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Executive summary
This report examines the brand architecture of Australia's four major banks. It finds that 
none of the Big Four operates the portfolio it would design today. Each carries the residue 
of acquisitions made under different conditions, divestments made under different 
leadership, and brand decisions made before the customer behaviours they now serve had 
emerged.
Brand architecture, in this sector, is the sediment of other people's choices. It is what is left when you stop adding, stop 
subtracting, and look at what you actually have. The cost of that sediment is measurable. Across the four banks, 
applying the Brand Efficiency Frontier methodology to publicly available data, the total return gap against the sector 
benchmark sits at $1.4–1.6 billion annually; the brand-architecture share converges on roughly half a billion. That figure 
is significantly larger than any of the four banks acknowledges. The methodology is described in Chapter Two; the per-
bank derivation in Chapter Three; the data sources, scoring conventions and acknowledged limitations at the back.

Three findings

01 The Big Four are running 18 customer-facing brands between them.

After two decades of consolidation, the residual portfolios still carry six brands at Westpac, five at CBA, four at 
NAB, and four at ANZ. Of those 18, five sit at or above the Brand Efficiency Frontier benchmark. Thirteen do not.

02 The Brand Architecture Tax converges on approximately half a billion dollars 
annually.
The total return gap against the benchmark is $1.4–1.6bn — $410M (Westpac), $320–390M (CBA), $280–360M 
(NAB), $340–420M (ANZ). The architecture-attributable share — estimated top-down via sector Role of Brand, 
and bottom-up via the Brand Valency equation — converges on approximately $0.5 billion. Conservative, and 
source-disclosed.

03 The architecture is committed to in 2026, even where no one chose it.

Bankwest's digital-only restructure (announced March 2024). Ubank's group repositioning (June 2025). Suncorp 
Bank's scheduled retirement (June 2027). ANZ Plus's consolidation (October 2025). Four architectural 
commitments in eighteen months. Three of the four banks are making decisions the methodology suggests are 
sub-optimal.
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01CHAPTER ONE

The inheritance.

How Australian banking arrived at its current portfolios.

Australian banking is older than the country. The Bank of New South Wales opened in Macquarie Place 
in 1817, three decades before Federation. By the time the sector was deregulated in 1983, the 
institutional shape of Australian retail banking had been set for more than a century. What deregulation 
produced was not a new architecture but a wave of consolidation of the old one. Between 1981 and 
2008, the Big Four absorbed dozens of Australian and New Zealand banks, building societies and wealth 
managers between them. Each acquisition was made for a reason that made sense in its decade. Most 
of those reasons no longer apply.
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What was bought, and why
WESTPAC

Westpac, the largest of the early consolidators, inherited St.George from a 2008 merger that added some three million 
customers to create a ten-million-customer group. St.George itself had earlier absorbed Advance Bank (1997), which 
carried BankSA — acquired by Advance in 1995. Bank of Melbourne, bought by Westpac directly in 1997 and retired, was 
revived as a St.George Group brand in 2011. RAMS — the brand and franchise network, acquired in January 2008 after 
the lender's securitisation funding collapsed — added a fourth retail brand. BT Financial Group, retained from the 2002 
acquisition of BT Funds Management, added the fifth.

COMMONWEALTH BANK

Commonwealth Bank's portfolio carries the residue of its 2008 acquisition of Bankwest from HBOS during the global 
financial crisis. CBA paid $2.1bn for a Western Australian retail bank with a heritage anchor reaching back to 1895. Sixteen 
years later — announced in March 2024, with the branch network closed by October — CBA restructured the brand as the 
group's digital-only sub-brand. The architecture the original acquisition was justified against — a state-based standalone 
retail bank — has been retired in everything but name.

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK

National Australia Bank's portfolio carries UBank from a 2008 internal launch and 86 400 from a 2021 acquisition, folded 
into a relaunched ubank in 2022. JBWere arrived in 2009 through the partial acquisition of an 1840s-vintage stockbroking 
firm. Bank of New Zealand has been a NAB subsidiary since 1992. MLC Wealth, the group's largest non-bank acquisition, 
was divested to Insignia in 2021 — a tacit acknowledgement that the strategic case for the 2000 acquisition had ended.

