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I 

 

Abstract 

 

In a time during which the consumer has the choice of many similar 

products (Burnett, 2007), retailers seek business growth and 

competiveness, for example through the introduction of their own 

private label (Pepe, 2008). Thus the interest and relevance of private 

labels has increased in recent years (Nielsen, 2014; Gázquez-Abad et 

al., 2014). As studies have shown, the consumers’ perception and 

loyalty towards brands and private labels can vary across countries 

leading to the topic of the study, namely a comparison of the 

consumers’ loyalty and perception of private labels in Greece and 

Germany. Thus, the relationship between the cultures and the 

consumers’ behaviour is evaluated towards possible differences. 

Using the quantitative research approach, a self-completion 

questionnaire was answered by both 140 German and 140 Greek 

consumers. Through analysing the data, the validity of six hypotheses 

was measured. This way, the question regarding possible differences 

in consumers’ loyalty and perception of private labels in Greece and 

Germany could be answered. As a result to this question, the main 

differences refer to the Greeks’ high loyalty towards manufacturer 

brands and the low perceived quality of private labels in comparison 

with German consumers. Thus, most importantly, Greek consumers 

have to be convinced of the good quality of private labels in order to 

lower their perceived risk, try the products and be less loyal to 

manufacturer brands.  
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1. Introduction 

The following chapter will provide a brief overview of the main topics significant to the study 

such as general background information about private labels as well as a first overview of 

theories regarding perception, loyalty and cultural differences. Furthermore, a problem 

discussion will be given in order to identify a literature gap. Additionally, research questions 

are presented as well as the purpose of the study and a brief thesis outline. 

1.1 Background 

In an era of strong globalization, an increasing number of firms are deciding to go abroad and 

the competition seems to get more and more intense (Thomas and Inkson, 2009). Consumers 

tend to have more choices between many products that appear to have the same 

characteristics and satisfy the same needs (Burnett, 2007). In such complicated and 

competitive environment, not only manufacturers but also retailers strive for growth, 

increased market share and prevalence over their international competitors (Pepe, 2008). One 

way for the retailers to differentiate themselves from the competitors is by introducing their 

own private labels (Pepe, 2008; Kardes, Cronley and Cline, 2014). Thus, private labels can be 

considered as a differentiation strategy, since it can lead to a competitive advantage (Pepe, 

2008), as explained later in this paper. However, this study will present private labels not 

only as a differentiation strategy, but also as a profit increasing strategy (Quelch and Harding, 

1996). In addition, from the consumers’ perspective, it will be shown that it can be a cost 

reducing strategy (Kurtz and Boone, 2015). 

Private Labels 

Private labels are the brands owned and sold by retailers. This includes all products produced 

by or on behalf of a retailer in order to sell it in the retailer’s store (Lincoln and Thomassen, 

2008). This definition can be seen for the most relevant one in this study. In literature, the 

term is also described as “store brand” or “retailer brand” (Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008). 

Examples of private labels, is the brand “Masoutis” introduced by the retailer “Masoutis” in 

Greece and the brand “Gut & Günstig”, introduced by the retailer “Edeka” in Germany. In 

recent times, the relevance of private labels has increased. As shown in a study of the year 

2014 by the global information and measurement company Nielsen N.V. (2014), 70% of the 

European respondents believe in private labels being a good alternative to manufacturer 

brands. In addition, the market shares in Europe in 2014 grew up to 45% in some countries 

(Nielsen, 2014). With these high market shares and strong believes in favour of private 

labels, the significance is obvious. Overall, private branding is a mature industry and private-

label products are already in most of the consumers’ homes (Shankar, Carpenter, Farley and 

Hamilton, 2012; Tuttle, 2012). This has been more obvious since the economic recession, 

which drives customers seeking to save money on their daily shopping (Tuttle, 2012).   

For these reasons, the interest in private labels has increased during the last years 

commercially as well as academically (Burt, 2000; Semeijn, van Riel and Ambrosini, 2004; 

Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008; Gázquez-Abad et al., 2014). Besides finding recent studies by 

companies such as Nielsen, academic researchers have dedicated their work to this topic as 

well (Burt, 2000; De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, Goedertier and Van Ossel, 2005; Labeaga, 
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Lado and Martos, 2007; Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008). The results are various kinds of 

studies with each focus on different aspects. Burt (2000), for example, describes that there 

has been a development towards private labels, offering high quality and thereby being a 

clear alternative to manufacturer brands. In addition, there is a lot of literature on the 

outstanding success of these products in taste tests during which private-label products were 

compared to manufacturer brands’ products (Weisbaum, 2013). Moreover, there is much 

literature considering which consumers and why they choose private brands over 

manufacturer brands (Breetz, 2014; Shankar et al., 2012). Shankar et al. (2012), particularly, 

outline that it is not less educated consumers that tend to buy private brands, but educated 

ones are more inclined to purchasing these brands.  

Though there has already been research regarding private labels, especially studies on 

customer’s loyalty and perception are of interest for this paper as will be described later on. 

The study of Labeaga et al. (2007) addressed the topic of loyalty towards private labels. The 

authors analysed Spanish consumers towards the overall loyalty to private labels as well as 

concerning specific product categories. As a result, the customers showed behavioural loyalty 

towards private labels which can differ when looking at certain product categories (Labeaga 

et al., 2007). A study by De Wulf et al. (2005) analysed the consumer perception of private 

brands and manufacturer brands in Belgium. As a research result, according to De Wulf et al. 

(2005), some private brands are not precisely perceived as such brands but rather as 

manufacturer brands. Semeijn et al. (2004) partly addressed the topic of perception. They 

looked at the influence of store image and categories regarding the consumer’s evaluation of 

private-label products and the perceived risk in the Netherlands. Furthermore, in their study, 

Erdem, Zhao and Valenzuela (2004) analysed the perception of private labels and focused on 

finding out whether the perceived risk influences the purchasing choice. González Mieres, 

Díaz Martín and Trespalacios Gutiérrez (2006) evaluated whether certain characteristics 

related to purchasing decisions have an effect on the purchase of private and manufacturer 

brands. Their findings show that especially the perceived quality is relevant when comparing 

both types of brands (González Mieres et al., 2006).  

Nevertheless, researchers have also looked at other aspects regarding private labels. This 

includes the retailer’s point of view. As being a serious alternative to manufacturer brands in 

terms of quality, a retailer can create extra competition on the market (Quelch and Harding, 

1996). According to Corstjens and Lal (2000), private labels contribute to the profitability of 

the store as well as the store loyalty. However, there is a certain risk for retailers. Thompson 

(1999) points out that a negative experience with a product of a certain private brand can lead 

to scepticism and a negative perception towards other products of the brand. Further studies 

have been concerned with the general performance and development of private labels also in 

comparison to manufacturer brands (e.g. Erdem et al., 2004; Whelan and Davis, 2006; Juhl 

Esbjerg, Grunert, Bech-Larsen and Brunsø, 2006). Additionally, research has been concerned 

with private labels and the characteristics of their consumer (Burger and Scott, 1972). 

However, research regarding loyalty and perception of private labels has been limited and the 

amount of studies detected is rather small.  
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1.2 Consumers’ Perception of Private Labels 

The aspects of perception and loyalty have been briefly discussed in connection to private 

labels and their relevance has been pointed out. Thus, it is meaningful to take a closer look at 

both terms, the first of them being perception. Johan Strydom (2007) defines perception in a 

marketing context “as the entire process by which an individual becomes aware of the 

environment and interprets it so that it will fit into his/her own frame of references” 

(Strydom, 2007, p. 43). This definition is valid for this study. In general, perception can be 

described as the truth believed by a customer (Doyle, 2011). As a person is an individual and 

shows individual needs, values and expectations, the interpretation of an object or a situation 

is individual as well (Subramaniam, Mohre and Kawde, 2014). 

In terms of marketing, perception is relevant as a marketer should be interested in why the 

consumer chooses to buy a certain product or shop in a certain supermarket (Strydom, 2007). 

Thus, some researchers dedicated their studies to this research field as described above. 

Besides generally looking at the perception of private labels as for example in the study by 

De Wulf et al. (2005), researchers have addressed certain aspects of perception such as the 

perceived risk which often includes perceived value, quality and price. The perceived risk can 

be described as consumers weighing possible losses to the value they expect when purchasing 

a product (Semeijn et al., 2004). A further definition relevant for this study is the one by 

Bauer (1960) referring to perceived risk being the risk a consumer might feel when 

purchasing a product as uncertain consequences might occur afterwards. Furthermore, for the 

study Zeithaml’s (1988) definitions for perceived value, quality and price are decided to be 

most relevant. Thereby, perceived value describes the consumer’s evaluation of a products’ 

usability in terms of what the consumer expects and receives (Zeithaml, 1988). Perceived 

quality can be seen as the consumers’ judgment of the performance of the product regarding 

its advantages (Zeithaml et al., 1988). Perceived price is described as the amount the 

consumer is willing to give up or sacrifice in order to receive a product (Zeithaml, 1988). 

As perceived risk can be seen as a barrier, there are different possibilities to overcome it. This 

can involve low pricing or the retailer image (Breetz, 2014). As private labels can be 

purchased for lower prices than manufacturer brands, the perceived risk is lower already 

(Batra and Sinha, 2000). In case a retailer has a positive store image, the risk can be 

perceived as lower as well (Breetz, 2014). Additionally, studies have shown that the 

packaging of a product influences the perception of both, private labels and manufacturer 

brands. This applies especially for the perceived quality (Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008; 

Breetz, 2014).   

The amount of private labels and its significance has increased. As consumers have a better 

knowledge about private labels nowadays, its perceived value has increased as well (Sexton, 

2009). However, as studies mainly have been limited to certain aspects of perception and the 

importance of private labels is present, an additional research towards the topic is 

meaningful. This study not only evaluates the consumer’s perception of private labels 

regarding the holistic concept of perception but also takes into account consumers from two 

different countries, Germany and Greece. Thus, the differences and similarities between these 

consumers are observed.  
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1.3 Consumers’ Loyalty to Private Labels 

As mentioned above, private labels provide retailers with an additional dimension in which 

they can compete with each other and in this way distinguish themselves by differentiating 

their offerings (Pepe, 2008; Kardes et al., 2014). However, retailers do not want to gain 

customers or prevail over their competitors for only a small period of time. They intend to 

gain loyal customers that will choose their own store over others on a daily basis. There are 

numerous definitions concerning consumer loyalty. Peppers and Rogers (2010) argue that the 

definitions of loyalty usually take the attitudinal or the behavioural direction. The attitudinal 

definition of loyalty suggests that consumer’s loyalty is in their state of mind and that a 

customer is “loyal” to a brand or company if they have an assertive, preferential attitude 

towards it (Peppers and Rogers, 2010). The behavioural definition depends on the actual 

behaviour of the consumer, without taking into consideration the preferences or attitudes that 

lead to this behaviour. So, a consumer is “loyal” to a company or brand because they 

continue to buy from this company or re-purchase this brand (Peppers and Rogers, 2010). 

The authors of this paper are going to be based on the two definitions given by Peppers and 

Rogers (2010) and define consumer loyalty as the situation where the customer has a 

preferential attitude towards a retailer or a brand and they continue to buy from this firm or 

re-purchase this brand.  

It is outlined that the key to customer loyalty is identifying and offering to them the right 

combination of financial and non-financial benefits (Butscher, 2002). In addition, it is stated 

that loyalty must begin with leaders who identify the great importance of building and 

maintaining mutually beneficial relationships (Reichheld, 2001). Moreover, there are also 

authors who claim that it is less costly and more profitable to keep existing customers instead 

of winning new ones (Hill and Alexander, 2006). Customer retention, actually, has become a 

crucial goal for all organizations (Hill and Alexander, 2006). For this reason, many books 

present useful rules, strategies or perspectives on how to build customer loyalty (Harvard 

Business Review, 2013; Hill and Alexander, 2006). However, all the authors agree on, for 

example, the dynamism of customer needs in response to changing environment (Brandi, 

2001). According to the authors, every retailer is trying to get the customers’ attention 

(Brandi, 2001) and loyalty is more vital than ever (Reichheld, 2001). Consumers’ decisions 

are influenced by the retailers’ promotions, such as price offers, which may lead not only to 

buying a different brand but to switching to a different store as well (Kazmi and Batra, 2009). 

However, previous literature argues that private labels actually can increase customers’ 

loyalty to stores themselves (Breetz, 2014; Pepe, 2008; Shankar et al., 2012). Lincoln and 

Thomassen (2009) suggest that private-label products do not simply constitute a game of 

low-price offering anymore. In addition, Pradhan (2009) highlights that a private label is not 

simply a product with the retailer’s name, but also a tool which increases customer’s loyalty. 

Moreover, Pepe (2008) states that large retailers now realize that effective marketing of 

private labels can increase store loyalty and can lead to a competitive advantage. In addition, 

it is outlined that quality private labels make it more costly for customers to change stores, 

leading to greater retailer loyalty (Corstjens and Lal, 1996; Pepe, 2008). However, 

consumers’ loyalty towards private labels themselves still remains to be looked at. 
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1.4 Cultural Differences on Consumers’ Perception and Loyalty to Private 

Labels 

As mentioned in the beginning of this paper, companies nowadays are more global than ever 

before (Thomas and Inkson, 2009) facing numerous challenges by operating in more 

complex, dynamic, uncertain and competitive environments (Thomas and Inkson, 2009). The 

challenges that the international companies have to face are varied from political and legal 

challenges to economic and cultural ones (Paul, 2008; Doole and Lowe, 2008). However, 

cultural differences are more difficult to deal with than the other perspectives of the 

environment, perhaps because part of the culture operates invisibly (Thomas and Inkson, 

2009). Being a dynamic phenomenon, culture has been given many definitions. The 

definition of culture that is going to be adopted for this paper is the one provided by Doole 

and Lowe (2008): “a culture is the configuration of learned behaviour and results of 

behaviour whose component elements are shared and transmitted by members of a particular 

society” (Doole and Lowe, 2008). 

Culture has a powerful influence on behaviour in general (Thomas and Inkson, 2009) and 

affects consumers’ perceptions and buying behaviour (Doole and Lowe, 2008). In this way, 

companies’ branding is determined by similarities or differences of consumers all over the 

world (Doole and Lowe, 2008). Previous studies argue that culture may have an impact on 

consumer perceptions, expectations and decision making processes, which show differences 

among countries (Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). In his book, Berg (2013) argues that 

consumers’ perception of retailers differ across countries. In addition, there are authors who 

confirm the existence of differences in consumers’ loyalty across countries (Riyad, 2013). 

Thus, consumers’ perception and loyalty of private labels may differ from country to country, 

as well. On the one hand, based on a 2010 Nielsen study, Rudolph, Schlegelmilch, Bauer, 

Franch and Meise (2011) argue that the top four countries, where the consumers asserted that 

they purchase more private labels, were the ones that were more hit by the economic 

recession: Spain, Greece, Portugal and Ireland. However, this does not prove that consumers 

in these countries are also more loyal to private labels compared to the other ones. In fact, 

according to another Nielsen study, the different intensity of private labels that appears to 

exist across countries does not come in accordance to the previous statement. Germany 

presents a percentage of 34%, whereas Greece only presents a percentage of 16% of intensity 

of private labels (Nielsen, 2014). Thus, the question of whether the consumers’ perception 

and loyalty to private labels differ across countries and how, still remains to be answered.  

1.5 Problem Discussion 

Though private labels have been a recently important and up-to-date topic, specific available 

studies have been limited. However, due to the great importance of these products it is crucial 

for the retailers to know whether there is still room for improvement in case of private-label 

loyalty and perception as it could help to increase their profit and market share. Furthermore, 

retailers who choose to go international should be able to know whether the consumer loyalty 

and perception show similarities or differences when observing different countries and which 

the main factors of possible differences are. In addition, they should have the ability to know 

whether their profits may be influenced in different markets by introducing their own private 
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labels. Thus, the authors of the study intend to explain how different contents influence the 

aforementioned aspects and set light on this topic.  

Consumer’s perception is of great importance to the retailers as it influences the actual 

purchasing process. Negative perception most commonly leads the consumer not to buy a 

certain product or shop at the store anymore (Thompson, 1999). In addition, while making a 

decision on a purchase, the consumer usually weighs the perceived risk, meaning the possible 

negative consequences that may occur after the purchase (Bauer, 1960). Along with the 

perceived risk, the perceived value, perceived quality and perceived price (Zeithaml, 1988), 

play a significant role on consumers’ behaviour and decisions while shopping, as well. For 

these reasons, every retailer should be able to know these aspects and how they are developed 

and influenced. In addition, the consumer perception varies among different people as they 

individually interpret the environment and daily situations (Strydom, 2007). Thus, the 

retailers should be also able to know the factors which can have an impact on the individual 

consumer perception, so as to adopt their products and service and easier define their targeted 

segment. Since, private labels are an essential part of retailers’ performance (Breetz, 2014; 

Pepe, 2008) comprehensive knowledge of consumers’ perception of these products is of great 

significance. Though, there have been many studies on consumer perception, the question of 

how consumers perceive private labels, still remains to be answered.  

As far as loyalty is concerned, though store loyalty is valuable to the retailers, it may not be 

profitable enough if the consumers are not loyal to the private labels. This is because brand 

loyalty can actually lead to store loyalty (Foxall, 2014). Thus, loyalty to private labels can 

lead to increased store loyalty and increased profitability. However, what is known and 

should been taken into consideration is that consumers may switch easily to private brands 

during economic recession but may not change back to manufacturer brands as quickly when 

the recession is over (Breetz, 2014). For this reason, whether the consumers are loyal or 

disloyal to private labels is of great importance. This question remains in the two following 

meanings: On the one hand, as mentioned, private-label products are in most of the 

consumers’ homes nowadays (Shankar et al., 2012; Tuttle, 2012). What remains to be 

answered is whether consumers buy all kinds of private-label products or only specific ones. 

On the other hand, consumers that do meet all or some of their needs with private brands may 

prefer one specific brand or may cover their needs with different private brands. As 

described, private labels have proven to be very important to the retailers by increasing their 

store loyalty, their market share, chain profitability and product turnover (Breetz, 2014; Pepe, 

2008). What is not known is whether consumers are also loyal to private labels themselves or 

not.  

Finally, there are numerous studies which argue that consumer perceptions, expectations and 

decision making differ among different countries and may be influenced by cultural aspects 

(Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). In addition, differences in consumers’ loyalty across countries 

have been found (Riyad, 2013). There are also authors confirming that consumers’ perception 

of retailers differ across countries (Berg, 2013). Moreover, as already mentioned, the 

intensity of private labels differs between different countries (Nielsen, 2014). However, what 
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remains to be seen is whether consumers’ perception and loyalty of private labels differ from 

country to country as well.  

Despite the variety of studies on the field of consumers’ perception and loyalty, studies 

examining these two aspects in combination with private labels are quite limited. Though, 

research has been done in the field, the studies were restricted. Labeaga et al. (2007) 

addressed the loyalty towards private labels but only involved Spanish consumers. It was 

thereby limited to one region only. In addition, their research was based mainly on risk 

perception as an explanatory variable (Labeaga et al., 2007). In their study, De Wulf et al. 

(2005) focused on the perception of private labels and manufacturer brands, but limited their 

work to Belgium only. Likewise, Semeijn et al. (2004) only evaluated the influence of the 

store image and categories of perceived risk regarding the evaluation of private-label 

products in the Netherlands. Overall, studies concerning both, the loyalty and perception 

towards private labels have been limited. It is noteworthy though, that there have been 

various studies on the differences consumers show among different countries (Doole and 

Lowe, 2008) and how consumers’ perception and loyalty can be varied across different 

markets (Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). However, the authors of this paper have identified a 

literature gap as none of these studies have focused on private labels, meaning that none of 

the researchers combined the analysis of the consumers’ perception and loyalty within 

different countries with these products.  

1.6 Research Question 

As described, the research in the field of loyalty and perception of private labels has been 

limited. Thus, the following research question aims to explain the influence of cultural 

differences on consumers’ perception and loyalty to private labels: 

RQ: Do consumers’ perception and loyalty to private labels differ across countries?  

In order to clearly answer and verify the aforementioned research question, the following 

sub-questions will be addressed: 

SQ1: Are there national differences in the perception of private labels, especially 

regarding the perceived quality, price and value? 

