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REBRAND OR RE-BLAND? HOW BRAND IMAGE 
REFLECTS APPRECIATION FOR CONSUMERS

Stephen Lovas

ABSTRACT: In recent years, many companies’ brandings and outward appearances have 
become rather alike, following trends of minimalism, such as flat shapes and basic colors. This 
has mostly been pioneered by tech companies such as Google and Microsoft but is now also being 
seen in other businesses like PayPal or Jaguar. These new rebrands being adopted by companies 
wildly contrast with many of the detailed and unique aesthetics seen in previous decades, which in 
turn has spawned backlash. Many detractors view these rebrands as boring, unimaginative, and 
inferior compared to what came before it. This paper aims to explore what factors have pushed this 
recent trend as well as the overall effect these rebrands have on consumers and even employees. Do 
they truly help to revitalize a company’s brand, or are they a sign of a growing disconnect between 
companies and their customers?

Researched Argumentative Essay

Beginning around the early-to-mid-
2010s, many big companies such as 

Google and Microsoft started steering away 
from stylized, detailed aesthetics in their 
branding and shifting toward flatter, geometric 
minimalism. Minimalist styles are nothing 
new, being seen within American architecture, 
clothing, transportation, and visual art as early 
as the 1920s. Said rebrands have also been 
rather common throughout American history, 
such as within the telecommunications industry. 
However, the current era of branding and visual 
design tends to be seen in a much more negative 
light than those that have come before it, with 
many people critiquing recent rebrands as being 
bland, oversaturated, or simply unnecessary. 
Despite this, the trend seems to be continuing 
within an increasing number of corporations and 
industries. This has led some to wonder: what 
does the corporate fascination with rebrands 
and subsequent consumer reactions tell us about 
companies’ perception of their customers? Based 
on research conducted, as well as testimonies 
from those within the marketing industry, 
the recent influx of overly neutral or negative 
feedback towards companies rebranding signals 
a growing disconnect between them and their 
consumer base.

As most may know, the purpose of branding, 
or brand image, is to give an entity, service, 
or product a distinct design for the sake of 
promotion, advertising, and public perception. 
Like how a picture or painting might illicit 
an emotional reaction in its viewer, branding 
serves to similarly portray a certain feeling 
toward its target audience(s), whether it be calm, 
exciting, fun, or serious. Some may wonder 
why companies look to change their branding 
in the first place. In an article for Forbes, 
titled “Everywhere You Look Companies 
Are Rebranding—But Why?”, Jim Heininger 
discusses what the most common reasons for 
rebranding are based on inquiries made to his 
own branding firm from companies looking to 
rebrand. Aside from a “need” to rebrand due 
to a merger, poor brand reputation, or similar 
circumstances, Heininger cites “opportunistic 
reasons…includ[ing] a new strategic growth 
vision, changes to products or services, or other 
meaningful corporate changes”. He also credits 
the pressure to rebrand on wanting “reduced 
fear”, by which he means companies looking at 
other companies (“their peers”) rebranding and 
not wanting to be left behind (Heininger, 2023). 
These reasons in particular hold interesting 
implications related to the many rebrands seen 
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so far in the 2020s, suggesting that rebranding 
has become even more of a strategic maneuver 
in response to evolving market dynamics and 
competitive pressures. Companies are no longer 
content to rest on their laurels; instead, they 
actively seek to redefine their brand identity to 
stay relevant and appealing in an ever-changing 
landscape. This trend reflects a broader shift in 
corporate strategy, where agility and innovation 
are prioritized to maintain a competitive 
edge. This sudden drive to shift and “update” 
branding to reflect changing brand attitudes may 
leave little room for refinement in the turbulent 
business world, which as will be shown later, 
could lead to underwhelming results.