ANZ

ANZ's portfolio is being reshaped now. The July 2024 acquisition of Suncorp Bank for $4.9bn — the largest banking 
acquisition in Australia in over a decade — added 1.26 million customers, $57.0 billion in home lending, and a heritage 
Queensland regional brand that the bank's October 2025 ANZ 2030 strategy committed to retire by June 2027. ANZ Plus, 
the group's digital platform, is being elevated from a channel to the single retail front-end. ANZ Worldline, the joint venture 
with the French payments group, was absorbed back through an $89 million buyout completed in July 2026.
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The conditions that produced the 
architecture
Each acquisition was made under conditions that no longer hold. Westpac's 2008 purchase of St.George 
assumed regional brand loyalty would remain a defensible competitive moat — a reasonable view in the year 
before the iPhone reshaped how Australians chose a bank. CBA's 2008 purchase of Bankwest assumed a 
Western Australian retail bank could be operated profitably as a state-based standalone — a view that held until 
the cost of running parallel infrastructure exceeded the gathering benefit of the regional deposit base.

Brand architecture, in Australian banking, is the sediment of other 
people's choices. It is what is left when you stop adding, stop 
subtracting, and look at what you actually have.

NAB's 2008 launch of UBank assumed that a digital-only banking proposition would compete primarily on price — 
a view progressively undermined by the proliferation of digital-only competitors offering better experiences at 
equivalent price points. ANZ's 2024 acquisition of Suncorp Bank assumed that operational scale benefits would 
dominate the brand-architectural conversation. The October 2025 commitment to retire the Suncorp Bank brand 
by June 2027 represents the logical extension of that assumption.

Each of these decisions was rational at the moment it was made. Each was made by an executive team operating 
under information conditions that no longer exist. The portfolios they produced — and the architectural decisions 
still being made inside those portfolios — are the residue. None of the four banks would design today the portfolio 
it currently runs. None of them is starting from a blank page. All four are making architectural commitments in 
2026 against the constraints of decisions made decades earlier under different conditions.
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Why the cost goes unmeasured
The dominant framework for thinking about brand architecture in financial services is approaching thirty years old. 
David Aaker's spectrum — Branded House at one pole, House of Brands at the other, with various endorsed and 
sub-branded configurations in between — was developed in the late 1990s. It remains the lingua franca of brand-
architecture conversations in CMO offices and consulting decks. It is also no longer adequate to the conversation 
it is asked to support.

The Aaker spectrum was built for a world in which adding a brand to a portfolio was a significant, capital-intensive 
commitment. A new brand cost real money. Each one had to justify its presence. The strategic question was 
where on the spectrum a new brand should sit relative to its parent. The answer changed the cost of launch by an 
order of magnitude.

That assumption no longer holds. The marginal cost of a new brand today is a design subscription, an AI-
generated identity system, and a modest amount of executive attention. Portfolios expand faster than the strategic 
thinking behind them. Brands multiply. The friction that once forced disciplined choices has been engineered out. 
The Aaker spectrum is asked to govern portfolios it was never designed to see.

That is a portfolio question, not a brand question. And portfolio questions require a different instrument. Chapter 
Two describes what that instrument looks like, borrowed from a discipline that has been quantifying portfolio trade-
offs for seventy years.
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02CHAPTER TWO

The analytical 
apparatus.
Modern Portfolio Theory, applied to brands.

In 1952, Harry Markowitz published a paper in the Journal of Finance that reshaped how money 
managers think about risk. The paper argued that an asset cannot be sensibly evaluated in isolation — 
only in terms of its contribution to a portfolio's overall risk and return. Assets that move together add risk; 
assets that offset each other reduce it. The insight earned a Nobel Prize and built the modern asset-
management industry. Applied to brand portfolios, the same logic asks: do these brands compound each 
other's value, or merely coexist? That question has an answer, and the answer has a number.
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The Brand Efficiency Frontier
Every industry has a risk-return benchmark. In retail banking, that benchmark is calibrated from the observable 
performance of the major banks operating comparable portfolios under comparable conditions. The benchmark is 
a curve rather than a point — for any given level of portfolio risk, there is a maximum return that a well-architected 
portfolio should deliver. The shape of that curve is the Brand Efficiency Frontier.