SQ2: Do consumers of different nationalities purchase all categories of private label 

products or are they loyal to certain ones?  

1.7 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to acquire knowledge on customers’ loyalty and perception of 

private labels in different countries and explain how the cultural differences between German 

and Greek customers influence these two aspects. Through this, implications to retailers 

could be provided regarding possible improvements on private labels performance. 

1.8 Outline of the Thesis 

Having given a first insight into the field of interest, a brief overview about private labels was 

presented. However, the theory chapter gives a deeper insight into certain aspects regarding 

the topic such as private labels, loyalty, perception and cultural differences. Different 
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hypotheses are developed based on the theory and specific information of the two countries. 

Through analysing the hypotheses, it is possible to find answers for the research questions. 

Within the methodology, the approach towards creating the study and gaining new 

knowledge are explained. Subsequently, the collected empirical data necessary for the study 

are described. Thereafter, the data are analysed in order to use it within the discussion to 

verify or falsify the developed hypotheses. This way, in the end, conclusions can be drawn 

and the developed research questions can be answered.   
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2. Theoretical Framework 

After introducing a first overview of the topic and its relevance within the first chapter, it is 

necessary to take a closer look at different theories regarding the topic. This includes a 

theoretical review of private labels, perception, loyalty and cultural differences. Through 

doing so, a basis is given to analyse the empirical findings in a following part of the study.  

2.1 Private Labels 

As researches and relevance regarding private labels have both increased during the last 

years, different definitions have been presented. Schutte (1969) for example describes private 

labels to be products that are either owned or licensed or both by a distributor for the 

exclusive usage in a market. Kotler and Armstrong (1996) outline as well, that private labels 

are owned, developed and managed by a retailer. This definition is supported by Lincoln and 

Thomassen (2008) who describe private labels as brands owned and sold by retailers. The 

products are produced by or on behalf of the retailer who can thereby sell them in their own 

store (Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008). The definition relevant for this study is mainly based 

on Kotler and Armstrong (1996) as well as Lincoln and Thomassen (2008) and combines the 

factors most often used in different definitions. 

Apart from the existence of various definitions, also the term itself varies across literature. 

The terms used commonly are “private label” (e.g. Kotler and Armstrong, 1996; Batra and 

Sinha, 2000; Calvo Porral and Lang, 2014) and “store brand” (e.g. Dick, Jain and Richardson, 

1995; Semeijn et al., 2003; Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007). Further terms appear to be “retailer 

brand”, “distributor brand” (Kotler and Armstrong, 1996) and “own-brands” (Huang and 

Huddleston, 2009). In course of this study, the term “private label” will be used 

predominantly.  

Generally looking at brand product ranges, Burt (2000) indicated a three-tier structure in 

typical brand product ranges of the late 1970s and early 1980s that is partly valid today. This 

structure consists of manufacturer brands, store brands (or private labels) and a “generic” 

range. Burt (2000) defined manufacturer brands to be high-quality products which are sold 

for a high price. Store brands, as a synonym to private labels, are described as mid-quality 

products which are purchased at a mid-price level. Lastly, the generic range consists of 

products of acceptable quality for a low price. Nevertheless, Burt (2000) describes a 

development of store brands offering high quality and thereby being an alternative to 

manufacturer brands.  

This being one possibility to define the concept of private labels, other researchers, such as 

Kumar and Steenkamp (2007) supported a different structure focusing on private labels only. 

In this common structure, private labels are separated into three different kinds of private 

labels: 

 Premium private labels 

 Regular private labels 

 Generic private labels 
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Premium private labels, in literature also referred to premium store brands, offer products 

having a similar quality as manufacturer brands. In some cases, the quality of premium 

private labels even surpasses the quality of similar manufacturer brands. These products are 

supposed to be the best that money can buy (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007). Accordingly, 

these products are more expensive than regular private label products and are not priced 

much lower than manufacturer brands (Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994). By introducing such 

products, retailers are able to compete very closely with manufacturers (Huang and 

Huddleston, 2009).  

Looking at regular private labels, it occurs that literature presents several terms including 

mimic brands (Huang and Huddleston, 2009), me-too products (Laaksonen and Reynolds, 

1994), quasi-brands (Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994) as well as copycat store brands (Kumar 

and Steenkamp, 2007). Within this category, the products are often copies of a manufacturer 

product and follow therefore a me-too strategy. By now, products of this kind provide a 

similar quality in comparison to manufacturer brands but are purchased at a lower price 

(Kunar and Steenkamp, 2007).   

Finally, generic private labels provide product for the lowest price in their category (Kumar 

and Steenkamp, 2007). According to Dick et al. (1995), products of generic private labels are 

typically packaged minimalistic in a plain, white package. There is no direct reference to the 

retailer. Thus, generic private labels do not offer the possibility to build store loyalty for the 

retailer (Dick et al., 1995). Overall, most generic private labels provide basic, functional 

products only (Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995). 

However, a retailer rarely ever offers only one or two of the above explained kinds of private 

labels. Instead, it is very typical to follow a multi-tier store brand strategy. Thereby, the 

retailer offers different kinds of private labels at different price levels (Dick et al., 1995).  

As private labels are an alternative to manufacturer brands in terms of price and quality, the 

consumer has a strong advantage when buying such products. Nevertheless, private labels are 

also positive for the retailer selling them, as extra competition in the market is created 

(Quelch and Harding, 1996). Furthermore, private labels prove to be a strategy for improving 

the store image (Quelch and Harding, 1996) as well as to increase the profitability. This is 

due to high profit margins (Ailawadi, Nelsin and Gedenk, 2001). According to Richardson, 

Dick and Jain (1994), retailers are not only distributors of manufacturer brands anymore but 

can also be seen as active marketers. Besides profitability, private labels can create a higher 

market share of the retailer (Mayer and Vambery, 2013). Additionally, private labels can 

increase the retailers’ image (Mayer and Vambery, 2013) and the store loyalty towards the 

retailer (Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995). Finally, as retailers have direct access to scanner 

data, they have better possibilities to analyse consumer behaviour in order to detect certain 

manners and habits. Thereby, retailers can develop their products more consumer focused 

(Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995).  

Though retailers can already find information about consumers through scanner data 

(Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995), past researches were intended to find the reasons and 
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characteristics for consumers to purchase private labels. Richardson, Jain and Dick (1996) 

described that demographic factors influence the proneness to private labels. This can include 

age, education and income. Overall, though private labels are particularly less expensive than 

manufacturer brands, consumers seem to spread across all socio-economic groups (Frank and 

Boyd, 1965; Burger and Scott, 1972). Thus, consumers of private labels are not just those 

who cannot afford manufacturer brands but also those with a better income. Shankar et al. 

(2012) add that not necessarily less educated consumers tend to purchase private labels, but 

educated ones. Moreover, Baltas and Argouslidis (2007) show that private labels are not the 

cheap alternative to a manufacturer product for the costumer anymore, but rather the 

inexpensive one that provides a similar quality. Finally, in their research, Richardson et al. 

(1996) describe the familiarity to private labels as increasing the purchase chances. Their 

argumentation is supported by researchers such as Baltas (1997) and González et al. (2006). 

As it is mentioned above, private labels and the consumers’ behaviour towards them is 

depending on consumers’ perception of these products. The way the consumers perceive their 

quality, their value, their relation to manufacturer brands and the advantages of using private 

label products have an impact on their performance (Zeithaml, 1988; Aaker, 1991). Thus, the 

perception of these products is of great significance. On the other hand, private labels can 

influence retailers’ performance itself as they have an impact on consumers’ loyalty towards 

stores (Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995). For these reasons, it is important to look closer at and 

analyse further these two concepts, perception and loyalty to private labels, so as for the 

reader to gain a more comprehensive knowledge and be able to understand what influences 

the performance of these products, but also, their importance for the retailers.  

2.2 Consumer Perception of Private Labels 

When looking at perception, it appears that there are different possibilities to define the term 

and its components. Looking at the Dictionary of Marketing, perception is defined as “what a 

customer believes to be true” (Doyle, 2011, p. 293). Chandler and Munday (2011) define the 

term on a philosophical and psychological level. In terms of philosophy, perception is 

described as “the conscious awareness of an object” (Chandler and Munday, 2011, p. 312) 

whereas the psychological description refers to perception being “an interpretive process [… 

that] is shaped by such factors as contextual and cultural frames of reference, as well as 

individual differences, purposes and needs” (Chandler and Munday, 2011, p. 312). A further 

definition refers to perception in a marketing context “as the entire process by which an 

individual becomes aware of the environment and interprets it so that it will fit into his/her 

own frame of references” (Strydom, 2007, p. 43). Despite the outlined definitions above 

focusing on different aspects, they all refer to something believed to be true respectively to 

something that is interpreted. Thus, perception is subjective and varies for each individual. 

However, the definition used in this study is based upon Strydom’s (2007) definition as this 

one combines different aspects and is set into a marketing context very well. 

In terms of perception, there are some specific aspects presented in the literature, such as 

perceived risk, perceived value, perceived quality and perceived price, which present more 

accurately the meaning of the term.  
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 ‘Perceived risk’ is a term often used in research of perception and describes purchase 

situations in which a consumer has to weigh possible losses to the value they expect such as 

quality differences (Semeijn et al., 2004). One of the first definitions of perceived risk 

describes that the consumers’ behaviour involves risk as the purchase will produce 

consequences which cannot be known by the consumer with certainty (Bauer, 1960). This is 

supported by other definitions such as the one by Cunningham (1967) who describes that 

perception can be seen as the individual, subjective feeling of the uncertainty that a purchase 

might bring negative consequences. Taylor (1974) and Dowling and Staelin (1994) describe 

as well that consumers perceive risk because they experience uncertainty regarding their 

purchase and might have to expect undesirable consequences after the purchase. Bauer’s 

(1960) initial definition is also most relevant for this study as it is still used commonly and 

other definitions are rather based upon it.  

Regarding perceived risk, researches have defined different kinds of sub-categories. Typical 

sub-categories that can be found several times in literature are ‘perceived value’, ‘perceived 

quality’ and ‘perceived price’ (Zeithaml, 1988). All of these will be described later on. 

Beforehand, it is worth to consider other sub-categories of perceived risk which are used less 

commonly compared to the ones mentioned before. This includes financial, psychological, 

performance, physical and social risk. These different aspects are also called risk dimensions. 

The first ones to identify and name those were Jacoby and Kaplan (1972). The perceived 

financial risk actually just refers to the monetary loss after purchasing a product (Jacoby and 

Kaplan, 1972) whereas the psychological risk perception addresses the possibility of 

experiencing mental stress (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1972) and feeling a reaction such as worry 

and regret after purchasing a product (Perugini and Bagozzi, 2001). Perceived performance 

risk refers to the possibility of a purchased product not working accordingly to the 

expectations or breaking shortly after the purchase has taken place (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1972; 

Simpson and Lakner, 1993). Furthermore, Simpson and Lakner (1993) explain the physical 

risk perception as the physical appearance of the purchased product, thereby its look, being 

differently than expected. Lastly, the perceived social risk addresses the possibility of adverse 

opinions by others after purchasing a product (Dholakia, 2001). Though these five risk 

dimensions are mainly found in literature, other researchers have added additional risk 

dimensions (Festervand, Snyder and Tsalikis, 1986; McCorkle, 1990; Darley and Smith, 

1995; Javenpaa and Todd, 1996). However, the three more relevant aspects of perception for 

this study, perceived value, perceived quality and perceived price, are described in the 

following part. 

When Zeithaml (1988) first defined perceived value, she created a rather simple definition 

namely that perceived value is the consumer’s overall evaluation of usefulness of a product 

regarding what might be received and expected. It refers to the entire assessment of the 

process of considering what the consumer has to sacrifice and what might be the benefit 

when purchasing a product (Zeithaml, 1988). Other researchers have used different terms, 

such as consumer perceived value (Woodruff, 1997), value for money (Sweeney, Soutar and 

Johnson, 1999), value for the customer (Reichheld, 1995) and buyer value (Slater and Narver, 

2000). For example, Woodruff's (1997) specific definition refers to perceived preference and 
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evaluation of product attributes and their output, as well as the consequences those might 

have on the consumers’ expectation and goal. Though the above named researchers and 

others defined their own concept, most of them agree on the basic idea of Zeithaml’s (1988) 

definition. In this case, the specific similarity refers to perceived value being a trade-off of 

what the consumer might receive and what the consumer is prepared to give up when 

purchasing the product (Chahal and Kumari, 2012). As Zeithaml’s (1988) definition occurs to 

be the most frequently used definition and the basis for other ones, this definition is also most 

relevant to this study. 

Regarding perceived quality, Zeithaml (1988) described the term as referring to the 

consumer’s evaluation of the product advantages. Explicitly, she described that consumers 

judge the product performance regarding ‘superiority’ and ‘excellence’. Overall, researchers 

have mainly agreed on this definition. Thus, the used definition in this study is mainly based 

on Zeithaml’s (1988) definition. 

To give a more detailed explanation of the perceived quality, researchers have defined 

intrinsic and extrinsic quality cues. These describe aspects of a product that can be evaluated 

individually and subjectively. Intrinsic cues are product attributes that can often be spotted 

when using the product, thus after the purchase (Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman, 1988). 

Zeithaml et al. (1988) describe these cues to be, besides others, product performance, specific 

product features and durability. It is rarely possible to evaluate intrinsic attributes when 

purchasing the product (Nelson, 1970). Furthermore, consumers often show a lack of interest, 

time or information that would be needed to evaluate the product quality (Monroe, 1971). 

Thus, consumers are expected to rather rely on extrinsic cues as those cues can be used to 

evaluate the product quality directly. Extrinsic cues can include the brand name (Monroe, 

1971), price (Valenzi and Andrews, 1971) and store name (Wheatly and Chiu, 1977). Some 

researchers even agree that consumers rely more on extrinsic quality cues than intrinsic ones 

(Monroe, 1971; Olson, 1977). Overall, the perceived quality is very important as it strongly 

influences the consumers’ purchase decision and brand loyalty (Aaker, 1991).  

The last dimensions to be discussed is called perceived price or sometimes also perceived 

price fairness. In addition to the other two dimensions, Zeithaml (1988) defined this one. 

According to the researcher, the perceived price is the amount the consumer is willing to give 

up or sacrifice in order to receive a product. Furthermore, Zeithaml and Bitner (1996) stated 

that the perceived price refers to the relationship between the price and the satisfaction gained 

through purchasing the product. Anderson, Fornell and Lehman (1994) described the price as 

being an important factor of consumer satisfaction. In case a consumer attempts to analyse 

the value of a product, the price is the aspect thought of most often (Zeithaml, 1988; 

Anderson and Sullivan, 1993). In case the perceived price is too high, the consumer might not 

be willing to purchase the product and sacrifice whatever needs to be sacrificed. Thus, the 

lower the perceived price is, the lower the perceived sacrifice (Zeithaml, 1988). Regarding 

this, Agarwal and Teas (2002) defined the term perceived sacrifice as being equal to 

perceived price. Thus, perceived sacrifice describes the amount of money that has to be 

sacrificed when purchasing a product (Agarwal and Teas, 2002). However, perceived 

sacrifice as a term is rarely used in literature. 



14 

 

Campo and Yagüe (2007) additionally describe the perception process in the case of 

perceived price to be a comparison of the retail price to the price that the consumer would 

expect and already had in mind. Should the retail price be higher than the consumer’s price 

expectation, a purchase of the product might not take place (Kalwani and Yim, 1992). 

Overall, the definition used in this study is based upon Zeithaml’s (1988) and Zeithaml’s and 

Bitner’s (1996) definitions as these ones define the term most accurate.  

Having discussed the different aspects, it might occur to the reader that the three aspects may 

have a relationship to each other. Thus, different researchers have partly looked upon the 

relationship between perceived risk, value, quality and price. Agarwal and Teas (2002) for 

example tested the generalizability of a model by Dodds, Monroe and Grewal (1991). 

Through the model, researchers can evaluate the influence that perceived quality and 

perceived sacrifice of consumer have on the perceived value and lastly also on the 

willingness to buy. The aspects that additionally influenced perceived quality and perceived 

sacrifice were the brand name, the store name and the objective price. Through creating 

different hypotheses and collecting data by conducting a consumer survey, the researchers 

tested the level standardization of the model. The outcome of the study suggests that the 

model can be used across countries but the importance of the described influences can vary in 

different countries (Agarwal and Teas, 2002). Overall, Agarwal and Teas have done a lot of 

research in this field. In different studies, they analysed the influence of different aspects on 

for example perceived quality, perceived sacrifice and perceived value (Agarwal and Teas, 

2001; Agarwal and Teas, 2002; Agarwal and Teas, 2004). They especially included the 

extrinsic quality cues as explained above.  

Further conceptual frameworks evaluated different aspects of the relationship as well. Yee, 

San and Khoon (2011) for example studied the effects of perceived quality, perceived value 

and perceived risk on the purchase decision. Through conducting a consumer survey, 

hypotheses were created and tested with the developed framework. Their study has shown 

that customers consider especially perceived quality and value when purchasing an item (Yee 

et al., 2011). Beneke and Zimmerman (2014) adapted a framework by Beristain and Zorrilla 

(2011). With their study, the researchers analysed the effects that store image and perceived 

price can have upon private label perception. In particular, they considered the following 

three effects: perceived quality of private labels, loyalty towards private labels and awareness 

of private labels. They, as well, conducted a consumer survey. Through the collected data, 

they were able to find out that especially the perceived price is a strong influencer on the 

private label perception (Beneke and Zimmerman, 2014). 

Considering the definitions and studies, relationships between terms can be detected, namely 

that perceived quality and price can be spotted as defining the perceived value. This is due to 

different aspects such as perceived value also being named value for money (Sweeney et al. 

1999) which automatically includes price in it. Additionally, Zeithaml (1988) for example has 

connected the sacrifice that has to be considered when purchasing a product to perceived 

value. In accordance, her perceived price definition also included the sacrifice that has to be 

done when purchasing a product (Zeithaml, 1988). Furthermore, perceived value is also 
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described as the evaluation of a product (Zeithaml, 1988) which occurs to be similar to the 

definition of perceived quality as it refers to the consumer’s judgement of a products 

performance (Zeithaml et al., 1988). Thus, perceived value is in connection with perceived 

quality and perceived price. In the further process of the study, this connection will be 

relevant and therefore outlined in more detail.  

As it can be seen, consumers’ perception and consumers’ loyalty are two aspects strongly 

connected to each other. Moreover, perception of private labels, apart from influencing store 

loyalty, also has an impact on brand loyalty as well (Beneke and Zimmerman, 2014). 

2.3 Loyalty to Private Labels 

Looking at the aspect of consumers’ loyalty, two important different dimensions can be found 

and should be taken into consideration, store loyalty (Bryan, 2014) and brand loyalty 

(Anandan, 2009). These two dimensions are both strongly connected to and been influenced 

by the consumers’ perception (Beneke and Zimmerman, 2014). However, though store 

loyalty and brand loyalty should be definitely combined in order for a retailer to be successful 

(Bryan, 2014; Anandan, 2009), it is very important, and will become clear in the following 

part of this study, that these two dimensions should be considered and treated separately and 

not be confused. 

Consumer loyalty is a subject which has drawn a lot of attention. This is due to its great 

importance to businesses, as studies have shown that it costs five times as much to gain a new 

customer than to keep an old one (Liu, 2008). In his book, Pepe (2008) defines consumer 

loyalty as the situation where “Customers are committed to buying merchandise and services 

from a retailer” (Pepe, 2008, pp. 3). Liu (2008) presents different definitions of customer 

loyalty; one of them suggests that “customer loyalty is the relationship between customer’s 

personal attitude and customer’s repurchase” (Liu, 2008, pp. 47). The authors of this paper 

are going to be based on the two definitions given by Peppers and Rogers (2010) and define 

consumer loyalty as the situation where the customer has a preferential attitude towards a 

retailer or a brand and they continue to buy from this firm or re-purchase this brand. This 

definition is considered to combine accurately both the attitudinal and the behavioural 

directions of the most definitions. 