While many, even within these businesses, 
might see brands as merely another form of 
advertising, they actually serve a much greater 
purpose than just being eye candy. In the 
article “Do Logo Redesigns Help or Hurt Your 
Brand? The Role of Brand Commitment,”  by 
Michael F. Walsh et al., the team sought to 
figure out how changes to a company’s logo 
affect consumer attitude toward the brand. A 
study was conducted in which a group of 632 
college students’ reactions were evaluated 
based on custom changes made in two iconic 
brands’ logos, Adidas, and New Balance. The 
respondents were given three versions of the 
logos: the original, one altered to be slightly 
rounder, and one made significantly rounder. 
The data collected showed that those more 
familiar with the shoe brands reacted more 
negatively to the redesigns presented to them 
compared to those with less of a bond. From 
this, Walsh et al. argue that “Consumers who 
are strongly committed to a brand evaluate 
logo shape redesign more negatively and have 
a lower brand attitude” and vice versa (78). 
“Strongly committed” describes customers 
who are very loyal to a brand; those who stick 
almost exclusively with a certain brand based 
on experience, familiarity, tradition, etc. One’s 
bond with a brand defines their “brand attitude,” 
or their thoughts and reactions toward the brand 
as a whole. Not even taking into account the 

quality of the products or services of a company 
itself, the rounding out of their logo will result 
in poorer perception of the brand from its most 
loyal customers, a vital core of their consumer 
base. Walsh et al. further conclude based on the 
emotional correlations they gathered that “[t]
hose with strong brand commitment will see 
the original brand logo – and the associations 
– as representing themselves and the integral 
relationship they have with the brand” (78). This 
concept implies branding and logos as acting as 
a metaphorical bridge between the business and 
the consumer, a representation of the company’s 
intended audience and a unique signifier for 
the consumer to associate with their services, 
reflected in the emotional effects observed in 
the results of the study. Given this purpose, a 
company’s decision to change their logo and the 
degree to which they change it could suggest 
how much the company cares about its most 
faithful customers. For example, a company 
rebranding but choosing to keep the shape of 
their logo mostly the same suggests a retained 
appreciation and acknowledgement to long-
term customers. On the other hand, completely 
revamping their image into something 
unrecognizable suggests a desire to seek a new 
audience, possibly abandoning the consumers 
who cared the most.

The report’s findings reflect the very common 
feeling of discomfort or confusion one might 
get when something familiar is made unfamiliar. 
With the average person’s life surrounded by and 
reliant on so many products and services, it’s 
natural to develop connections and familiarity 
with their brand images. Therefore, when a 
brand changes its image, it’s not uncommon for 
those who had gotten used to their previous look 
to not immediately welcome it with open arms. 
Walsh et al. introduces a unique perspective 
as to what a brand’s visual identity represents, 
framing it as more than a regular element of 
business, but arguably the most important 
factor in drawing in customers and establishing 
long-term consumer relationships that develop 
positive reputation. Taking into account that the 
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more brand-loyal respondents were the most 
opposed to the Adidas and New Balance logo 
changes, it proves that the original branding 
clearly had a strong effect on many customers, 
and the changing of those familiar identifiers 
disturbed the relationship that was established 
from their notability. The status of branding as 
a symbol for a company-consumer bond can 
help gage a company’s appreciation for their 
customers. This serves as an insightful indicator 
as to whether a company wants to retain its most 
devoted customers, keeping with their heritage 
or tradition, or attempt to steer their operations 
or image in a different direction.

With this crucial responsibility in mind, 
it adds tremendous weight to a company’s 
handling of their branding and could even reveal 
missteps within the company itself if a shift in 
branding does not pan out. Wendy Bolhuisa 
et al. bring this exact consequence to light in 
their research article “Corporate Rebranding: 
Effects of Corporate Visual Identity Changes on 
Employees and Consumers.” In their research, 
the authors split the complicated process of 
rebranding into three core components to better 
grasp the myriad of effects rebrands have on 
business and what factors affect others. In their 
study, Bolhuisa et al. focus on four different 
Dutch companies who all underwent changes to 
their corporate visual identity, or “CVI.” They 
surveyed both employees and customers of 
these four companies with the three “variables” 
of stakeholder type (employees vs. consumers), 
the company itself, and communication about 
the CVI change in mind. Their findings varied 
across each company surveyed; for example, 
one company became more distinct in the eyes 
of consumers but less distinct to employees 
with their rebrand, while another company 
netted exact opposite results. Although no solid 
conclusion is made about a right or wrong way 
to do a rebrand based on their findings, as it 
largely depends on the type of company, the 
industry they’re involved in, and other similar 
circumstances (Bolhuisa et al., 13). Bolhuisa 
et al. do confidently report that “[t]he lack of 