EXHIBIT 1  ·  THE BRAND EFFICIENCY FRONTIER (CONCEPTUAL)

RETURN

PORTFOLIO RISK

Frontier
(industry benchmark)

Current state

Efficiency gap

A brand portfolio that sits on the frontier is extracting the return its risk level deserves. A portfolio that sits below the 
frontier is leaving return on the table — return that another architecture, at the same risk level, would deliver. The 
vertical distance from the current state to the frontier curve is the efficiency gap. Expressed in percentage points and 
translated to dollar terms against the portfolio's revenue base, the efficiency gap is a number a CFO can act on.

The diagram above is conceptual. Chapter Three plots each bank's portfolio against the empirical Australian retail 
banking frontier, calibrated from the Big Four cohort and the major second-tier banks.
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The Brand Valency Model
The Efficiency Frontier measures what a portfolio is failing to deliver. It does not, on its own, explain why. The 
explanation comes from a second instrument: the Brand Valency Model. Valency is a term borrowed from 
chemistry, where it describes the bonding capacity of an atom — its capacity to form productive relationships with 
other atoms in a molecule. Applied to brands, Portfolio Valency measures the bonds between brands in a system: 
whether they compound each other's value, or coexist without interaction. A portfolio of individually strong brands 
can have low valency. Brands that do not transfer equity, share audiences, generate cross-sell, or diversify risk are 
not, in Modern Portfolio Theory terms, a portfolio at all — they are a collection.

01
Equity Transfer Capacity Does this brand lend credibility to 

others in the portfolio, or borrow from 
them?

02
Audience Connectivity Does this brand share, complement, or 

conflict with the audiences of adjacent 
brands?

03
Positioning Coherence Does this brand's positioning reinforce 

or undermine the positioning of 
adjacent brands?

04
Commercial Interaction Does this brand generate cross-sell 

with other brands, or operate in 
commercial isolation?

05
Risk Profile Correlation Does this brand diversify portfolio risk, 

or amplify it through correlated 
exposure?
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Translating to dollars
The methodology converts brand-architectural diagnosis into commercial impact through three steps. First, the 
efficiency gap is calculated in percentage points — the vertical distance between the portfolio's current position 
and the frontier curve at the same risk level. Second, that gap is multiplied against the portfolio's brand-
architecturally addressable revenue base — typically retail and business banking revenue, excluding wholesale 
and institutional segments. Third, the result is the total annualised return gap. The Brand Architecture Tax is the 
architecture-attributable share of that gap — approximately one third in retail banking, per the sector Role of 
Brand — cross-checked bottom-up through the Brand Valency inefficiency equation: duplicated marketing 
investment plus revenue leakage from cannibalisation. Attribution is applied once and only once.

THE DECISION METRIC — SHARPE RATIO

Return divided by risk. A Sharpe of 0.80 means the portfolio generates 80 cents of return for every 
dollar of risk carried; a Sharpe of 0.30 means thirty. Institutional finance treats 0.50 as the baseline for 
acceptable performance. None of the Big Four currently operates above 0.40 in its retail brand 
portfolio. All four would, under the recommended architectures the methodology produces, move 
above 0.70.

The methodology section at the back of this report sets out the specific data sources, the scoring conventions, the 
assumptions behind the benchmark calibration, and the limitations of public-data analysis. The intent is full 
transparency: a sophisticated reader should be able to disagree with the methodology and explain why. The 
figures in Chapter Three are derived from this methodology and only this methodology. They are not adjusted to fit 
a corridor or a narrative.
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03CHAPTER THREE

The four-bank 
diagnosis.
Westpac. CBA. NAB. ANZ. The Brand Architecture Tax.