Consumer loyalty may be influenced by various factors such as new competition and national 

marketing campaigns (Hill and Alexander, 2006), can be built (Brandi, 2001) and may be 

measured with different methods (Liu, 2008). Liu (2008) presents different theories of 

consumer loyalty. One of them identifies two types of customer loyalty: long-term loyalty 

and short-term loyalty. He argues that short-term loyal customers change easily in case they 

have better choices, in contradiction to long-term loyal customers who are not easily 

influenced. In addition, there are different methods to measure customer loyalty such as by 

their intention to repurchase and their behaviour after doing so (Liu, 2008).  
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Liu (2008) presents four types of customer loyalty:  

1. Cognitive loyalty is formed through learning and experiences. It focuses on the 

products’ performance and can be easily influenced by substitutes. 

2. Affective loyalty derives from previous positive experiences and it can be also 

influenced by substitutes. 

3. Conative loyalty is the customers’ intention to repurchase, but they may not do so. 

4. Action loyalty the customers may even overcome barriers in order to repurchase and 

they are not easily influenced by other brands. 

According to marketing theory, true customer loyalty combines repurchase with favourable 

attitude towards a product or service (RAI, 2014). A truly loyal customer will demonstrate a 

strong preference and commitment (RAI, 2014). Some authors refer to the ABC model (Liu, 

2008; RAI, 2014). The ABC or tri-component model comprises the three elements of 

attitude: affect or feelings, behaviour or conations, and cognitions or beliefs (Szmigin and 

Piacentini, 2014). The affective component refers to the emotional connection (feelings) that 

the consumer has with the target object, the behavioural component refers to the action 

(doing) associated with the attitude object and the cognitive component refers to the beliefs 

and thoughts (knowing) in relation to the target attitude object (Szmigin and Piacentini, 

2014). The ABC model can be easier understood as follows: 

A. Affect – the consumer is positive and excited about trying a certain product. 

B. Behavioural – the consumer decides to purchase and use the product based on their 

feelings and beliefs about it.  

C. Cognitions – the consumer forms beliefs about the product. 

Store Loyalty 

Looking at the first dimension, store loyalty is defined as “the intention and readiness to 

purchase at a store” (Berg, 2013, pp. 114). Store loyalty is very important to retailers, since 

research has shown that it is less profitable to continually acquire new customers than to sell 

their products to regular ones (Bryan, 2014). In addition, for a business, the most efficient 

protection against competition is a long-term consumer loyalty (Butscher, 2002). There are 

various factors affecting store loyalty such as social class position, education, market share of 

the store and even brand loyalty itself (Foxall, 2014). In his book, Foxall (2014) argues that 

housewives with lower class position tend to show higher loyalty and that loyal customers are 

the ones who have time to shop.  

Retailers try to maintain their customers by adopting different approaches, such as by 

introducing customer loyalty programs which are considered to be a key success factor 

(Butscher, 2002). Loyalty programs generate rewards for consumers who spend more money 

and/or stay longer with a business (Krafft and Mantrala, 2006). According to Kumar and 

Reinartz (2012) numerous consumer loyalty programs attempt to identify, reward and retain 
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especially profitable customers. Loyalty programs can help retailers differentiate themselves 

(Finne and Sivonen, 2008). In addition, it is argued that they have a significant influence on 

consumer purchase behaviour (Lars, 2008). In his study, Lars (2008) suggests that the 

purchase intensity of the card holders, considering shopping baskets, share of purchase and 

purchase frequency, is considerably higher than those of non-members (Lars, 2008). In 

addition, it is suggested by many authors that private labels can help retailers increase their 

profitability, as well as their customer loyalty (Breetz, 2014; Pepe, 2008; Shankar et al., 

2012). 

There are many ways of describing loyalty-type and no-loyal customer behaviour. Kong 

(2005) presents three ways of considering customer behaviour:  

 Switching behaviour: where buying is considered as an ‘either/or’ decision – either 

the consumer stays with the retailer (loyalty) or turns against him (switching) 

 Promiscuous behaviour: where customers are considered as making a ‘stream of 

purchases’, but remain in the context of ‘either/or’ decision – customer is always with 

the retailer (loyalty) or among a range of certain alternatives (promiscuous). 

 Polygamous behaviour: where the customer makes a ‘stream of purchases’ but their 

loyalty is shared among a number of products. 

In addition, Kong (2005) has introduced another type of loyalty which should be mentioned, 

the spurious loyalty, which may be procured by the lack of alternatives (Kong, 2005). 

Brand Loyalty 

However, apart from store loyalty, brand loyalty is also of great importance. The success of 

any branding strategy depends heavily on the amount of loyalty it evolves among its 

consumers (Anandan, 2009). Brand loyalty has been defined in various ways. There have 

been behavioural and attitudinal definitions. The behavioural definition proposes that brand 

loyalty is the consistent repurchase of a brand (Ranchhod and Marandi, 2012). However, the 

attitudinal definition seems to be the most accepted one; according to this definition brand 

loyalty is ‘The biased, behavioural response, expressed over time, by some decision-making 

unit, with respect to one or more alternative brands out of a set of such brands, and is a 

function of psychological processes” (Anandan, 2009, pp. 159; Ranchhod and Marandi, 2012, 

pp. 80). Brands need consumers that will not change to other brands or get tempted by them 

and brands which have grown eager followers are always successful (Anandan, 2009). In 

addition, brand loyalty provides long term presence in the market place and reduces the costs 

of gaining new customers and servicing existing ones (Anandan, 2009). For these reasons, 

brand loyalty has drawn a lot of attention. However, in a competitive business environment 

there seem to be many forces which drive consumers to be disloyal (Lyong Ha, 1998). 

Managers need to have a precise method in order to measure and predict brand loyalty 

(Lyong Ha, 1998). There are numerous studies that present ways to build brand loyalty 

(Miletsky, 2009; O’Guinn, Allen and Semenik, 2011) or methods for measuring it (Anandan, 

2009; Ranchhod and Marandi, 2012).  
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In their book, Baker, Baker and Saren (2010) suggest that brand loyalty is considered as a 

pattern of repeat product purchasing, escorted by a positive posture towards the brand. This 

proposes that loyalty involves: behavioural (the purchasing support that derives from buying 

repeatedly a specific brand) and attitudinal (brand commitment imputed to a positive attitude 

towards the brand) components (Baker et al., 2010). Taking into consideration both of these 

components, the ‘brand loyalty matrix’ of Knox and Walker proposes different kinds of brand 

consumers (Baker et al, 2010). When both commitment and purchasing support are low, 

consumers match with the switchers category; consumers of this category do not show any 

loyalty towards any brand, but they move from one brand to another, considering that they 

are all similar and that they should choose the one that is more profitable (Baker et al., 2010). 

Habituals score high on purchasing support, but low on commitment; these consumers 

usually purchase the same brand, not because of loyalty towards this brand but because of 

habit (Baker et al., 2010). Variety seekers tend to have high commitment but low purchasing 

support; such consumers, though they will finally return to their preferred brand, are prone to 

try different ones because they like to experiment (Baker et al., 2010). Loyals are the 

consumers who score high both on commitment and purchasing support; these consumers are 

committed to a brand, they are proud for using it and recommend it to others (Baker et al., 

2010). The figure 1 presents the brand loyalty matrix and the characteristics of loyalty types. 

 

Figure 1 Brand loyalty and characteristics of loyalty types (Baker et al., 2010, p. 135) 

The model shown and described above is going to be used in this paper for measuring brand 

loyalty, as it takes into consideration and combines most of the aspects of consumers’ 

perception and brand loyalty.  

In addition, the theory of reasoned action can explain how a specific buying behaviour is 

developed and it proposes that attitude and subjective norm influence the purchasing 

behaviour (performed behaviour) (Lyong Ha, 1998). Unit brand loyalty is officially 



19 

 

considered to be formed in the point of purchase or at a certain point in time (Lyong Ha, 

1998). Based on the theory of reasoned action ‘unit brand loyalty’ involves three elements: 

attitude toward the purchase behaviour, subjective norm and purchase behaviour (Lyon Ha, 

1998). The combination of the three elements provides eight cases which dispense a deeper 

understanding of different levels of unit brand loyalty (Lyong Ha, 1998). In combination one 

applies the highest level of unit brand loyalty and the consumers who belong in this 

combination will not change their brands as easily as the other levels (Lyong Ha, 1998). In 

contradiction, consumers that belong in combination eight, show the lowest level of unit 

brand loyalty and are not expected to be loyal to a specific brand, at least in the near future 

(Lyong Ha, 1998).  

In addition, to the aforementioned matrix and theory, literature can provide different methods 

for measuring brand loyalty. Among these methods are: the RFM measure, the Preference 

Behaviour Model and The Purchase Probability Model, which are briefly presented below. 

 RFM measure: the RFM measure combines Recency (how recently a consumer 

purchased a brand), Frequency (frequency of purchase of a brand) and Monetary 

value (the monetary value of the purchase), in order to measure brand loyalty (Kumar, 

2009). 

 Preference Behaviour Model: this model measures the customer’s preference and 

switching behaviour on a single brand with the help of a matrix that presents the 

preferred brand and the last purchased brand (Anandan, 2009). By analysing the two 

measures, results can be drawn on each brand’s gravity or power to divert brand 

preference into sales (Anandan, 2009). 

 Purchase Probability Model: this model that can also be called Scaled Probability of 

Purchase, takes as a starting point the purchase probability estimation of a 

household’s choice of different brands (Anandan, 2009). It is concentrated on the 

brands which are bought repeatedly and is based exclusively on the behaviour of the 

consumers and not on the attitudes (Anandan, 2009). 

However, as already mentioned in this paper consumers’ perception and loyalty differ across 

countries. Many of the studies presented earlier, such as the study of Agarwal and Teas 

(2002) have proved that. Cultural differences that lead to this phenomenon should be taken 

into consideration and analysed carefully. 

2.4 Cultural Differences of Consumers’ Perception and Loyalty to Private Labels 

Culture is a dynamic phenomenon which has been given many definitions. Schein (2010) 

argues that culture is the foundation of the social order that people live in and of the rules 

they conform to. In his book, Storey (2006) suggests that there are three general categories in 

the definition of culture. According to the “ideal” one culture is a process of human 

perfection, in terms of universal values (Storey, 2006). The “documentary” category proposes 

that culture is the body of mental and imaginative work, in which are recorded human’s 

thoughts and experiences (Storey, 2006). The third category, the “social” one, suggests that 

culture is a delineation of a specific way of life (Storey, 2006). Doole and Lowe (2008) 
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provide the following definition of culture: “a culture is the configuration of learned 

behaviour and results of behaviour whose component elements are shared and transmitted by 

members of a particular society” (Doole and Lowe, 2008, pp. 72-73). However, the common 

agreement is culture being a complex phenomenon consisting of numerous variables (Singer 

and Kimbles, 2004; Nanda and Varms, 2014). In addition, Nanda and Varms (2014) argue 

that culture continuously changes due to alterations in society, economy and technology. In 

this paper, the authors have adopted the definition of Doole and Lowe (2008), mentioned 

above, since it is considered to completely and accurately describe the phenomenon of 

culture, combine the basic elements of the other definitions and serve the goals of the topic. 

Being a dynamic phenomenon which changes and gets influenced by different aspects, 

culture shows great differences across countries. While all people strive to satisfy the same 

basic needs, they have learned to do so in different ways (Diller, 2014). Operating in a 

globalized, competitive and complex environment firms should be aware of these cultural 

differences (Diller, 2014). Actually, there are different opinions concerning the consumer 

variances across countries. In their book, Browaeys and Price (2008) argue that young 

generations of consumers across countries increasingly behave in the same way. The authors 

suggest that although differences in cultural and economic environment remain, there is a 

rising uniformity in consumer taste and consumer behaviour and that the significance of 

geographic frontiers and politics will eventually decrease (Browaeys and Price, 2008). 

However, the majority of studies outline the powerful influence of culture on consumers’ 

perception and buying behaviour (Doole and Lowe, 2008; Thomas and Inkson, 2009). 

Theories and Models 

There are many theories and models concerning culture’s impact on consumers and their 

behaviour. On the one hand, the MR or Motivational Research approach was based on non-

rational consumer choice and was developed to reveal the consumer’s hidden motivation that 

define purchase behaviour; with motivation considered to be influenced by even the first 

years of someone’s life and first learning’s (Burton, 2008). In terms of culture, this is relevant 

as people’s motivations are influenced by the environment they live in. On the other hand, the 

model of consumer behaviour by Kotler proposed four types of influences building consumer 

behaviour: cultural, social, personal and psychological; with the cultural one having the 

greatest impact (Kaynak and Manrai, 2012). Based on this model, Kaynak and Manrai (2012) 

argue that the consequences of culture on consumer’s behaviour are assorted into three 

categories: social, personal and psychological.  

In addition to the aforementioned models, Smith-Jackson et al. (2013) present some other 

theories and models related to culture and consumer behaviour. The “Wheel of Consumer 

Analysis” is a model which has been used in order to understand cross-cultural consumer 

behaviour; it proposes that purchasing behaviour is contingent on three aspects: environment, 

behaviour and affect/cognition (Smith-Jackson, Resnick and Johnson, 2013). Likewise, the 

activity argues that an action is conducted due to the combination of the results of an 

individual interfacing with the right tool, as well as the environment (Smith-Jackson et al., 

2013). Since culture has been found to have an influence on the way individuals think and 
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act, concession of the environment makes this theory accordant with cross-cultural studies 

(Smith-Jackson et al., 2013).  

When considering the differences of cultures, a further theory addressing culture and its 

specific aspects is institutional theory. This theory has been a field of interest for several 

years and has been characterized by researchers such as North (1990), DiMaggio and Powell 

(1983) and Scott (1995). In general, institutional theory is concerned with the continuance 

and legitimacy of an organization and possible social and cultural influences on the very 

same organization (Roy, 1997). North (1990) defined an institution as a set of rules that the 

organization and individuals ideally follow. He separated it into formal and informal 

constraints. The formal one includes for example constitutions and laws. The informal one 

includes aspects such as sanction, taboos and custom traditions (North, 1990). This is 

supported by DiMaggio and Powell (1991) who also name regulatory structures and laws as 

parts of the rules. Urbano and Alvarez (2014) point out that rules, norms and habits are 

related to institutions. These aspects can control social, political and economic interactions 

and lead to a stable social life (Urbano and Alvarez, 2014). Lastly, North (1990) highlights 

that countries that have efficient institutions can provide a better institutional environment.  

North (1990) as well as Scott (1995, 2007) have defined three so-called institutional 

dimensions or pillars. They separate institutional theories into three categories: 

 The regulative pillar 

 The institutional or normative pillar 

 The cultural-cognitive pillar 

The regulative pillar refers to economics as well as regulative components of government 

legislation and industrial agreements. The institutional pillar is concerned with values, norms 

and individual behaviour in a society and organization. Through these aspects, it can be 

defined what is accepted as appropriate in a society. The third pillar, cultural-cognitive, 

includes aspects such as believes, the individual cultural level and language as well as further 

behaviours that are taken for granted in a society (Scott, 2007). These pillars show the 

different parts of institutional theory. As it can be expected, the content of the pillars and 

institutional theory vary across different countries as every country consists of different rules, 

cultures, norms and values. Thus, in the context of the study, differences across institutions 

may create differences in consumer perception and loyalty of private labels. As the theory 

takes several relevant aspects into account, it is highly useful for the study. Especially, the 

economic situation and retailer structure will be of interest and included in the actual 

comparison of countries. 

Moreover, the book of Doole and Lowe (2008) presents another theory. Hofstede (2003), 

who was interested in revealing differences across countries, identified four dimensions of 

culture: individualism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity (Doole and 

Lowe, 2008). These four dimensions can reveal and explain the existing differences across 

countries, not only in the way the cultures differ from each other, but also in the way people 

think, act and take decisions (Doole and Lowe, 2008). In addition, these four aspects can set 

light on consumers’ differences across countries and explain their behavior (Doole and Lowe, 
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2008). However, this theory is only focused on cross-cultural variances, without taking into 

consideration individual characteristics as the institutional theory. 

Looking more closely at perception and loyalty across countries, culture has a powerful 

influence on behaviour in general (Thomas and Inkson, 2009) and affects consumers’ 

perceptions and buying behaviour (Doole and Lowe, 2008). In this way, companies’ branding 

is determined by similarities or differences of consumers all over the world (Doole and Lowe, 

2008). There are numerous studies which argue that consumer perceptions, expectations and 

decision making differ among different countries and may be influenced by cultural aspects 

(Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). Meierer (2010) states that, though consumers in different 

countries have the same needs, their perception of the way the products meet those needs 

differs. In addition, Spotts (2014) suggests that consumer estimations of products and brands 

are influenced by cultural stereotypes. 

In their book, Neelankavil and Rai (2014) argue that consumer perception of quality differs 

across countries and that it is difficult to compare market-perceived quality across cultures. 

Due to cultural influences consumers may look for more than physical attributes when buying 

a product and, based on their culture, their preferences may be influenced by taste, colour and 

form (Neelankavil and Rai, 2014). Furthermore, the perception of prices differs across 

countries (Papadopoulos and Heslop, 2014). Hoyer, Maclnnis and Pieters (2012) propose that 

there are differences in consumer perceptions in different countries regarding prices and 

perceived value for money. In addition, it is suggested that price is a measure of perceived 

product quality, but the price-quality indication differs across cultures (Papadopoulos and 

Heslop, 2014). Likewise, it is argued that perception of risk varies among consumers and 

cultural groups; it is emphasized, however, that usually risk is perceived higher in less-

developed countries due to the low quality of the products (Hoyer et al., 2012). 

What should be also mentioned is that various studies have proved that the country of origin 

(COO) of a product or brand has a great impact on consumer estimation and choice behaviour 

(Spotts, 2014). COO can have an influence on consumers’ perception of a product quality, 

the perception of product attributes and the perception of risk and product value (Spotts, 

2014). Thus, the overall perception of a product or brand can be influenced in a great extent 

by the COO (Spotts, 2014).  

As already observed, culture has a great impact on the consumer decision-making process. 

Part of the decision-making process is also brand loyalty. There are many studies arguing that 

culture can have an impact on brand loyalty (Piacentini and Cui, 2013; Schumann, 2009). 

Brand loyalty can be influenced by different things. Piacentini and Cui (2013) argue that it 

can be influenced by demographic and economic factors, with the economic development 

having an impact on the decision-making style of the consumers. In addition, the differences 

on the values and beliefs of consumers across countries can also affect the word of mouth 

process in these countries (Schumann, 2009). The word of mouth is considered one of the 

most important determinants and it is also perceived as a measure of brand loyalty 

(Schumann, 2009). As already seen, a true brand loyal customer will support the brand and 

recommend it to others (Baker et al., 2010). Thus, the evaluation of a brand itself, but also the 
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impact of word of mouth on the customer’s evaluation, differ across countries (Schumann, 

2009). Moreover, it is argued that cultural background influences consumers’ brand loyalty 

(Leo, Bennett and Hartel, 2005). Finally, brand loyalty is also considered to be a strategy for 

decreasing risk (Leo et al., 2005).  

However, within the same country, consumer behaviour still differs between individuals, as it 

is also argued in the institutional theory presented earlier in this paper. For this reason, it is 

important to look at the factors that influence individual consumers’ behaviour and not 

consider that consumers coming from the same country share all the exact same way of 

thinking and acting.  

Consumer Behaviour 

It is argued that consumer behaviour is an evolving process (Solomon, Bamossy, Askegaard 

and Hogg, 2006) and that it is influenced by many different factors; from situational ones 

(Solomon et al., 2006) to demographic ones (Hoyer and Maclinnis, 2008; Noel, 2009). There 

are many authors emphasizing the great influence of the demographic factors on the 

consumer behaviour and the extending usage of these factors by many marketers as a basis 

for market segmentation and targeting (Noel, 2009; Blythe, 2013). In addition, previous 

literature argues that demographic characteristics have an impact on both consumer 

perception (Nelson, Shaw and Strader, 2009) and consumer loyalty (Nejati, 2013). Though 

there are various demographic characteristics found in previous literature, the most 

commonly ones are: age, gender, education and income (Nejati, 2013; Gurski, 2013; Ryan 

and Ryan, 2015).  

 Age: The products needs and interests usually vary with different consumers’ age. 