a significant three-way interaction effect with 
organization shows that the importance of 
communicating about a CVI is important in all 
organizational contexts” (11). This is referring 
to data which showed that rebrands from 
companies who did not clearly communicate 
with customers and employees ahead of its 
implementation were usually met with less 
of a positive reception from both parties. In a 
broader sense, this trend noted by Bolhuisa et al. 
emphasizes the importance of communication 
throughout the corporate pipeline in terms of 
rebranding. A company’s willingness to keep 
an open mind, both from the inside and outside, 
is integral to efficient business and uplifting 
morale, and according to these survey results, 
can be reflected in what changes they make to 
their brand image and the universal reception 
that follows.

Bolhuisa et al.’s ideas are expanded upon 
through similar findings in “Corporate 
Rebranding: Destroying, Transferring or 
Creating Brand Equity?”, written by Irish 
marketing researchers Laurent Muzellec et al. 
Muzellec et al. utilize general observation and 
case studies to analyze the anatomy of rebrands 
not only to examine the effects, but to understand 
the most common reasons for them happening. 
As part of their research, they conducted a case 
study into two telecommunications companies 
(the industry most prone to rebrands at the time of 
research) which underwent rebrands, Vodafone 
and eircom, and compared the varying results for 
both. Some concepts derived from this report are 
similar to ones seen in the two aforementioned 
reports; for example, Muzellec et al. observed 
that companies retaining notable brand cues 
even after a rebrand returned more positive 
reactions from customers (819), reminiscent of 
Walsh et al.’s observations. However, they seem 
to have a slightly different take to one akin to 
that presented by Bolhuisa et al., that being with 
consumer/employee communication. While 
Bolhuisa et al. refer to employees solely as a part 
of a three-way business communication cycle, 
Muzellec et al. look specifically at employees’ 
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reception of rebrands and in two ways: “a high 
degree of acceptance for a new name, and a 
high degree of [internalization] of brand values” 
based on research showing that consumer’s 
perception of brand image is heavily influenced 
by employees themselves (819). They go on 
to clarify that employees’ acceptance alone 
isn’t enough to make a rebrand succeed, 
rather “for the rebranding to be accepted, both 
employees and customers must accept and 
understand the need for change” (819-820). By 
“accepted,” Muzellec et al. mean “successful” 
or generally looked at positively by employees 
and consumers alike. Their separation of 
employee rebrand perception into acceptance 
and internalization provide an added layer of 
complexity to Bolhuisa et al.’s ideas, that being 
the deeper integration of the new branding into 
the employees’ performance. This concept has 
strong implications about employees’ roles in 
strengthening a rebrand; just as branding acts 
as a metaphorical bridge from the company 
to its customers, employees act as more of a 
direct connection, both metaphorically and 
literally. As mentioned, employees themselves 
strongly influence consumers’ views of a brand, 
so if a rebrand is tough or outright not able to 
be adapted (not just accepted) by them in their 
environment, that might result in less positive 
brand reception across the board. Therefore, 
insurance of a brand’s ability to not only appeal 
to consumers but adapt with employees is an 
often overseen but crucial part of effective 
rebranding.

