., 
2001, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 4-6 
 
Kilic, C. and Dursun, T., (2006), “The effect of Corporate Identity Changes on Firm Value 
An Empirical Investigation”, Journal of American Academy of Business, Cambridge, Sept. 
2006, 10,1, pp.234-245 
 
Kinser, K., (2006), “From Main Street to Wall Street”, ASHE Higher Education Report: Vol 
31, No 5, Wiley Periodicals 
 
Knox, S. and Bickerton, D., (2003), “The six conventions of Corporate Branding”, European 
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 37, No.7/8, pp.998-1217 
 
Koku, P., (1997), “What is in a Name?  The impact of Strategic name change on Student 
enrollment in Colleges and universities”, Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, V8, 
N2, pp.53-71 
 
Kotler, P., and Fox, K., (1985), Strategic Marketing for Educational Institutions.  
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall 
 
Lehu, J-M., (2006), “Brand Rejuvenation: How to Protect, Strengthen & Add Value to Your 
Brand to Prevent It from Ageing”, Kogan Page, London 
 
Lee, J., Miloch, K., Kraft, P., and Tatum, L., (2008), “Building the Brand: A Case Study of 
Troy University”, Sport Marketing Quarterly, 17, pp.178-182 
 
Lerman, D. and Garbarino, E., (2002), “Recall and Recognition of Brand Names: A 
Comparison of word and nonword name types.” Psychology & Marketing 19(7,8): pp621-639 
 
Lowrie, A., (2007), Branding higher education: equivalence and difference in developing 
identity”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60, No. 9, pp.990-999 
 
Maringe, F., (2006), “University and course choice”, International Journal of Educational 
Management, Vol. 20, No. 6, pp. 466-479 
 
Mazzarol, T., and Soutar, G., (1999), “Sustainable competitive advantage for educational 
institutions: a suggested model.” The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 
13, No. 6 pp. 287-300 



17 
 

 
Merz, M., He, Y., and Vargo, S., (2009), “The evolving brand logic: a service-dominant logic 
perspective”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science”, March, 2009 
 
Meyer, (2002), “The new managerialism in education management: corporatization or 
organizational learning”, Journal of Educational Administration, Vol. 40, No.6, pp.534-551 
 
Mok, K. H., (1999), “Education and the marketplace in Hong Kong and Mainland china”, 
Higher Education, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp.133-58  
 
Morphew, C., (2001), “A rose by any other name?  Which colleges become universities”, The 
Review of Higher Education, 25(2). 
 
Morphew, C., Toma, D., and Hedstrom, C., (2001), “The Public Liberal Arts College: Case 
Studies of Institutions that have bucked the trend toward ‘Upward Drift’… and the 
Implications for Mission and Market.” ASHE 2001 
 
Naude, P., and Ivy, J., (1999), “The marketing strategies of universities in the United 
Kingdom”, The International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp 126 
 
Nguyen, N. and LeBlanc, G., (2001), “Image and reputation of higher education institutions 
in students’ retention decisions”, International Journal of Educational Management, 15(6), 
pp. 303-311 
 
O’Neill, J., (2003), “Chief of Pennsylvania’s Arcadia University to Retire”, Knight Ridder 
Tribune Business News, 3/6/2003 
 
Parameswaran, R. and Glowacka, A.E., (1995), “University image: and information 
processing perspective”,  Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp.41-56 
 
Park, C., Jaworski, B., and MacInnis, (1986), “Strategic Brand-concept-image management”, 
Journal of Marketing, 50, 4(1986), pp. 135-45 
 
Pusser, B., (2000), “The role of the state in the provision of Higher Education in the United 
States,” Australian Universities Review, 43, (1), pp. 24-35 
 
Pusser, B. ,(2002), “Higher Education, the Emerging Market, and the Public Good”, The 
Knowledge Economy and Postsecondary Education: Report of a Workshop, 
http//www.nap.edu/openbook/0309082927/html/105.html 
 
Robinson, D. and Wu, Y., (2008), “What’s in a name?  Causes and Consequences of 
corporate name changes”,  Presentation at 2008 Annual Meeting of the Financial 
Management Association. 
 
Ruch, R., (2001), Higher Ed, Inc.: The Rise of the For-Profit University, Baltimore and 
London: The Johns Hopkins University Press 
 
Sevier, R., (2002), “Building a Brand that matters”, Strategy Publishing, Hiawatha, IA. 
Stuart, H. and Jones, C., (2004), “Corporate Brands in Marketspace”, Corporate Reputation 
Review, Spring 2004; 7, 1 pp. 84-93 



18 
 

 
The Herald, Winter (2000), Volume 81, Issue 2, Arcadia University Press 
 
Toma, J., Dubrow, G., and Hartley, M., (2005), “The uses of institutional culture: 
Strengthening and building brand equity in higher education”, ASHE Higher Education 
Report, 31(2), pp. i-105. 
 
Twigg, C., (2002), “The impact of the changing economy on four-year institutions”,  the 
knowledge economy and postsecondary education: Report of a workshop (2002) 
 
Varadarajan, R., DeFanti, M.P. and Busch, P.S., (2006), “Brand Portfolio, Corporate Image, 
and Reputation:  Managing Brand Deletion”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
34(2): pp.195-205 
 
Vidaver-Cohen, D., (2007), “Reputation beyond the rankings: a conceptual framework for 
business school research” Corporate Reputation Review, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp.278-304 
 
Wansink, B., (1997), “Making old brands new”, American Demographics, Vol.19, No.12, 
December, pp.53-58 
 
Wansink, B. and Huffman, C., (2001), “Revitalizing mature packaged goods”, The Journal of 
Product and Brand Management, 10, 4/5, pp.228-242 
 
Weick, K.E. and Quinn, R.E., (1999), “Organizational Change and Development”, Annual 
Review of Psychology, Vol. 50, p.361-371 
 
Wernick, A. (2006), “Rebranding Harvard.” Theory, Culture and Society 23(2–3): pp.566 
567. 
 
Williams, R. L., Jr. (2012), “Branding through Renaming for Strategic Alignment in Service 
Organizations”, Doctoral Dissertation (PhD) thesis, Edinburgh Napier University. 
 
Williams, R.L., Jr., Osei, C., and Omar, M., (2012), “HEI Branding as a component of 
Country Branding in Ghana: Renaming Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and 
Technology”, Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, Sept. Special Edition, Vol. 22, 
No.1 
 
Willmott, H., (1995), “Managing the academics: commodification and control in the 
development of university education in the UK”, Human Relations, 48(9), pp.993-1027 
 
Yakimova, R. and Beverland, M., (2005), “The brand-supportive firm: An exploration of 
organizational drivers of brand updating”, Journal of Brand Management, 12, 6, pp.445-460 
 
 

For further information contact: 
Dr. Robert L. Williams, Jr. 

Saint Mary’s College 
Notre Dame, Indiana, 46556-5001 

717-805-7041 
rwrenaming@gmail.com 