Age can influence consumer perception in different ways. First of all, it is proposed 

that younger consumers are more willing to take risks and try new products (Noel, 

2009). In addition, Pennanen (2009) argues that consumer’s age and gender can have 

an impact on consumer’s risk perception. Moreover, it is proposed that younger 

consumers do not show high levels of loyalty; they often make purchases through the 

internet, but they do not visit always the same websites, as well as they do not watch 

the same programs on television (Lamb, Hair and McDaniel, 2007). In contradiction, 

older consumers are less likely to seek new information (Nejati, 2013). 

 Gender: It is commonly agreed that gender differences affect consumer behaviour in 

general (Hoyer and Maclnnis, 2008; Noel, 2009) but also specifically consumer 

perception and loyalty as well (Gurski, 2013; Nejati, 2013; Ye and Robertson, 2012). 

Men and women differ in decision-making styles and consumption standards, and 

they perceive products and brands in different ways (Hoyer and Maclnnis, 2008). Ye 

and Robertson (2012) argue that product involvement influences brand loyalty. 

Women are more likely to consider shopping as an important task and getting 

involved with product and brand choices (Ye and Robertson, 2012). In addition, men 

are more likely to focus on information processing, though women are more likely to 

develop positive attitudes towards products and brands and become personally 

engaged (Ye and Robertson, 2012). Ye and Robertson (2012) in their study found that 

women scored higher in product involvement and brand loyalty.  
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 Education: Another characteristic that can be used in order to segment population is 

education. Noel (2009) argues that education is highly connected to income. In his 

book, it is proposed that more educated people are more likely to obtain better jobs 

and higher salaries (Noel, 2009. Shankar et al. (2012) outline that it is not less 

educated consumers that tend to buy private brands, but educated ones are more 

inclined to purchasing these brands.  

 Income: Income is commonly used for segmenting population and is used by 

marketers in order to predict which groups are capable of buying their products, since 

income can be used as a prediction of what kind of expensive purchases a consumer 

would make (Noel, 2009). This also depends on the meaning and symbolism of these 

purchases to consumers (Noel, 2009). In addition, Weib (2015) argues that income is 

considered to play an influential role on the purchase of private labels, as a 

psychographic factor. Moreover, it is argued that financially constrained people show 

higher price consciousness leading to private-label proneness (Weib, 2015). 

2.5 Outline Framework 

The following framework is based on the described theories and will be used in order to 

answer the developed research questions. It combines the most relevant aspects of this paper, 

as well as the most influential components towards consumer perception and loyalty to 

private labels. The framework consists of five different parts: country, perception, brand 

loyalty, demographics and the brand loyalty matrix. As seen culture has a great influence on 

consumer behaviour. Thus, the part of the country is positioned at the top. Its position 

demonstrates that nationality is expected to have an influence on both, perception (on the left) 

and brand loyalty (on the right). Additionally, the demographics stated in the middle (age, 

gender, education and income) point at perception and brand loyalty implying that they are 

also considered to have an influence on each aspect as found in the theory. After looking at 

the nationality and demographic impacts on brand loyalty and perception of private labels, 

the brand loyalty matrix can be addressed, since it contains different aspects of loyalty and 

perception, as outlined in chapter 2.3. Through looking at the matrix and considering 

different data, the brand loyalty of German and Greek consumers can be measured and 

compared with each other. 
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In order to give answers to the research question described in the first chapter, it is relevant to 

consider the framework, as it includes the main concepts described in the theory. Thus, based 

on the framework six different hypotheses have been developed which each including at least 

two parts of the framework. The argumentation for each hypothesis can be found below. By 

being able to give answers to the hypotheses, which refer either to perception or loyalty, it is 

possible to measure and classify the level of brand loyalty of Germans and Greeks within the 

brand loyalty matrix. However, here further variables and figures from the survey can be 

included. By doing this, an additional result can be derived when answering the research 

question.  

2.6 Hypotheses 

As described in the theory, the perceived risk is relevant for a purchase of a product. 

Consumers perceive risk when purchasing a product because they experience uncertainty as 

they do not know if positive or negative consequences should be expected after the purchase 

(Taylor, 1974; Dowling and Staelin, 1994). Semeijn et al. (2004) furthermore describe 

perceived risk as the process in which consumers weigh possible losses to the value they 

expect when purchasing a product. As presented, the perceived risk has been part of several 

studies such as the one by Semeijn et al. (2004) and Erdem et al. (2004). The latter one 

focussed on finding out whether perceived risk influences the purchase choice of private 

labels and manufacturer brands. 

Noel (2009) proposes that younger consumers are more willing to take risks and try new 

products and Pennanen (2009) supports this aspect as he states that the age of the consumer 

can have an impact on the consumer’s perceived risk. Furthermore, Phillips and Sternthal 

(1977) argue that older people are more careful when making purchase decisions compared to 

younger ones. Lumpkin, Caballero and Chanko (1989) support this aspect as well and add 

that older consumers put more effort and value in choosing products and consider different 

sources of information. 

Looking at the nationality aspect, it is relevant to consider theories such as the institutional 

theory. North (1990) defined, within the theory, an institution to be a set of rules. Ideally, 

individuals and organizations of an institution, such as a country, follow these rules (North, 

1990). The theory generally states that there are different beliefs, behaviours and cultural 

levels within a culture. Likewise, the norms and values also vary across a country (Scott, 

2007). As every country and its culture are different, aspects such as norms, values and rules 

also vary across countries. 

Though Hofstede only considered nations as a whole and did not give an overview of his 

cultural dimensions across different groups of the society, it is still worth it to mention the 

different levels of uncertainty avoidance between the two countries. Germany scores 65 out 

of 100 whereas Greece scores 100, which illustrates the highest score possible. Uncertainty 

avoidance as part of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions addresses the topic of whether people are 

threatened by unknown situations. When scoring high in this dimension, people prefer to 
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avoid uncertainty and create systems and laws through which they feel more secure towards 

the future (The Hofstede Centre, n.d.).  

Having presented various arguments, it can be seen that the age has an influence on the 

purchase decision and furthermore, as described, on the perceived risk associated with it. 

Different researchers and their studies have outlined that especially old people are less likely 

to try new products and seek more information before purchasing new products in 

comparison with young people. Furthermore, as shown, also the cultural differences are 

significant as different countries follow different cultures, values, norms, believes and 

behaviours. As research has stated that Greeks and Germans perceive different levels of risk, 

the first hypothesis if this paper is:  

H1: Old Greeks are expected to show higher levels of perceived risk. 

As far as perceived value is concerned, as stated in the theory, Zeithaml (1988) described 

perceived value firstly as the consumer’s evaluation of the usability of a product regarding 

expectations of the product and the actual received product. Furthermore, Zeithaml (1988) 

named the sacrifice which has to be made when purchasing a product and the possible 

benefits of the purchase as part of perceived value. However, researchers included different 

parts as relevant in the theory of perceived value. Sweeney et al. (1999) for example named it 

value for money which thereby includes the factor price in the context. As Zeithaml (1988) 

describes the perceived price also as the amount of money the consumer is willing to sacrifice 

when purchasing a product. These descriptions reveal similarities between each other. This 

regards especially the fact that Zeithaml (1988) also named the aspect of sacrifice in 

perceived value. Thus, when looking at the perceived value the price can also be looked at. 

Furthermore, perceived value can be related to perceived quality. This is due to Zeithaml 

(1988) describing perceived value as the evaluation of the product (Zeithaml, 1988) and 

perceived quality as the consumer’s judgement of the product’s performance in terms of its 

advantages (Zeithaml et al., 1988). Therefore, looking at the perceived value of the product, 

the perceived quality can also be included as relevant.  

Looking at specific facts, it is noteworthy that the perceived value of private labels in general 

has increased as the consumers’ knowledge of these products has also increased (Sexton, 

2009). Considering practical researches such as the one done by Nielsen (2014), it occurs that 

in Europe 69% of the respondents somewhat or strongly agree that “private labels are usually 

extremely good value for money” (Nielsen, 2014, p. 5). Regarding this statement, the score of 

both Germany and Greece is above 70% (Nielsen, 2014).  

Taking the quality aspect into account, it can be found that German consumers highly trust 

private labels. 87% of the respondents agreed that the quality of private labels is at least as 

high as the one of manufacturer brands (Lebensmittelzeitung, 2013). In contrast, only 55.3 % 

of Greek consumers believe in the very same statement (Charontakis, 2010). Additionally, 

67% of Germans and 78% of Greeks regard quality as very important when purchasing food 

(European Commission, 2012). Looking additionally at the reputation of private label 

products in comparison to manufacturer brands, it can be seen that 48.5% of Greeks believe 
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that the reputation is worse than the one of manufacturer brands. Thus, almost half of the 

respondents of the study rate the reputation of private labels as lower (Gkitsi, 2013). 

However, when looking at the perceived price and the expenses for food in both countries, it 

can be assumed that Germans only spend a low amount of their money on food. As an 

example from 2011, the food expenses of Germans cumulated to 11.5%. This percentage is 

below the European average of 12,9%. (Bundesverband des Deutschen Lebensmittelhandels, 

n.d.). Accordingly, a lower price level index can be found in Germany with 59.1 of 100 

points. In comparison, the price level index in Greece can be seen at 69.3 points (Statista, 

2014a). 

Overall, the differences in countries can also be referred back to institutional theory. In the 

theory’s context, North (1990) and Scott (2007) describe, as presented beforehand, that there 

are differences among countries. This can be explained through different kind of rules in each 

country as well as the country’s norms, values and cultures.  

The findings described above lead to certain conclusions. As shown in studies, Germans are 

described to perceive a higher quality of private labels than Greeks. Though Germans prefer 

low food expenses, they still believe in the high quality of private labels. Thus, though they 

are expected to spend less money on their food than Greeks, they are also expected to still be 

satisfied with the products’ quality. Additionally, accordingly to the theory, price and quality 

can be defined as part of perceived value. Thus, the second hypothesis of this study is:  

H2: Germans are expected to perceive the value of private labels as higher 

than Greeks. 

In addition to perceived risk and value, as presented earlier in this paper, perceived quality 

has an impact on the purchase of private and manufacturer brands (González Mieres et al., 

2006). Perceived quality, which can be influenced by different factors, can influence the 

perception of both these two brands (Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008; Breetz, 2014).  

Food quality plays an important role for consumers during the decision making process with 

96% of Europeans considering quality an important factor when purchasing food (European 

Commission, 2012). However, people have learned to satisfy their basic needs in different 

ways (Diller, 2014), which makes it difficult to compare market-perceived quality across 

cultures because of the varying consumer perception of quality across countries (Neelankavil 

and RAI (2014). According to the institutional theory, institutions, such as countries, show 

differences with each other, which are derived from the social, economic and cultural aspects 

of the institution (Roy, 1997; Urbano and Alvarez, 2014). Moreover, as presented in the 

theory chapter of this paper, there have been various studies which confirm the consumers’ 

differences across countries (Doole and Lowe, 2008) and the variety of consumers’ 

perception across markets (Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). As a result, the importance of food 

quality also differs across countries, with the percentage presented above varying within 

Europe (European Commission, 2012). In addition, other aspects such as the origin of food or 

food product brands also show significant variances (European Commission, 2012). Looking 
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at these two aspects, according to a study coordinated by the European Commission (2012), 

the majority of Greek consumers (90%) consider origin as totally important aspect, with 

Germany having scored with a percentage of 74%. Likewise, food product brands are 

prioritised by less than one-third of Germany’s consumers (31%), with reaching 51% for 

Greek consumers (European Commission, 2012). 

Considering the private label products, previous literature argues that there has been a 

development towards private labels, offering high quality and thereby being a clear 

alternative to manufacturer brands (Burt, 2000) and presents the outstanding success of these 

products in taste tests during which private-label products were compared to manufacturer 

brands’ products (Weisbaum, 2013). Moreover, studies have shown that a high percentage of 

the European consumers believe that private labels are a good alternative to manufacturer 

brands. Specifically, the study of the year 2014 by the global information and measurement 

company Nielsen N.V. (2014) showed that this percentage was up to 70% of the European 

respondents. In addition, the market shares in Europe in 2014 were up to 45% in some 

countries (Nielsen, 2014). Furthermore, 69% of Europeans believed that private label 

products offer a value for money and only one-third believed that these products are not 

reliable when considering quality (Nielsen, 2014).  

However, perceived quality of private label products also differs across countries. Looking at 

the two countries, Germany and Greece, their economy, markets and structure, various 

differences can be found, which can affect the consumers’ behaviour and lead to variances 

concerning the private labels and their perception towards these brands, as well.  

Firstly, looking at the German market the biggest food retailers during the last years were the 

Edeka-group and the Rewe-group, regarding the turnover of several food retailers. As these 

two companies are food retailer groups, they each have different retailer brands with stores 

all over Germany (WirtschaftsWoche Online, 2014). Both companies have introduced their 

own private labels in their different food retailers. As especially the retailers Edeka and Rewe 

are popular, excluding other retailers of the group, their private labels are typical examples 

such as Edeka Bio (Edeka, n.d.), Rewe Feine Welt and Rewe Beste Wahl (Rewe, n.d.). When 

considering the marketing of these two companies, it can be seen that both invest to promote 

not only their store but also their own brands. Both companies presented national television 

advertisements (Schobelt, 2013; App, 2015) that can also be seen on their YouTube channels. 

Furthermore, they reach the customer with a website where they present the different brands 

and products available in the store (Edeka, n.d.; Rewe, n.d.). Additional marketing activities 

have also been billboard advertisements to promote each company message and private labels 

(Mozart, 2013). Thereby, though only being a food retailer, both companies have invested in 

marketing in order to promote the company and its private labels better. 

Greek grocery retail operates the most extended stores network in the country and 

supermarkets show a considerably high density compared to other larger countries, due to 

geographic and institutional reasons (Kioses, 2013). Supermarkets have to develop 

continually new strategies in order to deal with the increasing competition. The firms in the 

retail sector have rapidly introduced and developed private label products the last years 
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investing on the brand recognition and loyalty by customers (ICAP, 2012). ). The private 

label products show significant growth the last years. There have been remarkable 

investments for improving the products’ quality and packaging, and for promotional 

activities, which enhanced competitiveness and provided consumers with more options 

(ICAP, 2012). 

Having showed the different market structures in the countries, the perceived quality of 

private labels also varies between Germany and Greece. Studies have shown that 87% of 

German consumers trust private labels to be as good as manufacturer brands 

(Lebensmittelzeitung, 2013). In contradiction to Germany, only a percentage of 55.3% of 

Greek consumers believe that private label products have the same quality as the 

manufacturer brands (Charontakis, 2010). Moreover, there are specific studies which argue 

that for certain product categories the market share of private label products in Greece 

decreased in 2014 compared to 2013. It is believed that in Greece the high levels of trust in 

the manufacturer brands and the discounts and promotional activities of these brands have a 

negative influence on the market shares of private label products (Manifava, 2015).   

Taking into consideration the characteristics and perceptions of the consumers of these two 

countries concerning quality, it can be summarized that on the one hand Greek consumers 

consider quality more important factor compared to German consumers. In addition, Greeks 

take into consideration manufacturer brands much more than Germans. On the other hand, 

Germans show higher belief in private labels being of equal quality to manufacturer brands. 

For these reasons, the third hypothesis of this paper is:  

H3: Germans are expected to perceive quality higher. 

Apart from the above findings, when considering various product categories of private labels, 

consumers individually may prefer to buy private labels from a certain category rather than 

from another. In their study, Labeaga et al. (2007) confirmed this approach as they found that 

the customer’s loyalty towards private labels and store brands can vary across product 

categories.  

Looking at the two countries relevant in this study, an overview of which product categories 

present the highest market share for private labels in each country can be given. In Germany, 

the category household has the highest market share in terms of private labels with 41.1%. 

This is followed by frozen food (37.3%) and chilled and fresh food (36.2%) As an example of 

how low the market share of private labels in a category can be, confectionary private labels 

can be looked at. In Germany, these products only reached a percentage of 7.4% within their 

segment (Statista, 2014b). 

In Greece, the highest market share of private labels is found in the category of pet food and 

care (33.4%), followed by household (31.1%) and frozen food (29.2%). The segment of 

personal care for example shows far lower market shares of private labels with only 4% 

(Statista, 2014c). However, as the survey conducted for this study did not include pet food 

and care, it can be expected that Greek and German customers purchase private labels in the 
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category of household products the most compared to other categories. This is in accordance 

with Manifava (2015) and Gkitsi (2013). Manifava (2015) states that the Greek market shares 

of private label products are lower for food and drinks and higher for houseware products. 

Gkitsi (2013) additionally presents a study saying that 67.4 % of respondents would purchase 

household products of private labels compared to only 30.11% regarding dairy and 33.04% 

regarding baked goods.  

When considering the presented arguments, it can be seen that both Germans and Greeks, 

according to the presented statistics shop houseware products of private labels more than 

other categories. Thus, when it comes to product categories, no nationality difference can be 

defined. As this product category seems to be equally important in both countries, the fourth 

hypothesis developed for this paper is:  

H4: Germans and Greeks are expected to buy more private label housewares. 

Generally, as presented earlier in this paper, consumers’ perception and loyalty is influenced 

by various factors. Among these factors the country and its culture, in which the consumers 

live in, have a significant role (Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). However, as already mentioned, 

according to the institutional theory there can be possible social and cultural influences on the 

very same organization (Roy, 1997), meaning that there can be influences and differences 

within the same country. In addition, Piacentini and Cui (2013) argue that brand loyalty can 

be influenced by demographic and economic factors, with the economic development having 

an impact on the decision-making style of the consumers.  

Generally, European citizens prioritise price as an important factor when buying food with a 

percentage of 91% (European Commission, 2012). However, prices have a more significant 

role for those who face economic problems and find it more difficult to pay their everyday 

bills, compared to those who have never faced these problems (Hoch, 1996). In addition, 

price sensitivity has a strong relation to private label penetration (Hoch, 1996).  

When looking at the private label products, the economic recession is considered to have led 

the consumers to these products. A study contacted by Nielsen (2014) argues that the 

economic recession has led to the boost of the private labels. Compared to manufacturer 

brands, private label products have a lower price, which leads to the growth of these products 

since consumers are looking for cheaper solutions (ICAP, 2012). It is argued that 78% of 

shoppers buy private label brands because they are less expensive (Kurtz and Boone, 2015). 

In particular, private labels are considered to be an inexpensive offering, with prices 

averaging 40% below the prices of manufacturer brands in European countries (Gázquez-

Abad et al., 2014).  

Moreover, income, as a common segmentation tool used by marketers (Noel, 2009) is 

considered to play an influential role on the purchase of private labels, as a psychographic 

factor (Weib, 2015). In fact, financially constrained people show higher price consciousness 

leading to private-label proneness (Weib, 2015). In addition, in his book Sanford (2008) 

states that income is negatively correlated with the purchasing of private label products. 

Likewise, it is found that in areas where there are households with lower incomes, people are 
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more price sensitive and private label products perform better (Hoch, 1996). This means that 

there is a negative relationship between income and purchasing of private label products 

(Hoch, 1996). 

Through the data presented above, it is clearly highlighted that consumers in general are 

sensitive to prices while making their purchases. In addition, it is presented that they consider 

prices while purchasing food products. Moreover, it is found that consumers with lower 

incomes are more sensitive to prices. Likewise, it is clear that consumers and households with 

lower incomes are more likely to purchase private label products compared to those with 

higher incomes, since private labels are strongly connected to their low prices. These findings 

can lead to the belief that consumers with lower incomes are more used to private label 

products. This inevitably means that these consumers are also more familiar to these 

products. Thus, through this usage and familiarity, consumers get to know their 

characteristics and advantages, believe in their quality and general value and become more 

loyal to them. As a result, the fifth hypothesis of this study is: 

H5: Consumers with lower income are expected to be more loyal to private 

labels. 

However, as already explained, apart from the demographic characteristics, culture influences 

consumers’ perception and loyalty as well (Riyad, 2013; Berg, 2013). Culture has a powerful 

influence on behaviour (Thomas and Inkson, 2009) and it also affects consumers’ perceptions 

and buying behaviour particularly (Doole and Lowe, 2008). Specifically, previous studies 

argue that culture may have an impact on consumer perceptions, expectations and decision 

making, leading to differences among countries (Meierer, 2010; Berg, 2013). Brand loyalty, 

as part of the decision-making process, also differs across cultures (Piacentini and Cui, 2013; 

Schumann, 2009) and can be influenced by various factors, such as values and beliefs 

(Schumann, 2009).  

