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In the contemporary economy, competitive advantage is increasingly driven by
intangible assets—brand equity, reputation, intellectual property, customer
relationships, organizational knowledge, and data. Among these, brands function as
“coordination devices” that translate dispersed value-creation activities into market
meaning and stakeholder trust. Brand architecture—the structured system that
organizes brands, sub-brands, and endorsements within a portfolio—should therefore
be treated not merely as a marketing choice but as a governance mechanism for global
management of intangible assets. It provides decision rules for allocating investment,
controlling risk, enabling value transfer, and ensuring strategic coherence across
countries, channels, and stakeholder groups [1, 2].

Brand architecture defines the roles, relationships, and boundaries between
corporate, product, and endorsed brands. In governance terms, it sets (a) ownership
logic (what the corporate brand ‘“guarantees”), (b) authorization logic (who can
create/modify brand elements), and (c) value transfer logic (how equity moves between
levels of the portfolio) [1, 3]. This matters globally because intangible assets are mobile
yet fragile: reputation effects spill over borders, digital search amplifies signals
instantly, and regulatory/partner ecosystems require consistent identity and
accountability [2]. From an asset-management perspective, architecture helps firms
manage four core intangible-asset tasks: 1) Capital allocation (where to invest to build
equity most efficiently); 2) Risk control (limiting contagion from crises, quality
failures, or geopolitical exposure); 3) Value leverage (transferring trust to new
products/markets, enabling licensing and alliances); 4) Measurement and valuation
(portfolio clarity supports consistent brand valuation and reporting) [1, 6].

There are five main brand architectures that are being used in modern business
environment: branded house, house of brands, endorsed brands, sub-brands and hybrid
architecture.

Branded House (Monolithic / Corporate-dominant): A single master brand spans
offerings (e.g., one name across categories). Its primary intangible-asset effect is equity
concentration: investments in one brand build a unified reservoir of awareness,
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associations, and trust, which can be leveraged across markets and launches [1, 3]. This
can reduce global customer-acquisition costs through recognition and search visibility,
and it strengthens corporate reputation, employer branding, and partner confidence
(important in B2B and high-risk sectors) [2]. The trade-off is higher contagion risk:
operational failures or reputational incidents can damage the entire portfolio because
brand meaning is tightly coupled [1].

House of Brands (Pluralistic / Stand-alone brands): Multiple independent brands
minimize linkage to the corporate parent. The intangible-asset effect is risk
segmentation and precision positioning: each brand can target distinct segments, price
tiers, or cultural contexts without dilution [1, 4]. This structure is also useful for M&A
integration when acquired brands have strong local equity and should remain
unchanged. However, it is typically more resource-intensive: marketing investments
fragment across brands, and corporate-level reputation may be less visible to external
stakeholders [1, 2]. Globally, a house of brands can outperform where markets require
sharply differentiated propositions—but it requires advanced portfolio governance,
brand valuation discipline, and duplication controls [6].

Endorsed Brands (Corporate endorsement + product brand autonomy): A product
brand leads, while a corporate brand endorses (“by X”). This architecture creates a
controlled equity transfer mechanism: endorsement provides credibility, quality
assurance, and reputational backing, while allowing product brands to maintain
differentiated identities [1, 4]. In global management terms, endorsed structures are
effective when firms need both (a) local relevance or category-specific positioning and
(b) cross-market trust anchored in corporate reputation. Endorsement also supports
intangible assets tied to assurance (e.g., safety, reliability, compliance) because the
corporate brand acts as a guarantee signifier [2].

Sub-brands (Master brand + sub-brand as differentiator): Sub-brands share the
master name but add a differentiating label (e.g., “X Pro”). The intangible-asset effect
is scalable meaning extension: firms can create new “micro-equity” nodes while
keeping most equity at the master level [1, 3]. This improves launch efficiency and
creates a structured innovation ladder. The key risk is meaning overload: excessive sub-
brand proliferation can blur associations, complicate trademark strategy, and reduce
clarity for global stakeholders [2, 5].

Hybrid architectures: Most multinational portfolios combine the above, reflecting
category maturity, acquisition history, and regulatory constraints [1, 4]. The hybrid
approach can optimize intangible assets by matching architecture to risk profile and
market logic: for example, a branded house for core trust-sensitive offerings, and stand-
alone brands for culturally sensitive or price-segmented categories. The governance
challenge is ensuring consistent decision criteria for when to brand-house versus isolate
[1].

Based on stated above definition of brand architecture types, we can evaluate
mechanisms through which architecture manages intangible assets globally. First
mechanism is equity transfer and leverage. Here, brand extensions and cross-border
scaling depend on “permission” from existing associations. Architecture clarifies
which associations are owned by the corporate brand versus product brands and
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therefore where equity can be legitimately transferred without stretching credibility [3,
5]. Second mechanism is reputation risk containment, where architecture influences
reputational spillovers. A branded house maximizes synergy but amplifies negative
spillover; a house of brands contains crises but sacrifices shared reputation benefits [1].
In global crisis management, these structural properties are material. Third one is IP
structure and legal defensibility. Clear architecture supports trademark hierarchies
(what is registered, defended, licensed). It reduces naming conflicts, strengthens
enforcement priorities, and lowers global legal complexity—particularly relevant when
brands are among the most valuable identifiable intangibles. Forth mechanism is
related to valuation, reporting, and M&A integration. Brand valuation standards
emphasize clear brand identification, cash-flow attribution, and consistent
assumptions; architecture provides the map needed to allocate value and manage
portfolios during acquisitions, divestments, and licensing [6]. On top of all, there is
stakeholder alignment beyond customers: in B2B and regulated environments, brand
meaning must persuade multiple stakeholders (partners, regulators, employees,
investors). Architecture defines which brand carries the “trust burden” and where proof
points (certifications, standards, track record) should be anchored [2].