These findings draw similarities to many 
discussions about brand image you can 
witness in reality and online. As Bolhuisa 
et al. mention, there is a clear distinction 
between one’s appreciation and their overall 
judgement of a company (12); in particular, a 
rebrand might make some more appreciative 
of a company, like if their branding now looks 
more appealing than before, but won’t change 
their overall judgement, like if that company 
is known for controversy. Nowadays, their 
feelings towards companies in the modern 

day are more indifferent than anything. With 
social media providing constant, up-to-date 
information about happenings around the world, 
thriving especially off drama and controversy, 
it’s not difficult to find immoral or questionable 
practices from within a given company (i.e., 
Nestle, McDonald’s, Starbucks). Therefore, 
with this widespread information in mind, it can 
be exceptionally tough for some companies to 
win over many potential investors, even if their 
outward appearance is appealing. Instead of 
looking at the rebranding process as simply a 
single, momentary corporate decision or event, 
Bolhuisa et al. dissects this, splitting the process 
out into several branches that each serve an 
important purpose in accomplishing a refined 
image. Muzellec et al. then introduces deeper 
subtexts about employees’ roles in rebrands, 
which circles back to affecting the consumer, 
emphasizing just how connected a company 
has to be with its constituents to uphold a 
well-rounded brand. These unique ways of 
portraying the inner workings of a rebrand not 
only help both groups of authors better organize 
their findings but also provide readers with 
deeper insight on a subject not usually seen by 
the average consumer. As a whole, Bolhuisa et 
al.’s findings from this study imply that while 
rebrands can be wildly unpredictable, there are 
methods in which a rebrand can be steered in the 
right direction, such as through strong internal 
and external communication. They also show 
that a company’s botching or denial of these 
methods directly affects the rebrand as well as 
general perception of it, thereby framing it as 
a sign of ignorance or being out-of-touch (in 
other words, a poor rebrand could imply poor 
company outreach, or lack thereof entirely). 
Muzellec et al.’s broader argument reinforces 
the unpredictability of rebranding effects but 
also sheds light on the ever-changing landscape 
that is corporate structure under capitalism 
as well as the industries more subject to it. 
With company mergers and divisions in some 
industries being a regular occurrence (like 
telecommunications; i.e. AT&T and its “Baby 
Bells” even to this day), the reflection in the 
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change in management and company goals/
values in their brand identity could say a lot 
about an entity’s view on their customers in 
terms of loyalty, target demographic, etc.

 An infamous example of a botched rebrand 
that highlights these ideas in action comes 
from the iconic Floridian fruit juice company 
Tropicana. In the article “What to Learn from 
Tropicana’s Packaging Redesign Failure?”, 
by Marion Andrivet, she details the plight of 
Tropicana losing sight of the importance and 
complexities of good branding through their 
disastrous 2009 rebrand. Andrivet uses the story 
of the rebrand as a cautionary tale of a company 
tackling a rebrand in an alienated manner, 
making note of detrimental decisions made such 
as Tropicana changing too many elements of 
the new juice cartons and reducing the presence 
of symbols synonymous with their brand, like 
the iconic orange with the straw poking out. 
In describing the carton in particular, Andrivet 
calls packaging “the silent salesman,” as it “is 
the last communication channel brands have 
with consumers in the purchasing decision 
process” (The Branding Journal, 2015). With it 
being a physical representation of the product, 
and likely the last thing a customer sees before 
deciding to purchase, she argues that it plays 
a larger part in advertising and promotion 
than most may think. While one may think 
a package’s purpose is no different than a 
poster’s or billboard’s, the main distinction that 
is implied is that a package is the product, not 
just an advertisement for it, thus the usage of 
the term “silent salesman.” Andrivet’s analysis 
shows that packaging has a larger impact on 
brand equity than many companies may think, 
signaling ignorance or obliviousness if a package 
redesign is rather sloppy or hastily handled. She 
also proves that within the marketing industry, 
there are still many who care about delivering 
high-quality rebrands that properly resonate 
with consumers. Her insight on packaging 
also ties in similarly with implications seen in 
the other sources discussed, with the failure of 
packaging to bring in customers suggesting a 

disconnect of sorts between a company and their 
target audience, and the company’s feelings 
toward said audience. as a whole. Therefore, in 
trying to understand what company’s mindsets 
might be when rolling out rather dull looking 
rebrands, this article helps further bolster Walsh 
et al.’s idea of branding as a personal connection 
between sellers and buyers.