Applying the methodology described in Chapter Two to the four major Australian banks produces four 
readings of comparable depth but different shape. Each bank carries its own inheritance, its own 
architectural commitments, and its own recoverable opportunity. The diagnoses that follow are built 
entirely from public data — results presentations, APRA statistics, published satisfaction research — and 
are presented as ranges to reflect that. A full engagement replaces every proxy with a primary input.
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Westpac
SIX BRANDS, ONE INHERITANCE

Westpac Group operates six customer-facing brands: Westpac, St.George, Bank of Melbourne, BankSA, RAMS, and 
BT Financial Group. The portfolio is the product of the 2008 St.George merger, which itself brought three brands; the 
2008 RAMS acquisition; and the 2002 BT Funds Management acquisition. None of the six brands currently sits at or 
above the Brand Efficiency Frontier benchmark for Australian retail banking.

Westpac Core sits below the benchmark at moderate risk. The other five sit below the benchmark at elevated risk — the 
portfolio's primary source of architectural drag: St.George, Bank of Melbourne, BankSA, RAMS, and BT Financial.

EXHIBIT  ·  WESTPAC  ·  CURRENT STATE

PORTFOLIO VALENCY

3.4 / 10
EFFICIENCY GAP

3.2pp
SHARPE RATIO

0.23
RETURN GAP

$410M p.a.

PRIMARY DRAG Five brands below benchmark at elevated risk

Westpac's $410 million annual figure is the cleanest in the sector — derived against a $12.8 billion brand-architecturally 
addressable revenue base and a 3.2 percentage point efficiency gap. The methodology traces it through the portfolio's 
interaction effects: equity-transfer breakdown between Westpac and St.George; audience overlap between BankSA and 
Bank of Melbourne; positioning incoherence between Westpac Core and the regional brands; the unrealised potential of 
the RAMS digital franchise; and the structural separation of BT Financial.
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Commonwealth Bank
THE CLEANEST PORTFOLIO, MID-FLIGHT

Commonwealth Bank operates five customer-facing brands: Commonwealth Bank, Bankwest, ASB Bank (New 
Zealand), CommSec, and Unloan. The portfolio has been substantially simplified since 2018 — Colonial First State sold 
to KKR in 2021, CommInsure divested to AIA, global asset management exited to Mitsubishi UFJ. What remains is the 
cleanest Big Four portfolio. It is also incomplete.

The 2024 restructure of Bankwest — announced in March, closing the Western Australian branch network by October 
and reframing the brand as CBA's digital-only sub-brand — was confirmed at the August 2025 results briefing by CEO 
Matt Comyn: “Bankwest now becomes like the digital brand of CommBank.” The decision crystallised sixteen years after 
the original acquisition. It also created an architectural position that competes with Unloan, the group's other digital-
direct brand. Two digital-first brands inside the same group, neither at scale, both carrying separate portfolio overhead.

EXHIBIT  ·  COMMONWEALTH BANK  ·  CURRENT STATE

PORTFOLIO VALENCY

5.4 / 10
EFFICIENCY GAP

1.8pp
SHARPE RATIO

0.39
RETURN GAP

$320–390M 
p.a.

DEFINING DECISION Bankwest restructure (2024)  ·  endpoint not yet committed

CBA's diagnosis identifies $320–390 million in annual foregone return — the smallest absolute figure of the Big Four, 
reflecting the substantial portfolio simplification already achieved. The remaining drag is concentrated in two 
architectural questions: the Bankwest endpoint (digital sub-brand of CommBank, or distinct national digital challenger), 
and the Unloan-Bankwest competition. Both are tractable; both are decisions the bank has not yet committed to.
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National Australia Bank
THE SIGNAL SENT, THE BRAND NOT YET BUILT

National Australia Bank operates four customer-facing brands: NAB, Bank of New Zealand, UBank, and JBWere. The 
2021 divestment of MLC Wealth to Insignia, the 2026 closure of Advantedge, and the 2022 absorption of 86 400 have 
substantially simplified the portfolio. What remains is the second-cleanest Big Four portfolio after CBA. The drag is 
concentrated in two assets, both elevated to direct CEO oversight in 2025: UBank's positioning, and JBWere's 
underused premium-wealth equity.