As already seen in this paper and within the previous hypotheses, consumers’ perception and 

loyalty to private labels also differ across countries. These two aspects can be influenced by 

various factors, such as the perceived quality, perceived price and perceived value 

(Papadopoulos and Heslop, 2014). In addition, brand loyalty may be influenced by the 

perceived risk which is strongly connected to the performance of a product (Hoyer et al., 

2012).  

As presented earlier, European consumers believe in quality and price to be very important 

when purchasing products and especially food (SymphonyIRI Group, 2011). However, as 

already seen, within Europe consumers coming from other countries, show significant 

differences in these two beliefs. Looking at Germany and Greece, it is presented earlier that 

Germans perceive quality of private labels higher compared to Greeks. In addition, though it 

would have been expected that consumers coming from countries which were more hit by the 

economic recession, would purchase more private labels, this is not the case. The market 

share of private labels in Germany is among the highest in Europe, in contradiction to Greece 

(SymphonyIRI Group, 2011).  
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The German FMCG market offers a variety of private label products, with private labels 

appearing as strong brands and being considered as such by the consumers (SymphonyIRI 

Group, 2011). Innovations, promotional campaigns and specialist suppliers are some of the 

actions taken in order for these products to be strengthened (SymphonyIRI Group, 2011). In 

addition, cross-channel promotional strategies, which were traditionally used by national 

brands, are now adopted by private labels (SymphonyIRI Group, 2011). TV, radio, internet 

and outdoor advertising campaigns are combined with in-store promotions (SymphonyIRI 

Group, 2011). In Greece, the grocery retail sector shows a high density and operates the most 

extended network in the country (Kioses, 2013). However, despite these and firms’ rapid 

introduction and development of private label products (ICAP, 2012), the market share of 

these products still remain low (ICAP, 2012). This also comes in contradiction to the 

economic recession which leads the consumers to private labels and to the fact that the firms 

invest on brand recognition and loyalty (ICAP, 2012).  

It is noteworthy that, though the retailer structure has developed highly in Germany, Germans 

do not enjoy spending much money of their overall consumption on food. In 2011, German 

consumers only spent 11.5% on food which is below the European average of 12.9%. 

(Bundesverband des Deutschen Lebensmittelhandels, n.d.). In contradiction, Greek 

consumers spend a high percentage of their income on food (News247, 2013). Moreover, 

there are studies confirming that Greek consumers show high levels of trust in manufacturer 

brands (Manifava, 2015). These facts, in addition to Germans’ perception of private labels, 

leads to Germany presenting a percentage of 34% of intensity of private labels and Greece 

only 16% (Nielsen, 2014).  

Based on the above findings, it is obvious that Germans purchase more private labels and 

perceive value and quality higher. Thus, the last hypothesis of this paper is:  

H6: Germans are expected to be more loyal to private labels compared to 

Greeks.  
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3. Methodology 

Having discussed the most important theories relevant for the study, a brief description of the 

methods is necessary. This includes besides an outline of the chosen research method, 

strategy and design as well as a closer description of the chosen sample and data collection. 

Additionally, a description of the relevant measures, the data analysis and research quality 

follows.  

3.1 Research Method 

As part of the methodology, we have to consider different aspects, such as whether a study is 

inductive or deductive and whether it is quantitative or qualitative. To start with, we address 

the aspect of induction versus deduction. When choosing the inductive approach, the theories 

and hypotheses will be developed based on observations of the real world. Thus, after having 

seen certain empirical situations, theories and hypotheses are created that are supposed to 

explain the observed data (Crowther and Lancaster, 2008). Thus, through observations 

patterns are searched which afterwards will ideally be generalized by hypotheses or theories 

(Lodico, Spaulding and Voegtle, 2010). 

However, the deductive approach fits best to our study. In the course of deduction, a theory 

or hypothesis is developed. The collection of empirical data enables the possibility to test the 

hypothesis or theory (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2007). Through testing the data, further 

conclusions can be drawn (Emory and Cooper, 1991) and the hypothesis or theory can either 

be supported or rejected (Crowther and Lancaster, 2008). The deductive approach can also be 

explained as describing a general statement for which data is searched in order to support the 

statement (Lodico et al., 2010). Bernard (2011) also describes deduction as starting “with 

theories […] and hypotheses derived from theories, and then moves on to observations – 

which either confirm or falsify the hypotheses” (Bernard, 2011, p. 7).  

As said, the deductive approach fits best for this study. Thus, we have developed six different 

hypotheses. These are derived from different theories that were discussed in more detail in 

the theory chapter as well as specific figures regarding Greece, Germany and the topic of 

private labels. We collected the data by asking respondents certain questions that were related 

to the hypotheses, as later described in this chapter. This way, it can be used to test and either 

verify or falsify the hypotheses. 

3.2 Research Strategy 

When addressing the topic of deduction and induction, researchers sometimes connect it 

additionally with the quantitative and qualitative research approach. Lodico et al. (2010) for 

example connect the deductive method typically with quantitative research whereas they 

describe the inductive method to be more suitable for qualitative research. Accordingly, the 

quantitative research approach is the one used in this study.  

However, firstly we want to take a look at the different kinds of research approaches. 

Creswell (2014) describes the three relevant types as being the qualitative, quantitative and 

mixed research approach. The mixed method combines the qualitative and quantitative 

approach (Creswell, 2014). Looking more closely at the qualitative method, it typically 
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attempts to understand certain individuals or groups. The data collected is interpreted by the 

researchers (Creswell, 2014) in order to answer the questions relevant to the study. 

Nevertheless, for our study, the quantitative approach is chosen and thereby most relevant. As 

part of quantitative research, theories are tested by evaluating the connection and relationship 

of different variables to each other. Typically, the data collected consists of different numbers 

and figures that make it possible to analyse the variable relationships through statistical tools 

(Creswell, 2014). Using figures occurs to be more objective (Bryman and Bell, 2011) 

compared to interpreting data in qualitative research. Different possibilities on how to collect 

the data exist, one of them being the conduction of a survey or questionnaire. However, 

before collecting the data, researchers define a relevant sample meaning that people taking 

part in the survey have to fulfil certain characteristics. The chosen sample structure is often 

supposed to represent the population of a country (Newman and Benz, 1998).  

Considering these specific characteristics of the quantitative approach, it is most suitable for 

our study. The empirical data that we have collected includes different variables related to the 

hypotheses. These variables can be tested regarding their relationship to each other. We will 

discuss the types of variables at a later point in this chapter. 

3.3 Research Design 

When looking at the research design, Bryman and Bell (2011) describe five different ones. 

The design applicable for our study is called comparative design. When using a comparative 

research design, two or more contrasting cases are studied in the same or similar way. The 

data is usually collected from each case in course of a cross-sectional design. In this design, 

the usage of questionnaires or structured interviews is typical (Bryman and Bell, 2011). As 

our study is comparing two countries and a self-completion questionnaire has been used, the 

comparative design is suitable. 

Though there are different possibilities to collect data, we chose the self-completion 

questionnaire. At a later point of the chapter, the choice of sample and the process of the data 

collection are described. However, first, we want to give a better overview of how we 

developed the self-completion questionnaire.  

In order to find out as many customer information as possible regarding the topic of 

perception and loyalty to private labels, different measures have been developed as part of the 

self-completion questionnaire. Generally, possible measures for a survey include open-ended 

and closed questions with different answer possibilities (Schumann, 2008). The developed 

questionnaire consists mainly of closed questions as these can be evaluated more easily 

(Schumann, 2008). However, some questions such as the ones regarding the age and the 

educational level are phrased as open-questions. In terms of the closed questions, different 

kinds of answers are used in the questionnaire. Some of the closed questions only give the 

possibility to answer with ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. However, most of the questions offer a five item 

Likert-scale and thereby offer the possibility to describe how much one agrees or disagrees 

on a certain statement (O’Dwyer and Bernauer, 2014). The used scale consists of the five 

answer possibilities: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree and strongly agree. 
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Overall, the questionnaire consists of 25 questions. When developing the questionnaire, it had 

to be adapted after receiving feedback and reviewing it. When the English version was 

finalized, it was translated into Greek and German in order to reach more customers in each 

country. However, after this step, some of the questions were adapted again as we asked 

different people from our home countries to give us their first opinion regarding the 

understandability and meaningfulness of the questionnaire. After adapting the questionnaire 

another time, it was put online, as we used the possibility of a web-based self-completion 

questionnaire (Brace, 2013). The questionnaires in English, Greek and German can be seen in 

the appendix.  

The actual questionnaire consists of three different parts. The first part includes general 

questions about the person such as the gender, age, education, occupation and net income per 

month. The second part is concerned with the purchase preferences in general as well as 

regarding private labels of the respondent. Here, a question for example referred whether the 

respondent shops at only one or at different supermarkets. Furthermore, in this part, the 

respondent is asked whether they are a member of customer loyalty programmes and whether 

these programmes influence the choice of the supermarket they shop at. Lastly, in this part, 

consumers were asked about their purchasing behaviour regarding private labels, for example 

which products they shop often that are branded with a private label.  

When asking, which private label products they buy often, we created product categories in 

order to make the whole question more consistent. Having researched a lot, it was certain that 

there is not just one single way to define product categories of products in a supermarket. 

Instead, there seem to be several possibilities. The categories we chose are based on different 

references and are the following ones: Dairy, meat and fish, canned food, drinks, frozen food, 

sweets, housewares and cosmetics. The European Commission (2013) for example created 

different kind of product categories for an official statement regarding specific laws. This 

included besides others dairy products, confectionary, bakery wares, meat and fish. A further 

separation into product categories was published for a conference and included categories 

such as bakery goods, beverages, confectionary, dairy products, frozen food, meat and 

seafood (NASDA, 2010). Through seeing these and considering which product categories 

could be relevant as well, we created the categories described above.  

In the third part, more specific questions were asked. The respondents had to answer 

questions regarding the sympathy of private labels, as well as the quality and price 

perception. The questions were based on the described theory. Thus, the questions concern 

not private labels in general but they rather take a more detailed look at the aspects of 

perception and loyalty of private labels. As described, the perceived quality and perceived 

price are relevant aspects of perception which explains different questions that are concerned 

with this aspect. However, these questions do not ask directly how a person perceives 

something or whether a person is loyal to a brand. Instead, the questions’ content asks rather 

indirectly. This being less obvious, the respondents were not let to a specific answer.  

The following table will show the different parts of the questionnaire in a combined format:
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Construct Items  Scale 

General 

questions 

Gender Male/Female 

Age Type figure 

What is your highest educational degree? Type degree 

Occupation 
Student/Employed/Self-employed/Retired/ 

Housewife/Unemployed/ Others 

Net Income (per month) Type income € 

In the past, I have purchased and used private labels. Yes/No 

Purchase 

preferences 

I generally shop … 

- … at one retailer only. 

  If so, at which one? /  

- … at different retailers. 

I am a member of one or more consumer loyalty programs for retailers that sell goods such as food. 
- Yes  If so, of which programs? 

- No 

If yes, my choice of the retailer is influenced by the membership.  Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I’ve had many experiences with private label products before. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I generally purchase private label products when I go shopping. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

From the following categories, it is most likely to purchase private labels for: 

Dairy, Meat and Fish, Canned Food, Drinks, Frozen Food, Sweets, Baked Goods, Housewares, Cosmetics 

For each category:  

Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

Among the nine categories of the products mentioned above, the most private label products I purchase 

belong to the following one: 
Fill in most purchased category 

Specific 

questions 
regarding 

perception and 

loyalty 

When choosing a product I consider its general value and possible negative consequences from the 

purchase. 
Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I believe that the benefits gained by a private label are higher than those gained by a manufacturer brand. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I believe that the benefits gained by a private label are higher than those gained by a manufacturer brand. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

When purchasing a product of this category, quality is its most significant characteristic. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high as the quality of manufacturer 

brands. 
Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I believe that the quality of the products in this category is reflected in their price. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

When purchasing a product of this category, I am especially influenced by the price. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

Even if private labels were sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I would still prefer to buy them. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

For this category, I would switch to manufacturer brands in case of a convincing price offer. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one. Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

When shopping for this category I mostly choose the same brand (private label). Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

I believe that there is a high risk if I buy a different brand from the one usually purchased Strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 
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3.4 Sample 

In order to test the developed hypotheses that are based on various theories, we collected data 

through the described self-completion questionnaire. Before collecting the necessary data 

though, we had to consider the type of sampling, a reasonable sample size and specific 

sample characteristics regarding the respondents. Looking at the theory, there appear to be 

two different categories of sampling techniques, random sampling and non-random sampling 

(Black, 2010). Bryman and Bell (2011) and others describes these furthermore as probability 

and non-probability sampling. Non-probability samples are said to be less representative of 

the whole population as the respondents do not necessarily fulfil every criteria relevant when 

trying to have a representative sample (Bryman and Bell, 2011).  

Due to limited time and possibilities in the course of this study, we have chosen to use one of 

the non-probability sample techniques, namely the convenience sampling. This kind of 

sampling is distinguished by the researcher choosing respondents to take part in the study that 

are easily available for the researcher. Typically, the researcher selects “more elements from 

the middle of the population” (Black, 2010, p.224).  

Though this kind of sampling is criticised as showing low representativeness (Gravetter and 

Forzano, 2012), we chose this technique due to the limited resources and time. However, we 

set specific characteristics to make sure that the respondents at least vary in origin, age, 

education and occupation. Thus, we sent a web link individually to each person. This way, 

we wanted to increase the reliability as much as possible. The chosen ones live in different 

areas in Greece and Germany and their age varied from 19 to 69 years. The respondents 

followed also different occupations, such as being a student, working in a company, being 

self-employed, unemployed, retired or a housewife. The same occurs when looking at the 

education of people as the respondents presented all kinds of different levels of education.  

The sample size for the survey was limited due to the strict time schedule. Thus, we asked 

140 German and 140 Greek respondents. However, as eleven Greek respondents stated that 

they had not purchased and used private labels in the past, their answers were not reliable for 

the remaining questions. Thus, the sample size of Greek respondents for the second and third 

part of the questionnaire decreased to 129 respondents. The questionnaires were sent out to 

the respondents and the data was collected in March 2015. As mentioned before, the two 

countries were chosen due to the strong difference in the market share of private labels, with 

a high market share of 34% in Germany and a lower one of 16% in Greece (Nielsen, 2014).  

3.5 Data Collection 

The collection of the data for this study can be started with a description of the collection 

process of the primary data which is followed by secondary data. As described, the 

questionnaire was sent out to many people in each country. At first though, it was digitalised 

on esurv.org. By doing so, we were able to send a link to each person individually. By 

clicking on the link, the respondent was able to answer the questions and save it online. 

However, as the older people included in the survey were less familiar with computers and 

the internet, a paper version was send to them which we saved in the online system 
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afterwards. Having sent out the questionnaire privately to several people, different figures of 

questionnaires were returned. In Germany, 170 respondents answered the questionnaire, of 

which a 140 were considered as completed. However, within these completed questionnaires, 

it sometimes occurred that one or two questions of a questionnaire were not answered. 

Therefore the overall amount of German answers can vary depending on the question. The 

overall amount of returned questionnaires in Greece accounts to 174. Of these, a 140 were 

completed. By having 140 completed questionnaires from each country, the sample size was 

reached.  

The data that is collected through the questionnaire, is new data which has been collected 

specifically and only for this study. This so-called primary data can be collected differently, 

for example through surveys (including the self-completion questionnaire), interviews and 

observations (Ghauri and Grønhaug, 2005). Though primary data can raise the reliability of a 

study, it is relevant to consider disadvantages such as it being more expensive and time-

consuming compared to already existing data (Ghauri and Grønhaug, 2005). Still, within the 

field of primary data collection, it is considered that a self-completion questionnaire uses 

fewer resources in terms of money and time than an interview. Equally, as described, we 

created a self-completion questionnaire for this study.   

Having discussed the primary data used in this study, it is also relevant to give a brief insight 

into the collection of the secondary data. This kind of data has already existed before. 

Through a research process, we have detected it and used the most relevant within the study. 

On the one hand, the secondary data included all kinds of theories that have been used 

regarding the topic of the study. On the other hand though, it also included content such as 

relevant market data of private labels for Germany and Greece and other relevant figures. 

Among others, we used this kind of data for the argumentation of the hypotheses. As the 

information about the market in each country was mainly found in its country’s mother 

tongue, the content was translated to English. Compared to primary data, the collection of 

secondary data is rather inexpensive and easy. However, it is important that this kind of data 

used is relevant as well as trustworthy and reliable. Thus, when researching for secondary 

data, it is important to find reliable databases (Churchill and Iacobucci, 2010). 

3.6 Measures 

For the study, we used different dependent and independent variables in order to test the 

impact of certain elements with each other. The dependent variables can be described as the 

variable that is tested in connection to the independent one. Furthermore, it can be described 

as an output (Patricia, 2012). The independent variable can be described as input and are used 

to test their influence on dependent variables (Patricia, 2012). Thus, the dependent variable 

can be analysed with different input, meaning different independent variables. Furthermore, 

the outcome of the dependent variable is expected to change in case the independent variable 

is changed (Patricia, 2012).  

Regarding this study, different kinds of independent and dependent variables can be 

described. As the topic of the study relates to the national differences of customers regarding 

the loyalty and perception of private labels, the nationality is the input that changes the 
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perception and loyalty. Thus, nationality (German and Greek) is one of the independent 

variables. Depending on the nationality, the outcome varies. As part of loyalty, the 

differences of age and income in combination with the nationality and in general were 

furthermore looked at. As these were expected to have an influence on loyalty and 

perception, they were also the independent variables.  

Thus, loyalty and perception are the dependent variables. They can be influenced by other 

factors and are tested regarding this influence and change. Here, questions regarding the 

private label familiarity, value, price, quality, risk perception and shopping frequency of 

private labels were used. In the analysis, for example the variable that the respondent stated 

to always buy the same private label when purchasing private labels was used to evaluate 

loyalty. The variables of the perceiving switching risk and the consideration of a products 

general value and possible negative consequences was used in connection to perceived risk. 

Furthermore, we used the variable in which the respondents rated how much they agreed that 

they were satisfied with the performance of private labels products despite the low costs 

compared to manufacturer brands. The variable whether the quality of private labels is 

reflected in its price was used. However, other dependent variables were also used as can be 

seen in the analysis chapter.  

3.7 Data Analysis 

After collecting the data relevant for the analysis, it was inserted into computer software for 

the analysis of quantitative data, namely the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 

20). According to Bryman and Bell (2011), it is the most broadly used software for such 

analyses. Through using SPSS, it is possible to measure relationships between variables with 

the help of specific analysis options. 

When inserting the data, we coded each answer accordingly to the type of questions. Thus, 

we coded the questions that contained a 5-likert scale with 1 meaning strongly disagree, 2 

representing disagree, 3 meaning neutral, 4 representing agree and 5 meaning strongly 

agree. Questions with only two answer possibilities are dichotomous variables (Bryman and 

Bell, 2011) and were inserted in the beginning as 1 and 2, presenting both options. However, 

while beginning to analyse, they were changed to 1 and 0. 1 represents the first option, for 

example male. As a dichotomous variable, 0 represents everything else, but in this case 

female, as there was only one other answering option. Looking at the measure definition, our 

data pool contains nominal, ordinal and scale measures. Questions with nominal measures 

were for example gender, education and occupation as each of them present answer options 

that cannot be ordered (Bryman and Bell, 2011). As part of the ordinal measure, variables 

with answers that are rank ordered but present unequal distances between the categories can 

be described (Bryman and Bell, 2011). Typical in this case are questions with 5-likert scales 

such as the ones in the questionnaire. Lastly, there are two more scale variables, age and 

income, as the answers are specific figures and can be measured in a sorted order.  