Based on these mechanisms, number of practical implications and
recommendations could be done:

1) Businesses should treat brand architecture as a portfolio policy, not a design
exercise: define decision rules for creating, endorsing, or retiring brands [1].

2) Businesses should link architecture to intangible-asset KPIs (brand equity,
reputation indices, employer brand metrics, trademark health, licensing revenue) [3,
6].

3) Use architecture to balance global consistency vs. local relevance, explicitly
documenting where adaptation is allowed and where it is not [2].

4)Build crisis protocols according to architecture type: contagion risk is
structurally different in branded house vs. house of brands [1].

As a conclusion, we can state that brand architecture operationalizes the
management of intangible assets at scale. By specifying how trust, meaning, and legal
rights are structured across a global portfolio, it becomes a mechanism for allocating
investment, accelerating growth, controlling reputational risk, and improving valuation
clarity. In an economy where intangible assets account for a substantial share of
enterprise value, architecture should be governed with the same rigor as financial and
operational systems [1, 6, 7].
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“YHPABJIIHHA ITPOEKTAMU MI’KHAPOJIHUX
PEKJIAMHUX CTPATETIH”

I'opeuxko Mapisi BacuiiiBHa

37100yBay BUINOI OCBITH MariCTepChKOro PiBHS
HaykoBuii kepiBHUK:

Bpeyc Ceitiiana BacuiiBaa

JIOKTOP €KOHOMIYHHUX HayK

[IBH3 «EBponelicbkunii yHIBEpCUTET», Y KpaiHa

VY cyuacHuX ymoBax Tiio0asizarlii Ta TOCHJICHHS T€OMOITHYHOI HECTa0ITLHOCTI
YOPaBIIHHS MDKHAPOJHUMU PEKJIAMHUMH TPOEKTAMU BHUXOJUTH 32 MEXI CYTO
MapKETUHTOBUX 3aBJIaHb W 30KpeMa JJis TPAHCHAIIOHAIbHUX KOPTOpaIliid, TaKUX SK
McDonald’s, nisibHICTh HA pUHKY YKpaiHU B YMOBaX BOEHHOT'O CTaHY BiJ0yBa€eThCS
B yMOBax JOKOPiHHOiI TpaHcdopmallii HiAXOJIB 10 YHPABIIHHS KOMYHIKalISIMH,
MONIyKy OallaHCy MK TJIOOQJIBHOIO CTaHJAPTH3AIll€0 OpeHIy Ta KPUTHIHOIO
MoTpeOor0 B JIOKAIBbHIN amanTallii cTpaTerid 10 3MiH 30BHIIIHBOTO CEPE/IOBUINA Ta
CIIO’KMBYO1 MTOBEIIHKHU.

Teopernuny 0a3y MOCHIIKEHHS CKJIAJIM KOHIICMIIT MIXXHAPOHOTO MAapPKETUHTY
Ta npoektHoro MeHemkMeHty (PMI, migxomu ®. Kornepa ta C. linsmenka).
BukopucTaHHs CHCTEMHOTO MiIXOMy JO BU3HAYEHHSI CYTHOCTI MOHSTTS «IPOEKTHE
VIpaBIiHHSA B MDKHAPOJHIM peKjaMi» SIK 1HTETPOBAHOTO MPOIECY KOOpAWHAIl
pecypciB, Hacy Ta KpeaTHBHOTO KaIliTally JJIs peajizaimii cTpaTerii «rIoKari3ariii»
(think global, act local).

TunoBuM mpeCTaBHUKOM Ha PUHKY (MPUKIATOM €PEKTUBHOTO aHTUKPHU30BOTO
ynpaBiiHHs) € nigep y cBoemy cermeHTi — [1II «Maknonansn3 FOxpeitn JITmy, mo
JIEMOHCTPY€ BUCOKY JKUTTE3/IATHICTD, TaK SIK KOMITIaH1sl 3yMiJia BITHOBUTH OIEepaliiHy
TiSTEHICT, HE3BaXKatoun Ha 30utkoBuit 2022 pik (unctuii 30uToK -2,1 MIIp/ TpH Yepes
3aKPUTTS PECTOPAHIB):

- yuctui aoxia 3pic 3 3,2 muipa rpH y 2022 p. go 12,9 mapa rpa y 2023 p. ta
poruo3oBanux 16,8 muapa rpu y 2024 p.

- peHTabenbpHICTh cTaHoM Ha 2024 pik craHoBuia 9,3%.

Y pesynbTaTi aHami3yBaHHA PEKJIAMHOI AaKTUBHOCTI BHUSBJICHO MpoOiIeMy
«KOMYHIKAI[IHHOTO PO3pHUBY» (TJ00alIbHI peKJIaMHI1 KammaHii Kopropallii 9acTo He
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