In June 2025, NAB announced Pete Steel — managing director for customer channels at Lloyds Banking Group London 
— would join as Group Executive Digital, Data & AI, reporting directly to CEO Andrew Irvine and accountable for UBank 
from January 2026. Irvine has publicly stated UBank “is nowhere near reaching its potential” despite 18% home loan 
growth, 12% deposit growth, and 800,000 customers. The structural architecture for a different position is in place. The 
brand strategy that would activate it has not yet been committed.

EXHIBIT  ·  NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK  ·  CURRENT STATE

PORTFOLIO VALENCY

4.9 / 10
EFFICIENCY GAP

2.1pp
SHARPE RATIO

0.37
RETURN GAP

$280–360M 
p.a.

DEFINING SIGNAL
Pete Steel appointment (Jan 2026)  ·  UBank under direct CEO 
oversight

NAB's $280–360 million annual figure reflects a portfolio with structural assets in place but commercial activation 
incomplete. JBWere generates the highest brand strength scores in the entire NAB portfolio — NPS 34, the highest 
Return Score in the group — but its premium-wealth credentials are not leveraged across NAB Private Banking or 
higher-net-worth segments. The premium-wealth equity is captive to a single small brand when it could be a portfolio-
wide asset.
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ANZ
THE ARCHITECTURE BEING COMMITTED TO, IN REAL TIME

ANZ Group operates four customer-facing brands: ANZ, Suncorp Bank (currently registered as Norfina Limited on the 
APRA register), ANZ Plus, and ANZ Worldline (wholly owned since July 2026). The portfolio is in active transition. The 
July 2024 acquisition of Suncorp Bank for $4.9 billion added 1.26 million customers and $57.0 billion in home lending. 
In October 2025, CEO Nuno Matos unveiled the ANZ 2030 strategy: “Our Australia Retail division will be significantly 
simpler, with one team, one brand, one channel and one technology system.”

The committed architectural direction is full consolidation. Suncorp Bank is to be retired by June 2027. ANZ Plus is to 
be elevated from a technology platform to the single retail front-end. The integration is operationally ambitious; the 
architectural consequence is the retirement of the only above-benchmark brand in the entire ANZ portfolio.

EXHIBIT  ·  ANZ  ·  CURRENT STATE

PORTFOLIO VALENCY

4.2 / 10
EFFICIENCY GAP

2.3pp
SHARPE RATIO

0.36
RETURN GAP

$340–420M 
p.a.

COMMITTED DECISION ANZ 2030 (Oct 2025)  ·  Suncorp Bank retired by June 2027

ANZ's $340–420 million annual figure reflects the architectural commitment being executed. Suncorp Bank — with its 
29 NPS, stable 1.26 million customer base, and Queensland-specific heritage equity — sits above the benchmark. The 
committed strategy retires it. The methodology does not contest the operational case for simplification. It does identify 
the architectural value being written off.
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The Brand Architecture Tax
Summed across the four banks, the total return gap against the sector benchmark sits in the range of $1.4 billion 
to $1.6 billion per annum. Not all of that gap is brand architecture — pricing, product, distribution and operations 
all move portfolio return. The Brand Architecture Tax is the share attributable to architecture, and it converges on 
approximately half a billion dollars a year by two independent routes: top-down, applying the sector Role of Brand 
to the gap; bottom-up, summing duplicated marketing investment and cannibalisation revenue leakage. The 
figures are the sum of the four per-bank diagnoses, calculated through the methodology described in Chapter 
Two, against publicly available data.