To conclude, the constant result of rebrands 
lacking any positive impact on many consumers 
nowadays showcases a serious lack of care 
from companies toward their core stakeholders. 
As shown throughout the studies and scenarios 
discussed, a brand is a sacred piece of a 
corporation, one that represents the bond they 
have with the group that powers their whole 
operation. It is also a very complicated part 
of doing business, as it not only has to satisfy 
customers, but adapt well within the company in 
order to thrive. Despite the difficulties that come 
with developing a memorable brand identity, 
many companies have successfully achieved 
doing so in the past. Notable brands like Coca-
Cola and Heinz, who still prominently use logos 
and iconography first introduced in the early-
to-mid 20th century, prove that keeping with 
tradition is entirely possible in maintaining a 
well-known brand. However, the recent neglect 
of many other companies to introduce worthy 
successors to their older branding reveals major 
cracks in that said sacred bond. The insistence 
of brands like PayPal to stick with unappealing 
rebrands that in little to no way retain the appeal 
or notability of their already-established image 
reflects a growing indifference companies have 
between their consumer base, and vice versa. 
Ironically, despite this growing resentment, we 
are advertised at constantly in our daily lives 
now more than ever, and the corporatization of 
many companies’ brandings is a trend that can 
be seen by anyone. Marketers and executives 
in the American business world, though they 
shouldn’t have to be told, would benefit from 
the findings of these reports that all point 
toward listening more to the consumer. This 
would benefit the consumer as well, resulting 
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in more relatable, enjoyable, or at the very 
least tolerable branding, upholding that crucial 
connection that drives engagement and sales. 
Luckily, there are a select few rebrand efforts 
in recent times that take pride in their history 
and have seemingly done well in satisfying 
old and new buyers, such as with Mountain 
Dew. However, if most of corporate America 
wants to try winning the hearts, or wallets, of 
more potential customers, they should look 
towards the part of their business that most 
people see more than anything: their branding. 
If they decide to overhaul their image to an 
unrecognizable degree, assumedly for the sake 
of consumers, it should be made known what 
we as consumers think of it. Whether they like 
it or not, hearing out the millions of people who 
make their entire operation possible should be 
branding priority number one, as they are trying 
to market directly to us. If advertisements are 
looking to infiltrate every facet of our lives, then 
can they at the very least be pleasant to look at?

Works Cited

Andrivet, Marion. “What to Learn from Tropicana’s 
Packaging Redesign Failure?” The Branding 
Journal, 1 May 2015, www.thebrandingjournal.
com/2015/05/what-to-learn-from-tropicanas-
packaging-redesign-failure/.  

Bolhuis, Wendy, et al. “Corporate Rebranding: 
Effects of Corporate Visual Identity Changes 
on Employees and Consumers.” Journal of 
Marketing Communications, vol. 24, no. 1, Feb. 
2018, pp. 3–16. EBSCOhost, https://doi-org.
offcampus.lib.washington.edu/10.1080/135272
66.2015.1067244.

Heininger, Jim. “Council Post: Everywhere You Look 
Companies Are Rebranding-but Why?” Forbes, 
Forbes Magazine, 12 July 2023, www.forbes.
com/councils/forbesagencycouncil/2023/07/12/
eve rywhe re -you - look -compan ie s - a r e -
rebranding-but-why/.  

Muzellec, Laurent, and Mary Lambkin. “Corporate 
rebranding: Destroying, transferring or creating 
brand equity?” European Journal of Marketing, 
vol. 40, no. 7/8, 1 July 2006, pp. 803–824, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560610670007.  

Walsh, Michael F., et al. “Do Logo Redesigns 
Help or Hurt Your Brand? The Role of Brand 
Commitment.” Journal of Product & Brand 
Management, vol. 19, no. 2, Feb. 2012, pp. 
76–84, https://doi.org/10.1108/1061042101103
3421.  

N069431.01F
N69431 2025 CROW Journal - Final 2 168pp.pdf
May 19 2025 13:23:55