As the hypotheses and the research questions have to be answered after the analysis, we 

applied different analysis tools through SPSS and thereby tested relationships of different 

variables. For every analysis, we tested the relationship of an independent and a dependent 
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variable with each other. For each analysis, the significance between the variables was first 

tested through an ANOVA-test. In case of significance and thereby a relationship between the 

variables, the means of each answer of the independent variable in combination with the 

dependent variable were compared to each other. Through this comparison, we were able to 

see whether the hypotheses can be verified or falsified. 

However, for some of the hypotheses, an additional analysis beforehand had to be included. 

As for some of the analyses more than one dependent variable was relevant, we first tested 

the significance of these dependent variables to each other. This can be done through the 

Cronbach’s alpha test. In case there was significance, we created a new variable which 

combined the means of these dependent variables. By doing so, we were able to test the 

significance of the new variable in connection with the independent variable and additionally 

compare the means with each other. 

Additionally, for some of the analyses, we created new independent variables by combining 

for example age and nationality. In this case, we formed the new variables young Germans 

and old Germans as well as young Greeks and old Greeks. This way we were able to test if 

age and nationality combined had an influence on the dependent variable. Each analysis 

including the relevant tables can be found in the Analysis chapter. Additionally, the 

descriptive data is presented in the chapter Empirical Findings.  

3.8 Research Quality 

Having considered the different aspects of methodology, it is relevant to also take a closer 

look at the research quality of the study, including its reliability. Regarding the reliability of 

the data, it is made sure to test the significance before comparing figures with each other. This 

way, it can be insured that a relationship exists between the two examined variables.  

As mentioned before though, the representativeness of the sample, due to the sample 

technique of convenience sampling, is limited (Gravetter and Forzano, 2012). Thus, the 

empirical findings and analysis results should be looked at critically. However, as described 

before, we decided on certain characteristics in order to improve the representativeness and 

reliability of the findings.     
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4. Empirical Findings 

After presenting the method that was followed throughout the study, this chapter is going to 

introduce the descriptive empirical findings of the survey conducted. On the one hand, this 

includes general data of the survey such as percentages of gender and education of each 

nationality. On the other hand, different means regarding various elements of the survey are 

briefly presented.  

Germany 

The survey conducted for Germany was answered by overall 140 respondents. Of all the 

participants, 42 were males (30.0%) and 98 were females (70.0%). The whole sample 

presented different figures regarding the educational level: 19 (13.6%) people received the 

gymnasium degree, 63 (45%) of the respondents graduated from high school, 28 (20%) 

received a Bachelor and 30 (21.4%) a Master degree. Of all of the respondents 18 (12.9%) 

were students, 82 (58.6%) were employed, 15 (17.9%) were self-employed, 4 (2.9%) were 

retired, 1 (0.7%) was unemployed, 10 (7.1%) were housewives and 10 (7.1%) said that they 

had a different occupation that was not listed. A typical example for this category was that 

the respondent worked part time and stayed home part time.  

Considering most of the variables of the survey in the table presented below, there is one 

further result of the survey that can be mentioned at this point already. When asking the 

respondents in which category they purchase private label products most often, different 

categories are more preferred by the customers than others. The highest percentage can be 

found for dairy products, namely 40.7%. This is followed by frozen food with 20%, 

housewares with 13.6% and canned food with 11.4%. The consumers of the survey chose 

cosmetics (5%) and drinks (3.6%) as well as meat and fish and sweets (both 2.9%) to be 

private label products that they purchase least often. Additionally, baked goods were not 

mentioned at all by the respondents. 

Greece 

Looking at the Greek market, 140 consumers participated in the survey, aged between 19 and 

67 years old. From the 140 consumers, 54 were males, which apply at a percentage of 

38.57% and 86 females, with a percentage of 61.43%. Within the whole sample from Greece 

1 consumer (0.7%) graduated gymnasium, 35 (25.0%) graduated high school, 86 (61.4%) had 

a Bachelor degree, 17 (12.1%) had a Master degree and 1 (0.7%) had a PhD. In addition 13 

(9.3%) were students, 76 (54.3%) were employees, 25 (17.9%) were self-employed, 5 (3.6%) 

were retired, 15 (10.7%) were unemployed and 6 (4.3%) were housewives.  

However, as only 129 consumers (92.1%) stated that they had purchased and used private 

labels in the past, the figures displayed in the table are based on the overall population of 129 

respondents. Furthermore, the variable regarding the consumers’ choice in which category 

they purchase private labels the most, is relevant to be discussed before addressing the table. 

Here, the following percentages occurred for the Greek respondents were: 7.9% chose dairy, 

0.8% chose meat and fish, 11.0% canned food, 11.0% drinks, 9.4% frozen food, 12.6% 

sweets, 7.9% baked goods, 37.0% housewares and 2.4% cosmetics. It is noteworthy that only 

one consumer chose the category of meat and fish. 
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The following table includes all further relevant variables of the survey, regarding mainly the 

consumers’ perception and loyalty to private labels. The figures displayed are the means and 

standard deviation of each variable in connection with the nationality as the national 

differences are the main topic for this study. In order to detect differences as easily as 

possible, the nationalities were presented next to each other for each type of figure. In the 

analysis, some of the variables are used in order to evaluate and test the hypotheses that have 

been developed.  

 
Mean Std. Deviation 

Germany Greece Germany Greece 

I have had many experiences with 

private label products before. 
4.28 3.67 0.91 1.08 

I generally purchase private label 

products when I go shopping. 
3.21 3.09 1.10 1.11 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Dairy. 
3.81 2.02 1.11 1.27 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Meat and Fish. 
2.09 1.62 1.21 0.87 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Canned Food. 
3.44 2.74 1.16 1.30 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Drinks. 
2.42 2.58 1.19 1.28 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Frozen Food. 
3.28 2.54 1.07 1.26 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Sweets. 
2.37 2.88 1.14 1.34 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Baked Goods. 
1.94 2.50 1.11 1.30 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Housewares. 
3.04 3.55 1.24 1.18 

From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels 

for Cosmetics. 
2.42 1.77 1.14 1.14 

I believe that the benefits gained by a 

private label are higher than those 

gained by a manufacturer brand. 
3.11 3.12 1.08 1.21 
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Though private label products of this 

category cost less than manufacturer 

brands, I still feel satisfied by their 

performance. 

4.16 3.66 0.86 1.06 

When purchasing a product of this 

category, quality is its most 

significant characteristic. 
3.74 3.45 1.08 1.21 

I purchase private labels as I believe 

that their quality is at least as high as 

the quality of manufacturer brands. 
3.94 3.29 1.00 1.23 

I believe that the quality of the 

products in this category is reflected 

in their price. 
2.28 3.34 1.06 1.17 

When purchasing a product of this 

category, I am especially influenced 

by the price. 
3.79 4.01 1.15 0.97 

Even if private labels were sold at 

the same price as manufacturer 

brands, I would still prefer to buy 

them. 

2.18 1.91 1.08 1.04 

For this category, I would switch to 

manufacturer brands in case of a 

convincing price offer. 
3.85 4.05 0.95 0.97 

When choosing a product I consider 

its general value and possible 

negative consequences from the 

purchase 

2.48 3.74 1.22 1.07 

I believe that there is high risk if I 

buy a different brand from the one 

usually purchased. 
2.04 2.50 1.18 1.09 

For this product category I mostly 

choose the same brand 
3.67 3.34 1.12 1.06 

When purchasing private labels in 

this category, I mainly choose the 

same one. 
3.26 3.50 1.33 1.21 
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5. Analysis 

After giving a first overview of the descriptive empirical data gathered through a survey, 

different variables will be analysed in connection with each other. This helps to get the 

necessary information and results to respond to the hypothesis. 

H1: The first hypothesis of this study addresses the topic that old Greeks are expected to 

perceive higher levels of risk. The argumentation described in chapter 2.5 shows the 

relevance as there are several facts and aspects that lead towards the hypothesis. As 

presented, studies have shown that old people are less likely to switch to new products and 

seek much more information before purchasing a product. Additionally, different theories 

lead to the assumption that differences may occur across countries due to culture, norms and 

values. 

When considering the described hypothesis, two statements that were asked to the 

respondents of the survey occur to be relevant. In the questionnaire, the respondents 

described a level of agreement from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree). The 

statements used for the analysis are the following ones: 1) “When choosing a product, I 

consider its general value and possible negative consequences from the purchase.” (Short: 

“negative consequences”) and 2) I believe that there is a high risk if I buy a different brand 

from the one I usually purchase.” (Short: “Risk”). 

To begin with, both statements were analysed separately. Beginning with the first statement 

regarding possible negative consequences in connection with the variable “old Greeks”, a 

one-way ANOVA test was used in order to learn about a possible relationship between the 

two variables. As the significance level of the test presented a figure of 0.000, a relationship 

between the independent variable “old Greeks” and the dependent variable “negative 

consequences” can be found.  

ANOVA 

When choosing a product, I consider its general value and possible negative consequences 
from the purchase 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 53,215 1 53,215 34,810 ,000 

Within Groups 406,636 266 1,529   
Total 459,851 267    

 

The significant relationship between the variables demonstrates that there is a difference 

expected when comparing the means of “negative consequences” and “old Greeks” and 

“negative consequences” and the remaining respondents of the population (young Germans, 

old Germans and young Greeks). Looking at the means, it can be seen that the score of the 

remaining respondents of the population (2.88) is lower compared to the mean of “negative 

consequences” and “old Greeks” with 4.02. Thus, old Greek consumers consider a products’ 

general value and possible negative consequences more than the remaining respondents of the 

population.  
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Report 

When choosing a product I consider its general value and possible negative consequences 
from the purchase 

OldGreeks Mean N Std. Deviation 

Remaining respondents of population 2,88 218 1,295 
Old Greeks 4,02 50 ,937 
Total 3,09 268 1,312 

 

As stated, the dependent variable “risk” in connection with “old Greeks” is also relevant to 

answer the hypothesis. Thus, here again, an ANOVA test was used to see if there was a 

significance between the variables which proves to be existent with a figure of 0.000.  
 

ANOVA 

I believe that there is a high risk if I buy a different brand from the one usually purchased. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16,545 1 16,545 12,750 ,000 

Within Groups 345,172 266 1,298   
Total 361,716 267    

 

As significance exists between the variables, differences regarding the sensed risk in case of a 

purchase of a product that is different than usually, are expected. Thus, the means of “old 

Greeks” and the remaining respondents of the population in connection with “risk” can be 

looked at. By running the test, it can be seen that the mean of the remaining respondents of 

the population with 2.14 is lower compared to the one of old Greeks (2.78). This shows that 

old Greeks agree more often that they believe there is a high risk when purchasing a different 

brand than usually.   
 

Report 

I believe that there is high risk if I buy a different brand from the one usually purchased. 

 Mean N Std. Deviation 

Remaining respondents of population 2,14 218 1,113 
Old Greeks 2,78 50 1,250 
Total 2,26 268 1,164 

 

As both dependent variables can be attributed to perceived risk, a variable combining these 

two variables can be created. Thus, the actual perceived risk of old Greeks can be tested. First 

though, it was necessary to see if these two variables are consistent with each other. This can 

be done through a factor analysis and Cronbach’s Alpha. As the result of Cronbach’s Alpha 

shows a figure of 0.663, the variables can be considered as consistent. 

 

 

 

 

Due to the result of the Cronbach Alpha test, a new variable “overall risk” was created which 

combines the two variables. As a next step, an ANOVA test was run to see if there is 
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significance between the new dependent variable “overall risk” and the independent variable 

“old Greeks”. As the test shows a level of 0.000, significance can be detected. 

ANOVA 

Overall risk 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 31,976 1 31,976 30,715 ,000 

Within Groups 277,959 267 1,041   
Total 309,935 268    

 

The ANOVA test has shown that differences can be expected when comparing the means of 

the dependent variable in connection to “old Greeks” and the remaining respondents of the 

population. When comparing these means, it can be seen that “old Greeks” in connection 

with “overall risk” show a mean of 3.4000. The second mean of the test is 2.5137. This 

results in old Greeks showing higher levels of perceived risk when switching to new products 

and considering possible negative consequences more often. 
 

Report 

Overall risk 

 Mean N Std. Deviation 

Remaining respondents of population 2,5137 219 1,04587 
Old Greeks 3,4000 50 ,89784 
Total 2,6784 269 1,07539 

 

H2: The second hypothesis is concerned with the expectation that Germans perceive the value 

of private labels higher than Greeks. As theoretically described, the perceived value can 

include both perceived price and perceived quality. Thus, looking at these aspects, statistics 

have shown that Germans are more likely to perceive the quality of private labels as at least 

equally high compared to the quality of manufacturer brand. Additionally, Germans prefer 

low food expenses. As a conclusion referring back to the hypothesis, Germans perceive high 

quality and high value despite the low price.  

In order to see the relationship between price and quality, the respondents were asked on how 

strongly they agreed or disagreed on the statement that they believe that the quality of a 

product of their chosen category of private labels is reflected in the price (Short: “price 

reflects quality”). As this statement reflects the opinion of the respondents regarding price 

and quality, it is suitable for the developed hypothesis.  

By running an ANOVA test, the significance between the dependent variable “price reflects 

quality” and the independent variable “country” was tested. As the figure occurs to be 0.000, 

a relationship between the two variables can be observed. 

ANOVA 

I believe that the quality of the products in this category is reflected in their price. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 75,794 1 75,794 60,748 ,000 

Within Groups 333,128 267 1,248   
Total 408,922 268    
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As significance appears between the two variables, it can be concluded that a difference 

between the two countries in connection with the dependent variable is expected. When 

comparing the means of both countries, this expectation is supported. The mean of Germany 

with 2.2786 is lower in comparison to Greece with 3.3411. The result shows that Greeks 

show higher levels of agreement that the quality of a private label product is reflected in the 

price.  

Report 

I believe that the quality of the products in this 
category is reflected in their price. 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 2,2786 140 1,06661 
Greece 3,3411 129 1,16924 
Total 2,7881 269 1,23524 

 

H3: The third hypothesis of this study is that German consumers will perceive the quality of 

private labels higher than Greek consumers. As seen in the theory chapter and presented 

earlier as part of this hypotheses, on the one hand perceived quality may differ across 

countries and on the other hand Germans perceive food quality and quality of private labels 

differently compared to Greeks. 

In order to observe consumers’ perceived quality of private labels within these two countries, 

Germany and Greece, this paper addressed two questions to the consumers. The two 

questions connected to perceived quality were the satisfaction that consumers feel by the 

performance of this products and the degree in which they think that the quality of these 

products is equal to manufacturers' ones. Specifically the two statements, in which the 

consumers had to reply whether they agree or disagree, were 1) “Though private label 

products of this category cost less than manufacturer brands, I still feel satisfied by their 

performance” and 2) “I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high 

as the quality of manufacturer brands”. 

Running the ANOVA test, a significance of 0.000 was found between the independent 

variable “country” and the variable measuring satisfaction.  

ANOVA 

Though private label products of this category cost less than manufacturer brands, I still feel 
satisfied by their performance. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16,666 1 16,666 17,976 ,000 

Within Groups 247,535 267 ,927   
Total 264,201 268    

 

This means that there is a significant relation between these two variables and that the level 

of satisfaction differs when looking at these two countries. Moreover, looking at the means of 

the values of the independent variable, it is easily recognized that Germany with a 

mean=4.1571 has scored higher than Greece with a mean=3.6589. Thus, German consumers 
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perceive quality of private labels higher and feel more satisfied by their performance, despite 

their low cost. 

Report 

Though private label products of this category cost 
less than manufacturer brands, I still feel satisfied by 
their performance. 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 4,1571 140 ,86724 
Greece 3,6589 129 1,05694 
Total 3,9182 269 ,99289 

 

Likewise, running the ANOVA test for the independent variable “country” and the variable 

measuring the quality equality between the private labels and the manufacturer brands, a 

significant relation 0.000 was found as well.  

ANOVA 

I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high as the quality of 
manufacturer brands. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 28,895 1 28,895 23,103 ,000 

Within Groups 333,930 267 1,251   
Total 362,825 268    

 

This means that the belief concerning whether these two brands have an equal quality differs 

between the two countries. In addition, looking at the means of the values of the independent 

variable, it is found that Germany with a mean=3.9429 has scored higher than Greece with a 

mean=3.2868. As a result, German consumers perceive quality of private labels higher or at 

least equal to manufacturer brands with a higher percentage than Greek ones.  

Report 

I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality 
is at least as high as the quality of manufacturer 
brands. 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 3,9429 140 1,00195 
Greece 3,2868 129 1,23234 
Total 3,6283 269 1,16354 

 

Since both of these two variables can be attributed to quality, a new variable could be 

formulated so as to test the perceived quality. After a factor analysis and a Cronbach’s Alpha 

= 0.664, a new variable “overall quality” was developed in order to test the perceived quality 

in the two countries 
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Running the ANOVA test between the independent variable of “country” and the new 

variable “overall quality”, it was found that there is a significant relation between these two.  

ANOVA 

OverallQuality 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 22,362 1 22,362 28,123 ,000 

Within Groups 212,305 267 ,795   
Total 234,667 268    

 

This means that the perceived overall quality of private labels differs significantly between 

Greece and Germany. In addition, looking at the means of the values of the independent 

variable, it is easily observed that Germany shows a higher mean=4.0500 compared to 

Greece with a mean=3.4729. As a result, German consumers perceive the overall quality of 

private labels higher than Greek consumers. 

 
Report 

OverallQuality 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 4,0500 140 ,82082 
Greece 3,4729 129 ,96280 
Total 3,7732 269 ,93575 

 

H4: The fourth hypothesis of this study is concerned with the higher purchase of Germans 

and Greeks of houseware private labels compared to other categories. This expectation has 

derived from different statistics that show this exact result. When testing this hypothesis, one 

statement of the questionnaire has to be considered: “From the following categories, it is 

most likely to purchase private labels for Housewares.” (Short: “housewares”) 

As a first step, a one-way ANOVA test was used to see the significance of the dependent 

“housewares” and the independent variable “country”. As a result, a significance level of 

0.001 can be seen. 

ANOVA 

From the following categories, it is most likely to purchase private labels for Housewares 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 17,294 1 17,294 11,789 ,001 

Within Groups 391,665 267 1,467   
Total 408,959 268    

 

Having used the ANOVA test, it can be detected that there seem to occur differences the two 

different groups of country. When comparing the means with each other in connection with 

“housewares”, it is observed that Germany with a mean of 3.04 shows lower levels than 

Greece with a mean of 3.55. Thus, Greeks show higher levels of agreement towards the 

statement that housewares products of private labels is most likely to be purchased compared 

to other categories.  
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Report 

From the following categories, it is most likely to 
purchase private labels for Housewares 

 Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 3,04 140 1,240 
Greece 3,55 129 1,179 
Total 3,29 269 1,235 

 

H5: The fifth hypothesis of this paper addresses the expectation that consumers with lower 

income will be more loyal to private labels. As presented in the theory part of this study, 

demographic characteristics have an impact on the consumer behaviour. Income can affect 

both consumer behaviour and the purchase of private label products with the ones with lower 

income being more likely to use these products more often. 

In order to test the influence of income on the consumers’ loyalty towards private labels, this 

paper addressed a question concerning whether the consumers purchase the same private 

label when they shop or they choose from different ones. Specifically the statement 

connected to loyalty, which the consumers had to reply whether they agree or not with, was 

“When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one”. 

Running the ANOVA test, a significance of 0.027 was found between the independent 

variable “income dichotomous”, which categorizes consumers based on their income, and the 

variable measuring loyalty. 

ANOVA 

When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 8,231 1 8,231 4,931 ,027 

Within Groups 405,646 243 1,669   
Total 413,878 244    

 

This means that there is a significant relation between the two variables and that the level of 

loyalty differs when looking the two different groups of income. Moreover, looking at the 

means of the values of the independent variable, it is observed that consumers with lower 

income “0-800” with a mean=3.5510 have scored higher than the ones with higher income 

and mean=3.1769. They stated that they purchase the same private label for the product 

category chosen, instead of any private label. This shows that they are more loyal to a 

specific private label. Thus, consumers with lower income show higher levels of loyalty to 

private labels compared to the ones with higher income. 

Report 

When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose 
the same one. 