EXHIBIT 6  ·  THE RETURN GAP AND THE ARCHITECTURE TAX  ·  BIG FOUR AGGREGATE

PER-BANK RETURN GAP

Westpac $410M

CBA $320–390M

NAB $280–360M

ANZ $340–420M

ANNUAL AGGREGATE  ·  BIG FOUR

$1.4–1.6bn
Total return gap
Architecture-attributable share ≈ $0.5bn

Three observations about this number. First, it is significantly larger than the headline cost of brand architecture that any 
of the four banks acknowledges. None of the FY25 results presentations references brand-portfolio cost as a material 
line item. The cost is real; it is currently invisible. Second, the figure is smaller than the gross sum of the architectural-
restructure costs each bank has incurred to address the symptoms — Bankwest's $134M of restructuring provisions, 
the Suncorp integration's $1bn-plus, NAB's Customer Voices program. The structural spend dwarfs the architectural 
diagnostic that would direct it. Third, the figure is calibrated against the current architectural state. The recommended 
future-state architectures — set out in the private companion analyses — would move each portfolio materially closer to 
the Efficiency Frontier. The Tax is recoverable; the question is whether the architectural decisions to recover it are being 
made.
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What half a billion dollars actually buys
A number that large stops meaning anything without translation. Half a billion dollars a year — roughly $400 
million per bank across the four portfolios in total return gap terms, of which the architecture share is the 
recoverable piece — is not an abstraction. It is a series of choices the banks are making by default, every year, 
about what the money does not do.

FOR THE BANK A second marketing department that produces nothing.

The architecture share of a single bank's gap approaches the entire annual above-the-line 
marketing budget of a major bank. The duplication does not buy reach — it buys the same 
customer, contested between stablemate brands.

Roughly 1.5 points of sector cash profit.

Half a billion dollars is approximately 1.5 per cent of the Big Four's combined annual cash 
profit — recurring, compounding, and absent from every results presentation.

FOR THE 
CUSTOMER

A 0.25% rate cut for 320,000 households — forgone.

The sector-wide architecture share would fund a quarter-point reduction for roughly 320,000 
average Australian mortgages, every year. Customers fund brand duplication through margin 
whether or not they ever see the brands in question.

Banks competing against themselves instead of for you.

When stablemate brands chase the same customer, the contest is internal. The customer 
sees more advertising and no better offer — cannibalisation is paid for twice: once in media, 
once in margin.

FOR THE 
SHAREHOLDER

$2.5 billion over five years, unclaimed.

The Tax recurs until the architecture changes. On a five-year view the architecture-
attributable share alone approaches $2.5 billion across the four banks — larger than most of 
the divestments the sector has celebrated as portfolio discipline.

A line item no board reviews.

Every other operating cost of this scale carries an owner, a target and a review cycle. Brand 
architecture carries none of the three. The first bank to measure it acquires an advantage the 
others cannot see.
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Six ways to read the sector
The diagnosis is a set of numbers. The insight is what the numbers say when read together. Six readings, each 
visible only at portfolio level.

01
The Suncorp paradox.

ANZ paid $4.9 billion partly for a brand it has committed to 
delete. Suncorp Bank — NPS 29, 1.26 million loyal 
Queensland customers — is the only above-benchmark 
brand in the ANZ portfolio, and it is scheduled for retirement 
by June 2027. The acquisition logic and the architecture 
logic point in opposite directions; the data sides with the 
architecture.

02
The brands being retired are the ones 
customers recommend.

The two highest-advocacy brands in the sector — JBWere 
(NPS 34) and Suncorp Bank (29) — are respectively under-
leveraged and scheduled for deletion. Meanwhile the four 
masterbrands, which absorb the overwhelming majority of 
sector marketing investment, all trail them (indicative 
proxies: CBA 23, Westpac 18, NAB 15, ANZ 12). The sector 
spends most where customers advocate least.

03
No portfolio clears the efficiency baseline.

Institutional finance treats a Sharpe ratio of 0.50 as 
minimum acceptable performance. The four portfolios run at 
0.23 to 0.39. Same sector, same regulation, same products 
— the spread between best (CBA) and worst (Westpac) is 
entirely architectural, and even the best is inefficient.

04
NAB is the accidental winner.

NAB is the only Big Four bank that never inherited a state-
brand portfolio. That accident of M&A history — not strategy 
— is now worth hundreds of millions a year in avoided 
architectural drag, and explains why the second-cleanest 
portfolio belongs to the bank least celebrated for brand 
management.

05
The wealth retreat left one brand standing.

BT is narrowed, CommInsure divested, OnePath and MLC 
sold. Of the wealth brands the Big Four spent two decades 
acquiring, one genuine private-wealth brand survives — 
JBWere. A generation of bancassurance strategy has 
produced exactly one defendable brand, and its equity is 
captive to a single business unit.