Income Dichotomous Mean N Std. Deviation 

0-800 3,5510 98 1,27726 
801-4000 3,1769 147 1,30174 
Total 3,3265 245 1,30239 

 

Running the ANOVA test for the independent variable of “country” and the variable 

measuring loyalty to private labels, it was found that there is an insignificant relation between 
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these two variables. Thus, the significance is derived only from the income, independently of 

the country. 
ANOVA 

When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one. 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3,834 1 3,834 2,354 ,126 

Within Groups 434,991 267 1,629   
Total 438,825 268    

 

H6: The last hypothesis of this paper refers to the expectation that German consumers will be 

more loyal to private labels than Greek consumers. As observed in the theory chapter 

consumer loyalty differs among countries. In addition, as presented in the hypothesis’ 

development, German consumers think higher of private labels and purchase more private 

labels compared to Greeks. 

This paper, in order to test whether German consumers are more loyal to private labels 

compared to Greek ones, addressed a question concerning the probability of purchasing 

private labels even if they cost more. Specifically, the statement connected to loyalty, and the 

one which the consumers had to reply whether they agreed or not with, was “Even if labels 

sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I would still prefer to buy them”. 

Running the ANOVA test, a significance of 0.043 was found between the independent 

variable “country” and the one measuring loyalty.  

ANOVA 

Even if private labels were sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I would still prefer 
to buy them. 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 4,674 1 4,674 4,151 ,043 

Within Groups 300,598 267 1,126   
Total 305,271 268    

 

This means that there is a significant relation between the two variables and that the degree of 

loyalty differs when looking at these two countries. Moreover, looking at the means of the 

values of the independent variable, it is observed that German consumers scored higher with 

a mean=2.1786 compared to Greek ones with a mean=1.9147. Thus, German consumers are 

more loyal to private labels compared to Greek consumers. 
 

Report 

Even if private labels were sold at the same price as 
manufacturer brands, I would still prefer to buy them. 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 2,1786 140 1,08135 
Greece 1,9147 129 1,03856 
Total 2,0520 269 1,06727 
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6. Discussion 

Having evaluated the relationship between different variables of the survey, the results can 

be interpreted as part of the discussion in order to verify or falsify the developed hypotheses. 

The effect of nationality and age on perceived risk 

In reference to the hypothesis in which old Greeks are expected to show higher levels of 

perceived risk, the perceived risk can be described as the experienced uncertainty when they 

purchase a product. The uncertainty occurs as the consumer cannot be sure of positive or 

negative consequences after the purchase (Taylor, 1974; Dowling and Staelin, 1994). 

Furthermore, according to theories such as the institutional theory, differences in the same 

institution (Roy, 1997) as well as different institutions (North, 1990; Scott, 2007) such as 

countries can occur due to culture, norms and values.  

Having considered the theoretical background, some facts were used to argument towards the 

hypothesis such as the fact that younger customers are more likely than older ones to take 

risks and try new products (Noel, 2009). According to Lumpkin et al. (1989) old customers 

put more effort in a product choice and consider different information beforehand. Based on 

this argumentation, as also described in chapter 2.5, old Greeks are expected to show higher 

levels of perceived risk when purchasing new products in comparison to the other 

respondents of the population. 

In the analysis chapter, two statements of the questionnaire have been analysed in connection 

with the dependent variable “old Greeks”. The first statement referred to the agreement level 

towards the consideration of the general value and possible negative consequences. The 

second statement addressed the topic of risk that is felt when purchasing a different brand 

than usual. As part of the analysis, both statements, each in connection with “old Greeks” 

were tested positively towards their significance. Subsequently, the means of both statements 

and “old Greeks” were compared to the remaining respondents of the population. In both 

comparisons, the means of “old Greeks” occurred to be higher than the other one. This 

supports the hypothesis as both results stated that old Greeks show higher agreement levels 

towards possible negative consequences and towards a risk when purchasing a different 

product than usually.  

However, as these statements are both part of perceived risk, they were additionally analysed 

in a combined variable “overall risk”. In order to do so, the two variables were first positively 

tested towards their consistency. The combined variable was additionally positively tested 

regarding its significance with the variable “old Greeks”. Thus, as a last step, the means of 

“overall risk” in combination with “old Greeks” and the remaining respondents of the 

population were compared. As a support towards the individual analyses described above, the 

“old Greeks” means also showed a higher figure with 3.4000 in comparison to the remaining 

respondents of the population with 2.5137.  

Taking the argumentation and the results into consideration, the hypothesis can be concluded 

as verified. The results are in accordance with the information found regarding old consumers 

being less risky than young ones. Observing this fact from a different perspective it can mean 
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that old consumers feel a higher risk and hence behave less risky. Furthermore, these findings 

are also in accordance to cultural theories such as Hofstede (n.d.), who defined Greeks to 

have a higher perceived risk than Germans. Additionally, as argued in institutional theory, it 

can be seen that there is a difference within the own culture. In this specific example, the age 

had an influence on the risk perception. Having evaluated the results in which old Greeks 

showed higher figures and thereby higher agreement to the described statements, the old 

Greeks that took part in the study support the hypothesis. 

The impact of nationality on perceived value of private labels 

Having looked at the effects of age and nationality on perceived risk, another aspect of 

perception, namely perceived value, can be discussed. Through previous literature, perceived 

quality and perceived price can be described as part of the perceived value. The 

argumentation in chapter 2.5 outlines how researchers have connected these parts. Thus, 

when including perceived quality and perceived price into the perceived value, these aspects 

were looked at in combination with each nationality. In order to underline the hypothesis, it 

was found that Germans highly (87.0%) agree that the quality of private labels is at least as 

high as the one of manufacturer brands (Lebensmittelzeitung, 2013) whereas in Greece, only 

55.3% of the consumers agreed to the very same statement (Charontakis, 2010). Additionally, 

considering the price aspect, it can be seen that the price level index in Germans is lower than 

in Greece (Statista, 2014c) and Germans only spend a low amount of their income on food 

(Bundesverband des Deutschen Lebensmittelhandels, n.d.). This leads to the conclusion that 

Germans must perceive the quality of private labels high despite the low prices which 

underlines the developed hypothesis. As consumers do not pay a high price, but receive high 

quality, it is furthermore expected that the value must be perceived as high. 

Through an analysis, it was possible to test the hypothesis. The most fitting variable of the 

questionnaire referred to the agreement level that the quality of the private label products is 

reflected in their price. In this independent variable, both aspects, price and quality, are 

included, making it relevant for the hypothesis. As the nationality is relevant for this 

hypothesis, the dependent variable used for the analysis was “country”. To begin with, the 

significance was tested regarding these two variables. The result of this test (0.000) proved 

significance. Thus, as the second step, the means of the independent variable in combination 

with, separately, Germany and Greece were compared to each other. As a result, the Greek 

respondents agreed more to the statement with a mean of 3.3411. The mean of the German 

respondents was 2.2786. 

When interpreting the result of Greek consumers believing more strongly than Germans that 

the quality of a product is reflected in its price, it means that they believe that the quality is 

lower if the price is lower. Thus, Germans agreeing less with the statement leads them to 

beleive that the quality does not have to be low when the price is low as well as it does not 

have to be high when the price is high.  

Having explained the results, they can be connected to the hypothesis. As the German 

respondents of this study do not necessarily expect low quality in combination with a low 
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price, it can be interpreted as them perceiving high quality despite the low price and thereby 

also perceiving a high value of private label products. Looking the results, Greeks in 

comparison, believe in lower quality when the quality is low. Both findings are in accordance 

with the literature found. Thus, when also referring back to the hypothesis, the results verify 

it. 

The effect of nationality on the perceived quality of private labels 

As already discussed before, perceived quality can be seen as part of perceived value. 

However, it can also be addressed individually in terms of the effect of nationality on the 

perceived quality of private labels. Previous literature has stated that perceived quality has an 

influential role towards consumers’ perception of both private labels and manufacturer brands 

(González Mieres et al., 2006; Lincoln and Thomassen, 2008; Breetz, 2014). This is because, 

based on their perceived quality of a product or brand, consumers would show a certain 

consumer buying behaviour, meaning that they will either choose to purchase a certain 

product or brand or switch to another one (Neelankavil and Rai, 2014). Perceived quality is 

evaluated by different aspects such as performance and durability or even brand name and 

price (Nelson, 1970; Monroe, 1971). Thus, based on these findings, it is expected that the 

variables of satisfaction of private labels’ performance and of the comparison of their quality 

to the manufacturers’ ones, would reflect consumers’ perceived quality of private label 

products. For this reason, the variables “Though private label products of this category cost 

less than manufacturer brands, I still feel satisfied by their performance” and “I purchase 

private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high as the quality of manufacturer 

brands” were both combined in a new variable “Overall quality”, in order to test perceived 

quality. The choice of these two variables comes in total accordance to the previous literature. 

On the other hand, perceived quality may vary across countries due to cultural differences 

(Neelankavil and RAI, 2014). In addition, according to the institutional theory presented in 

the theory chapter, there are various variances among different institutions which can be 

attributed to the social, economic and cultural aspects of the institution (Roy, 1997; Urbano 

and Alvarez, 2014). Consumers may look for more than just physical attributes when 

purchasing a product and, based on the culture of the country they come from, may be 

influenced by taste, colour and form (Neelankavil and Rai, 2014). For this reason, it is 

expected that the consumers coming from the two countries, Greece and Germany, would 

show differences in their perceived quality of private labels.  

Based on previous findings and studies, it was found that German consumers present certain 

characteristics towards food quality in general and perceived quality of private label products 

compared to Greek consumers. It was found that only a percentage of 55.3% of Greeks 

believed that the quality of private labels is the same as the quality of manufacturer brands 

(Charontakis, 2010). In contradiction, according to other studies, 87% of Germans appeared 

to trust private labels to be as good as manufacturer brands (Lebensmittelzeitung, 2013).  

Thus, based on the previous findings, it was expected that the consumers of the countries 

would show differences concerning their perceived quality of private labels and specifically 
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that German consumers would perceive their quality higher than Greek consumers. As 

presented in the analysis part, the findings of this paper confirm the difference by a 

significance of 0.000 between the two variables of “country” and “overall quality”. This 

significance clearly shows that depending on their country, Germany or Greece, consumers 

will show variances on the way they perceive the quality of these products, enhancing the 

institutional theory and all the previous literature arguing that cultural difference have an 

impact on perceived quality. Moreover, the observation of the means of the “country” 

variable illustrates the specific results and attributes for each country. Actually, it is found 

that Germans perceive the quality of private labels higher than Greeks by scoring higher in 

the new variable and showing a mean of 4.0500, compared to Greeks who show a mean of 

3.4729. These findings come in accordance to the previous studies and researches.  

As a result, it can be concluded that the hypothesis of this paper is verified and that German 

consumers perceive quality of private labels higher than Greek Consumers. This result seems 

to derive exclusively by the overall perception of quality of German and Greek consumers in 

general and specifically of food quality as presented earlier in this paper. In addition, this 

result may also be attributed to the difference of cultural attitudes towards their expenses on 

food or to the importance given to brands and their trust in manufacturer brands. In general, 

however, this result does not seem to derive from the marketing strategy followed by the 

retailers in these two countries since they seem to invest in this field in both cases and Greece 

shows a higher density of retail network. Moreover, the economy of the countries does not 

influence consumers’ perceived quality of private labels, since Greece faces a severe 

economic recession compared to Germany. 

The impact of nationality on the purchase of certain product categories 

Having discussed different aspects of perception, a relevant aspect of this paper also concerns 

the question whether consumers prefer to shop private labels of certain product categories 

more than others. The study by Labeaga et al. (2007) for example has shown that the 

consumer’s loyalty towards private labels and manufacturer brands can vary across product 

categories. Thus, it might occur that certain categories are more popular than others. When 

considering data from Germany and Greece regarding this fact, it occurs that Germans and 

Greeks purchase especially often private labels in the category of household products. The 

market share of private labels in household amounts to 31.1% in Greece (Statista, 2014c) and 

41.1% in Germany (Statista, 2014d). Additionally, a Greek study has shown that 67.4% of 

Greeks would purchase private label household products compared to only 30.11% that 

would purchase private label dairy products and 33.04% that would purchase baked goods 

private label products.  

Thus, based on this argumentation, the hypothesis that Germans and Greeks are expected to 

purchase private label housewares most often compared to other categories has been 

developed. In order to test this hypothesis, an element of the questionnaire has been analysed. 

For this analysis, the statement regarding the likeliness to most often purchase private labels 

for housewares was tested in combination with the nationality. As a first step, a significance 

test was run which proved to be positive with a result of 0.001. Thus, it was possible to 
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compare the means of Germans and Greeks regarding the above mentioned statement. When 

doing so, it occurs that the mean of Greek consumers amounts up to 3.55 and is thereby 

higher than the one of German consumers (3.04). Though German consumers also partly 

agree with the statement, the mean is lower, which shows that their opinion towards private 

label houseware products is less strong than the one of Greeks. 

When concluding the described content, it can be said that the hypothesis is partly verified. 

As the German respondents of the study show a slightly lower score regarding the element of 

the questionnaire, they are expected to purchase houseware private slightly less than Greeks. 

When taking the empirical findings into consideration, a further element of the questionnaire 

can be taken into account which reflects the agreement rate. For this element, the respondents 

were asked to name the product category they most often purchase private labels from. 

Looking at the nationalities, 40.7% of the German respondents chose dairy products to be the 

most often private label category, whereas most of the Greek respondents (37.0%) chose 

houseware private labels.  

This already shows that the respondents of this survey do not completely agree with the 

findings. The result of the Greek consumers is in accordance with the before mentioned 

studies which party verifies the hypothesis. Regarding the Germans respondents, they chose 

dairy products. When looking at official data of a Statista study (2014b), dairy private labels 

is part of chilled and fresh food. According to the study, private labels in this category also 

have a high market share with 36.2% (Statista, 2014b). Additionally, private labels have 

developed in opposite directions in Germany and Greece. In Germany the value share of food 

private labels has slightly increased, whereas the value share of non-food private labels has 

slightly decreased. In contrast, the value share of food private labels in Greece has decreased 

and the value share of non-food private labels has increased. Thus, the result of this paper 

supports this trend (IRI, 2013) However, it is noteworthy that the German respondents chose 

houseware products to be the third most often private label category within the study. Thus, it 

is still an important category and the hypothesis should not be completely falsified in terms of 

the purchase behaviour of German consumers. However, it is important to consider other 

categories and their role.  

The effect of income on loyalty towards private labels 

After considering different effects on perception and the preference of certain product 

categories, loyalty, as a further part of the discussion, is addressed now. To begin with, the 

impact of income on private label loyalty is looked upon. Based on previous literature and 

particularly on the institutional theory, there can be differences based on culture and 

influencing consumers’ behaviour (North, 1990; Scott, 2007). However, there can also be 

differences found within the same institution (Roy, 1997); This means that within the same 

country, consumers can vary with each other and show different purchasing behavior as well 

as different perceptions and loyalty. Apart from the institutional theory, there are also other 

previous studies and authors arguing that brand loyalty is influenced by demographic and 

economic factors (Pacentini and Cui, 2013).  
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As presented in the theory part of this paper, income in particular has an impact on consumer 

behaviour influencing perception and loyalty (Noel, 2009). In addition, income plays a 

significant role on the purchase of private labels (Weib, 2015). According to previous 

literature and studies, people with financial constraints show private-label proneness (Weib, 

2015). Since these people are more sensitive to prices (Weib, 2015), price plays a significant 

role for them while shopping (Hoch, 1996). Price sensitivity actually has a notable relation to 

private label penetration (Hoch, 1996). In addition, it has been found that income also has an 

important influence on the purchase of private labels, as a psychographic factor (Weib, 2015). 

Specifically, it is argued that income has a negative relation to the purchase of private label 

products (Hoch, 1996). 

Thus, based on the previous findings, it is expected that consumers with lower income will 

purchase more private labels. Moreover, through this familiarity and constant use of these 

products, the consumers will have the opportunity to evaluate their attributes and 

performance more deeply which can lead to an increased loyalty. As a result, it is expected 

that consumers with lower income will be more loyal to private label products. As presented 

in the analysis part, the findings of this paper confirm the relation between the income and 

the loyalty to private labels and the existing difference between consumers with various 

economic backgrounds, by a significance of 0.027 of the two variables “income 

dichotomous” and “When purchasing private labels, I mainly choose the same one”. This 

significance clearly shows that depending on their income, consumers will show variances on 

the degree of loyalty towards a certain private label. Moreover, the observation of the means 

of the “income dichotomous” variable illustrates the specific results and attributes for income 

group. Actually, it is found that consumers with lower income “0-800” are more loyal to a 

specific private label when purchasing a certain product category, showing a mean of 3.5510, 

compared to the ones with an income of “801-4000” who show a mean of 3.1769. These 

findings enhance the previous literature and studies as well as mainly the institutional theory 

which argues that people belonging in the same institution, country, do not necessarily 

present the same attitude and behaviour. 

As a result, it can be concluded that the hypothesis of this paper is verified and that 

consumers with lower income are more loyal to private labels. This result seems to derive 

completely from the income effect. When looking at the relation between loyalty to a certain 

private label and the variable of country, no significant relation can be found. Thus, the above 

hypothesis is verified independently of the country and the culture of consumers. It seems 

that these consumers, by using more private labels than the ones with higher income, are able 

to distinguish between the different private labels, evaluate their benefits and performance 

and become loyal to a certain one.  

The nationality’s impact on loyalty of private labels 

Having discussed the effect of income on loyalty, the impact of nationality is addressed in the 

following text. This is due to different relevant literature findings. It has been found for 

example that consumer loyalty is of great importance to every firm leading to success and 

increasing profitability (Hill and Alexander, 2006). With competition increasing in every 
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aspect of a firm’s life, loyalty has become more crucial than ever (Reichheld, 2001). 

Specifically brand loyalty is found to have a strong influence on the success of any branding 

strategy (Anandan, 2009). Brands with loyal consumers will remain longer in the market 

place and demand less money in order to gain new consumers (Anandan, 2009).  

As with all brands, loyalty to private labels is really important for their performance and is 

influenced by different factors such as the consumers’ perception and promotional activities 

(Kazmi and Batra, 2009). Moreover, previous studies argue that consumer loyalty is 

influenced by cultural characteristics of the consumers and that it shows differences across 

countries (Berg, 2013). Piacentini and Cui (2013) and Schumann (2009) argue that brand 

loyalty is strongly influenced by the cultural background. In addition, Spotts (2014) proposes 

that how the product and brands are estimated by consumers is influenced by cultural 

stereotypes. Moreover, according to the institutional theory, different countries, consisting by 

different rules, cultures, norms and values, may show differences with each other (Scott, 

2007). These differences also have an impact on consumers’ perception and loyalty (Scott, 

2007). Thus, it is expected that consumers from these two countries, Germany and Greece, 

will show different levels of loyalty.  

Looking closer at these two countries, as highlighted earlier in this paper, Greek consumers 

do not perceive quality of private labels as high (Charontakis, 2010). In addition, Greek 

consumers do not purchase private labels with the same intensity as German consumers 

(SymphonyIRI Group, 2011). Thus, it is expected that Germans, while purchasing and using 

more private labels, become familiar with these products and have the ability to know their 

characteristics. This familiarity and extensive usage of private label products give Germans 

the opportunity to know the advantages and benefits of these products.  

Thus, based on the previous findings, it is expected that German consumers will be more 

loyal to private labels than Greek consumers. As presented in the analysis part, the findings 

of this paper confirm the relation between the country and the loyalty to private labels and the 

existing difference between consumers from Greece and consumers form Germany by a 

significant difference of 0.043 of the two variables “country” and “Even if private labels were 

sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I would still prefer to buy them”. This 

significance clearly shows that depending on their country, consumers will show variances on 

the degree of loyalty towards private labels. Moreover, the observation of the means of the 

“country” variable illustrates the specific results and attributes for each country. Actually, it 

is found that Greek consumers are less loyal to private labels showing a mean of 1.9147, 

compared to German ones who show a mean of 2.1786. These findings enhance the previous 

literature, including the institutional theory, which argue that people coming from different 

countries show differences on the level of brand loyalty. In addition, the findings of this 

paper come in accordance to previous findings arguing that Greek consumers do not perceive 

quality of private labels as high and that they do not purchase these products with a high 

intensity. 