06
The digital flanker thesis is contested by its 
own data.

Every group now runs a digital flanker — ANZ Plus, Unloan, 
Ubank, and Bankwest recast as one. ANZ Plus passed one 
million customers in March 2025; the analysis suggests a 
substantial share are migrating ANZ masterbrand 
customers. Internal share-shift presented as growth is the 
most expensive form of standing still — and every flanker in 
the sector faces the same diagnostic question.
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What coherence would 
look like.
From inheritance to intent.

The four banks are not equivalent. Their portfolios are different shapes. Their inheritances came from 
different decades. Their committed strategies point in different directions. What they share is the 
situation Chapter One described: each is making architectural decisions in 2026 against the constraints 
of decisions made under conditions that no longer apply. This chapter describes what coherence would 
look like in this sector — not as a prescription, but as the architectural principles the methodology 
identifies as the recoverable opportunity.
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Five principles of coherent architecture
The four-bank analysis identifies five principles that consistently characterise the architectural alternatives that 
outperform current state. They are not novel — institutional finance describes them under different names. They are 
applied here to the brand-portfolio question, where the discipline has been least rigorous.

01 Every brand earns its place, or it goes.

A brand not extracting return commensurate with its risk is occupying portfolio space without justification. 
Retention requires a defensible answer to: what would this portfolio look like without this brand? Inability to 
answer is itself an answer.

02 Distance from the masterbrand is the architectural decision.

Sub-brands too close to the masterbrand suffer audience cannibalisation and positioning incoherence. Too 
distant, and they forfeit equity transfer. The skill is calibrating the distance — and committing to it operationally, 
not just visually.

03 A challenger inside a portfolio is not a contradiction in terms.

The positioned-challenger architecture is the highest-Sharpe single move available to three of the four banks. 
The challenger must be structurally and operationally distinct from the masterbrand. NAB's elevation of UBank 
is the closest current example; CBA's Unloan the closest unrealised one.

04 Premium equity does not travel without architecture.

JBWere's NPS 34 is the highest in any Big Four portfolio. Its premium-wealth credentials do not transfer to NAB 
Private Banking or higher-net-worth segments because the architecture does not enable the transfer. Equity 
does not flow without channels to flow through.

05 Operational simplification is not the same as architectural value.

ANZ 2030 treats simplification as the dominant objective. Simplification is necessary; it is not sufficient. The 
architectural question — what is the optimal return at the chosen risk level? — is independent of the 
simplification question. The two are sometimes aligned, and sometimes not.
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The discipline available
The methodology this report describes is not new in its constituents. Modern Portfolio Theory has existed since 
1952. Brand strength assessment has existed in its current form for at least two decades. Customer audience 
analysis is a category older than either. What is new is the application of these established disciplines to a domain 
where they have not been previously rigorous — brand architecture.

The conventional brand-architecture conversation is structured around the Aaker spectrum — a framework that 
was useful when adding a brand to a portfolio was an expensive, deliberate act. That world is over. Portfolios are 
accumulated, not designed. The framework that proved useful in the world of expensive brands is not useful in the 
world of expensive portfolios.

What is available, and what this report describes, is a different instrument. The Brand Efficiency Frontier asks: 
where could this portfolio sit, at this risk level, under a better architecture? The Brand Valency Model asks: are the 
brands inside the portfolio compounding each other's value, or coexisting without interaction? Together they 
translate brand-architectural diagnosis into commercial impact, and the commercial impact into a number a CFO 
can act on.

Brand architecture has been governed by a framework that stopped 
evolving the year the first iMac shipped. The world it was built for — where 
brands were scarce, expensive, and consequential — no longer exists.

Across the Big Four, the total recoverable opportunity sits between $1.4 and $1.6 billion annually, with the 
architecture-attributable share approaching half a billion. The window in which that recovery can be initiated is not 
indefinite. ANZ's commitment closes in June 2027. CBA's Bankwest endpoint is undefined but depreciating. 
NAB's Pete Steel took operational control in January 2026. Westpac's portfolio has been carrying the largest 
single-bank gap for the longest. The architecture is being committed to, in real time, in 2026. The discipline 
available to inform those commitments is also new. The conversation is now or not at all.
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Methodology
This section sets out the data sources, scoring conventions, benchmark calibration, and acknowledged limitations of the 
analysis in Chapters Two and Three. The intent is full transparency: a sophisticated reader should be able to disagree 
with the methodology and explain why. Strategic Brand Partners does not contest the right to disagree; it asserts the 
obligation to disclose.

Data sources

Brand-level financial inputs are derived from each bank's FY25 results presentations, half-year disclosures, segment 
financials, and APRA monthly banking statistics. Brand strength inputs (NPS, unaided awareness, advocacy) are derived from 
Roy Morgan Single Source survey data, Kantar BrandZ 2025 Australian rankings, and the Edelman Trust Barometer for 
institutional trust. Search volume and digital engagement proxies are drawn from Google Trends and publicly available web 
analytics. Customer-base figures are taken from each bank's most recent investor communications. All sources are public; 
brand-level NPS values are indicative proxies and are labelled as such.

Benchmark calibration

The Australian retail banking benchmark frontier is calibrated against the Big Four cohort and the major second-tier banks — 
Macquarie Banking (consumer), Bendigo & Adelaide Bank, Bank of Queensland, ING Australia, and HSBC Australia. The 
curve is fitted using a concave power function (y = a + b·x^0.55) matching the empirically observed risk-return relationship 
across the cohort. The frontier is calibrated to FY24-FY25 reported financials; the analysis reflects current-state performance, 
not forward projections.

Scoring conventions

Brand Valency is scored across five dimensions (Equity Transfer Capacity, Audience Connectivity, Positioning Coherence, 
Commercial Interaction, Risk Profile Correlation) on a 0-10 scale per dimension; the portfolio reading is the equal-weighted 
mean. Sharpe ratios use a simplified Return / Risk formulation; the simplification preserves cross-portfolio comparability at the 
cost of formal correspondence with the institutional finance definition. The convention is consistent across all four bank 
analyses.
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Dollar translation, exclusions, limitations
Dollar translation and attribution

The total return gap is calculated by multiplying the efficiency gap (percentage points) against each bank's brand-
architecturally addressable revenue base — retail and business banking revenue, excluding wholesale and institutional 
segments. For Westpac the addressable base is $12.8bn (1pp = $128M); CBA $22.8bn (1pp = $228M); NAB $19.5bn (1pp = 
$195M); ANZ $19.0bn (1pp = $190M). The Brand Architecture Tax is the architecture-attributable share of that gap: estimated 
top-down by applying the sector Role of Brand (approximately one third in retail banking, per established industry 
benchmarks), and cross-checked bottom-up through the Brand Valency inefficiency equation — duplicated marketing 
investment plus cannibalisation revenue leakage. The two methods converge on approximately $0.5 billion per annum across 
the cohort. Attribution is applied once and only once — top-down it lives in the Role of Brand adjustment; bottom-up it is 
already inside the equation multipliers. Applying both would count the same judgement twice.

Excluded scenarios and named exclusions

The per-bank analyses each generate the full architectural option space (typically several options: masterbrand absorption, 
endorsed federation, tiered architecture, divestment, repositioning, new asset creation, hybrid combinations) and further 
priotised to four presented scenarios with reasons for exclusion named. Macquarie is excluded from the cohort: it operates a 
substantially single-brand portfolio, its audience is differently shaped, and its commercial model relies on different drivers. 
Including it would dilute the diagnosis; excluding it sharpens it. The decision is named rather than concealed.

Acknowledged limitations

Three limitations are acknowledged. First, public-data analysis is inherently less precise than internal-data analysis; the per-
bank figures are presented as ranges to reflect this. Second, the benchmark frontier is calibrated to current-state cohort 
performance; structural sector changes would move the frontier. Third, the methodology measures the architectural tax at the 
current moment; the recoverable opportunity depends on management capacity to execute alternative architectures, which the 
methodology does not attempt to measure. A full Strategic Brand Partners engagement with internal-data access produces 
materially more precise figures, The four-week Discovery Sprint is the standard entry point.
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