As a result, it can be concluded that the hypothesis of this paper is verified and that German 

consumers are more loyal to private labels than Greek consumers. This result seems to derive 
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by Germans’ familiarity and extensive usage of private labels on the one hand and from their 

perception of these products on the other. When looking at these two markets, it is confirmed 

that Greeks show high levels of trust to manufacturer brands and not to private labels, as 

presented by a previous study (Manifava, 2015). Moreover, the structure of the market does 

not seem to play an influential role since both the two countries have an extensive network of 

retailers offering a variety of private label products (SymphonyIRI Group, 2011; Kioses, 

2013), and invest on promotional activities (SymphonyIRI Group, 2011; ICAP, 2012). This 

result seems to derive completely from cultural aspects. In addition, it seems that German 

consumers, through the extensive usage of private label products and due to their 

unwillingness to spend a lot of money on food, are able to evaluate their benefits and 

performance and become loyal to them. 

Brand Loyalty Matrix 

In the following, the role of Germans and Greeks within the brand loyalty matrix as part of 

the developed theoretical framework can be addressed based on the hypotheses outcomes and 

the empirical findings. According to this framework and the theory part of this paper, it can 

be easily concluded that, based on their consumer behaviour and attitude towards brands, 

consumers belong to one of the four categories of Band Loyalty Matrix. The most basic 

aspects of this matrix, based on which, consumers can be classified in one of this category, 

are their portfolio of brands while shopping, their perceived risk in changing brands, the level 

of price sensitivity and the features in which consumers are based while shopping. 

Considering the consumers of the two countries examined, Greece and Germany, and taking 

into account the aspects of the Brand Loyalty Matrix as well as the findings of this study, the 

consumers of these two countries show both similarities and differences.  

Looking at the two components of Brand Loyalty Matrix, “Brand Commitment” and “Brand 

Support”, in order for the consumers of the two countries to be classified in one of the four 

categories, their general attitude, purchasing habits and behaviour should be observed. As 

presented in the theory part, brand commitment refers to attitudinal components (brand 

commitment imputed to a positive attitude towards the brand) and brand support refers to 

behavioural components (the purchasing support that derives from buying repeatedly a 

specific brand) (Baker et al, 2010).  

By classifying the consumers according to the matrix, it will be clear what these consumers 

think while shopping, how loyal or disloyal they are towards a certain brand and what their 

general attitude and beliefs are. The results will reveal how loyal they are independently of 

their attitude towards private labels, meaning that it will reveal their loyalty to the brands they 

prefer, may it be private labels or manufacturer brands. 

For this reason and by using the factor analysis, two new variables were developed, “Brand 

Commitment” and “Brand Support”, by the combination of the most relevant variables used 

in the survey. The results of Cronbach’s Alpha verify the connection of these variables. 

 



60 

 

     Brand Commitment:           Brand Support: 

 
Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,629 7 

 

The following table shows the relevant variables for each of the new ones. 

Brand Commitment  I believe that the benefits gained by a private label are higher than those gained 

by a manufacturer brand. 

 Though private label products of this category cost less than manufacturer 

brands, I still feel satisfied by their performance. 

 I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high as the 

quality of manufacturer brands. 

 For this category, I would mostly choose the same brand. 

 When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one. 

 For this category I would switch to manufacturer brands in case of a 

convincing price offer. 

 Even if private labels were sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I 

would still prefer to buy them. 

Brand Support  When purchasing a product of this category, I am especially influenced by the 

price. 

 When choosing a product I consider its general value and possible negative 

consequences form the purchase. 

 I believe that the quality of the products in this category is reflected in their 

price. 

 I believe that there is high risk if I buy a different brand from the one usually 

purchased. 

 

Running the ANOVA test for the new variables in connection to the “Country” variable, it is 

observed that there is a significant relation for both of them. Specifically for “Brand 

Commitment” there is a significance of 0.014, meaning that the brand commitment of the 

consumers differs between the two countries. Looking at the means of the independent 

variable “Country”, it can be seen that Germans score a bit higher than Greeks with means of 

3.4531 and 3.2680 respectively, with both of them scoring above 3. 

ANOVA 

Brand Commitment 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2,299 1 2,299 6,167 ,014 

Within Groups 99,549 267 ,373   
Total 101,848 268    

 
Report 

Brand Commitment 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 3,4531 140 ,60219 
Greece 3,2680 129 ,61962 
Total 3,3643 269 ,61647 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,617 4 
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As far as “Brand Support” is concerned, there is also a high significance of 0.000, meaning 

that consumers’ brand support differs between the two countries. Looking at the means of the 

independent variable “Country”, it is observed that Greeks score higher than Germans with 

means of 3.3992 and 2.6518 respectively, with Greeks scoring above 3 and Germans below 3.  

ANOVA 

Brand Support 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 37,507 1 37,507 70,823 ,000 

Within Groups 141,402 267 ,530   
Total 178,909 268    

 
Report 

Brand Support 

Country Mean N Std. Deviation 

Germany 2,6518 140 ,78354 
Greece 3,3992 129 ,66182 
Total 3,0102 269 ,81705 

 

If the results described above are put in the Brand Loyalty Matrix, it can be clearly seen 

whether the consumers of Germany and Greece belong to the same category or not. 

 

Thus, looking at the Matrix seen above, it is obvious that Germans and Greeks belong to 

different categories. Though the consumers from the two countries both show high brand 

commitment towards the brands they purchase, they differ in brand support, leading Greeks 

to belong to the “Loyals” category and Germans to the “Variety Seekers” category.  

As already mentioned, these results represent the behaviour towards brands in general rather 

than with a focus on private labels. Greeks are found to be more loyal to the brands they 
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purchase than Germans. The results come in accordance with the hypotheses findings 

presented earlier in this paper. On the one hand, Greeks trust manufacturer brands and 

continue purchasing them regardless the low prices of private labels and the general 

economic recession of the country, showing clear signs of loyalty towards the manufacturer 

brands. On the other hand, Germans are particularly influenced by the price and do not 

perceive a high risk in switching brands, leading them to experiment with new brands and 

alternatives. However, Germans as “Variety Seekers” are not completely disloyal and they 

finally return to their preferred brand. This is because Germany is steadily showing high 

levels of market share for private label products.   
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7. Conclusion 

The last chapter of this study is concerned with the main outcomes and conclusions of the 

study as well as possible limitations, suggestions for future studies and practical implications 

for businesses. 

Private labels are increasingly becoming stronger within the market place, are gaining higher 

market share and drawing the attention of consumers and retailers. In addition, many authors 

have concentrated and dedicated their work to these products as well. Moreover, several 

researchers have focused on the influence culture has on consumer perception and loyalty. 

This study was focused on private labels and the impact of cultural differences. In particular 

the purpose of this paper was to explain how the cultural differences between German and 

Greek consumers influence their perception and loyalty to private labels. This was essential 

in order to fill the gap identified in the literature. Thus, the research question of this study 

was: “Do consumers’ perception and loyalty to private labels differ across countries?”. 

Additionally, in order to clearly and extensively answer this question, two sub-questions were 

raised: “Are there national differences in the perception of private labels, especially regarding 

the perceived quality, price and value?” and “Do consumers of different nationalities 

purchase all categories of private label products or are they loyal to certain ones?”.  

After identifying the literature gap, the authors of the paper, described private labels, their 

evolution and their current position in different markets. Secondly, they had an extensive 

look at the aspects of consumer perception and loyalty to private labels and in the end they 

outlined the effects of culture on these two aspects. Moreover, while reviewing the previous 

literature, demographic characteristics were identified as an influential factor for consumer 

behaviour as well. Thus, the authors had an extensive and deep research on all these factors. 

Through reviewing previous literature, main models, such as the Brand Loyalty Matrix, were 

identified and used as a basis for the development of the theoretical framework of this study.  

The theoretical framework was used in order to form certain hypotheses. However, the 

authors, apart from previous literature, took also previous findings of different studies into 

consideration, as well as the economy of Greece and Germany, their markets and structure. 

Looking at the first sub-question of this paper “Are there national differences in the 

perception of private labels, especially regarding the perceived quality, price and value?”, it is 

found that perceived quality, price and general value are deeply influenced by cultural and 

demographic characteristics. Through the H2 and H3 hypothesis, it is found that consumers 

coming from these two countries show significant differences in the way they perceive 

quality, price and value of private labels. In this paper it is found that German consumers 

perceive quality of private labels higher compared to Greek consumers. They believe that 

private label products have at least the same quality as the manufacturer brands and they are 

satisfied by their performance. In addition, Germans perceive the value of private labels as 

higher than Greek consumers. Greeks believe that price in general reflects the quality of a 

product and thus that private labels cannot be of high quality. As a result the general value of 

these products is perceived as low. Likewise, looking at H1, it is the old people of Greece 

who show high levels of perceived risk. They take possible negative consequences into 
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consideration when making a purchase and they believe that there is a high risk when 

switching brands. Thus, it is confirmed that there are national differences in the perception of 

private labels, regarding the perceived quality, price, value and risk. 

As far as the second sub-question is concerned “Do consumers of different nationalities 

purchase all private label products or are they loyal to certain ones?”, it is found that 

consumers mostly purchase private labels for certain product categories. In fact, the empirical 

data reveal that there are certain categories, such as houseware products, canned food or dairy 

products, which are particularly high in consumers’ preferences. Through H4, it is found that 

consumers from both countries do not purchase the same amount of private labels for all the 

product categories. However, though houseware products gathered the highest score for both 

countries together, when looking at each country individually, the most preferred category 

differs between Greece and Germany. German consumers purchase more private labels for 

dairy products, though Greek consumers purchase more for houseware products.  

Thus, consumers are more loyal to private label products for certain categories. In addition, 

their preference is influenced by their nationality and culture, meaning that people from 

different countries are likely to prefer private labels for different product categories. 

However, apart from culture, this paper has found that also demographic characteristics play 

an important role in consumer’s behaviour. The age, gender, education and income have a 

significant impact on consumer’s perception and loyalty. In addition, it was found that 

demographic characteristics influence perception and loyalty to private labels as well. 

Looking at H1, it is obvious that the age has an important effect on perceived risk, in 

connection to nationality. In this paper it is found that particularly old Greeks show higher 

levels of perceived risk. This result clearly reveals the complexity of consumer’s behaviour 

which can be influenced by various factors.  

In, addition to this, H5 also shows the strength of demographic characteristics. In fact, it is 

found that the income has a great influence on consumers’ loyalty to private labels and that 

especially people with lower income are more loyal to a specific private label. It is found that 

these people are more likely to purchase the same private label while shopping for their 

preferred category and not different ones. The specific behaviour is also of great interest as it 

is exclusively influenced by the income, independently of the country and consumers’ 

culture.  

Looking at the above mentioned results, it is expected that H6 will be verified, which in fact it 

does. As mentioned above, it is found that perception of private labels varies between 

consumers from different countries. However, consumers’ perception is strongly connected to 

their loyalty. The way they perceive the quality, the price, the performance or the general 

value of a brand has a great impact on their purchasing behaviour, leading to certain loyalty 

attitude. Whether consumers believe or not that private labels offer benefits and advantages 

compared to manufacturer brands will drive them to adopt a certain behaviour and attitude 

towards these products. This behaviour will constantly lead to certain levels of loyalty to 

private labels. This is confirmed by the findings of this paper. It is found that Germans do not 
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only perceive the general value of private labels as higher than Greeks but they are also more 

loyal to these products.  

However, it is noteworthy that brand loyalty in general is influenced by culture. Brand loyalty 

consists of both perception and loyalty aspects as it can be seen in the Brand Loyalty Matrix. 

Perception and general loyalty characteristics are strongly connected and when combined 

lead to a certain brand loyalty. As presented in this paper, brand loyalty differs between the 

consumers from Greece and Germany. Actually, it is found that Greeks show higher levels of 

brand loyalty towards the brands they prefer and purchase. By connecting the different 

components of the Brand Loyalty Matrix, such as perceived risk, price sensitivity and 

perceived quality, Greeks combine more features which lead to higher level of brand loyalty.  

Looking at the theoretical framework and the outlined results, it becomes clear that 

consumers’ behaviour is a complex phenomenon and it requires a lot of time and effort in 

order to understand it and then try to influence it. This is because consumers’ behaviour is not 

something static, it changes and evolves. It is influenced by different factors, including 

culture and demographic characteristics. Culture, in particular, is found to have an essential 

effect on consumers’ perception and loyalty in general and to private labels in particular as 

well. In this paper it is found that consumers coming from Germany and Greece show 

significant differences in the way they perceive private labels and in the level of loyalty to 

these products. As shown above this is mainly derived by their different cultures; the way 

they perceive food quality in general, their willingness to spend money on food or not, their 

perceived risk and their willingness to try new alternatives, and their levels of loyalty. This 

behaviour drives them to show differences in perception and loyalty to private labels. All the 

findings of this study can be easily explained. First of all, most of the findings of this paper 

are in accordance to previous literature and studies. Generally, Greeks are found to trust 

manufacturer brands and show high levels of loyalty, behaving accordingly. Food quality and 

food brands are of great importance to them. They perceive quality of private labels as lower, 

which is probably the main reason for private labels not to be able to acquire a large market 

share in Greece. Greeks are not willing to change to private labels, despite the economic 

recession of the country and the low prices of these products. Germans, on the other hand, 

prefer low food expenses, perceive quality of private labels as high and think that the general 

value of these products is also high, without quality being reflected in price of the products.  

Moreover, it is clear that neither the economy of the country plays an important role to 

private labels’ penetration, nor the market structure. As mentioned, Greece’s economy is 

much more influenced by the economic crisis and both countries have an extensive retail 

network. In addition, retailers in both countries invest in private label products, increasing 

their variety, and in promotional activities. German retailers do not seem to invest more than 

Greek ones and Greek retailers also have a wide variety of private label products. Thus, it 

becomes clear that the main influence derives, on the one hand, from the high levels of 

loyalty that Greeks show to manufacturer brands and, on the other hand, from their 

perception of private labels’ quality.  
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As a result, the answer to the research question of this paper “Do consumers’ perception and 

loyalty to private labels differ across countries?” is that the consumers’ across countries do 

differ in both their perception and loyalty to private labels. These differences are mainly 

derived from their cultural differences. As seen, demographic characteristics can also have an 

influence on these two aspects but their impact is not as strong as culture. However, 

sometimes the combination of these two, demographics and culture, can lead to a significant 

and strong influence on consumers’ perception and loyalty to private labels.  

Generalizing the results of this study, one could state that private labels’ perception and 

loyalty is likely to differ across countries. These differences will be attributed to culture, as 

the most influential factor, and to demographic characteristics. The economy of each country, 

the market structure and the retail network will not have a definite impact. However, it is 

noteworthy that within the same country, the penetration of private labels will vary across 

different groups of the population. Lastly, despite the success of private labels, the loyalty to 

these products themselves it is not high in every country. In addition, even if private labels 

show high market share in a certain country, there is a severe competition from manufacturer 

brands, which can influence consumers by promotional activities. 

7.1. Limitations  

When considering the quality of the study, it is noteworthy that certain limitations occurred. 

These refer especially to the methodological approaches which were sometimes naturally 

limited. Due to the limited amount of time for example, the number of respondents was small. 

For Greece, 140 consumers completed the questionnaire though it was only possible to take 

the answers of 129 respondents into consideration. For Germany, 140 consumers completed 

it. Thus, only a limited amount of opinions regarding the topic were collected.  

Furthermore, due to the limited amount of time and resources, it was difficult to create a 

sample that was entirely representative of the whole population of each country. As described 

in chapter 3.4, the respondents are randomly chosen for the sampling technique of 

convenience sampling. However, as the awareness of this problem existed, the researchers 

made sure to set certain criteria in order to include as many different people as possible. 

Thus, to increase the representativeness, people from all over the country and from the age 19 

until the age of 69 were asked. Furthermore, people from all kinds of occupation and 

education were included. Though these criteria may increase the representativeness and 

reliability, the sample is still limited and has to be considered as a limitation of the study. 

7.2 Future Research 

For future research, the authors of this paper advise others to use a more representative 

sample of the whole population if possible. If resources and time are available, it should be 

considered to choose a different sampling technique that can be followed throughout the 

process. Choosing one of the probability sampling techniques for example increases the 

possibility of generalizing the results. Besides the generalization of the results, it could also 

help to give more certain business implications.  
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Furthermore, future research could consider aspects regarding the research topic, such as to 

include more countries, maybe also from outside of Europe. This way, the expected results 

can be more diverse due to different cultures involved. An additional idea regarding future 

research can be to focus on one of the two concepts, meaning either loyalty or perception. 

Combing the research of more countries and only one aspect it can be created a research that 

is as well rich in substance.  

7.3 Implications 

Having concluded all of the results from the analyses and discussion, different implications 

can be given for German and Greek retailers. Based on the findings, it is obvious that private 

labels are more popular in Germany than they are in Greece. Greek consumers occur to 

perceive a low quality in general but also in reference to the low price. Additionally, Greek 

consumers show high levels of loyalty towards manufacturer brands.  

Thus, it is very important for the retailers to shift the perceived quality of Greek consumers 

towards private labels. The perceived quality can be improved in different ways. A possible 

way to do this is for example through the creation of a product packaging that looks 

qualitatively higher and might lead consumers to try it and experience the quality. 

Furthermore, retailers should make the effort to get rewards and quality seals for the products 

as this can convince prospective users of the quality. Additionally, classic sampling events 

during which consumers can try the products in the store are advised. This way, the consumer 

gets in touch with the product and might realise that the quality is as good as the ones of 

manufacturer brands. By changing the perceived quality, Greek consumers might trust the 

products more, perceive a lower risk when purchasing it and sales could increase. 

As private labels are already very popular in Germany and every retailer sells his own private 

label, it is more important to differentiate the products. Most of German consumers perceive 

the quality of the products high despite the low price. They additionally also perceive the 

value high. To some extent, as described as one of the study results, Germans are also loyal to 

private labels. Thus, the main task for German retailers refers to sticking out of the high 

quantity of private labels to increase the loyalty even more. This can be done through 

packaging innovations, but also through product innovations, meaning for example to 

introduce a product that no other retailer sells and not even many manufacturer brands sell. 

Generalizing, retailers should take into consideration the cultural differences across countries 

when going international or introducing their private labels in existing or new markets. 

Though the market shares of these products are increasing constantly, cultural differences and 

their influence on consumers’ perception and loyalty may be a crucial factor. The success of 

private label products in one market does not necessarily mean that these products will be 

successful in every market. Retailers should do an extensive research in every country 

separately, so as to be sure that their profits will increase while introducing these products. 

This research may lead them to introduce for example only specific product categories and 

not invest in a wide variety of products. 
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Appendix 

English Questionnaire 

The following survey is created as part of the study programme ‘International Marketing’ of 

Halmstad University by the two students Vasileia Gravou and Nicole Neffe. The collected 

data will be treated anonymously. The completion of the questionnaire will take 

approximately 15 minutes.  Thank you for your cooperation. 

A few general information and instructions: 

Private labels are the brands produced by or on behalf of a retailer in order to sell it in the 

retailer’s store. Typical retailers in Sweden are ICA, Willy’s and Coop. Corresponding 

private labels are for example ICA Basic, ICA I love eco, Garant, Eldorado or Änglamark. 

For the purpose of the study, products will be divided into nine categories: Dairy, Meat and 

Fish, Canned Food, Drinks, Frozen Food, Sweets, Baked Goods, Housewares and Cosmetics.  

Please attempt to answer all the questions. Please tick the number that best captures your 

perspective, knowing that one represents ‘strongly disagree’ and five represents ‘strongly 

agree’. 

General 

1. Gender 
□ Male 

□ Female 

2. Age 
……………………………………………….. 

3. 
What is your highest educational 

degree? 

□ Gymnasium degree 

□ High school degree 

□ Bachelor degree 

□ Master degree 

□ Phd 

4. Occupation 

□ Student 

□ Employed 

□ Self-employed 

□ Retired 

□ Unemployed 

□ Housewife 

□ Other: ………………………………….. 

5. Net Income (per month) ……………………………………………….. 

6. 
In the past, I have purchased and used 

private labels. 

□ Yes 

□ No 
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Purchasing Preferences 

7. I generally shop … 

□ … at one retailer only. 

 If so, at which one? 

 

………………………………......................... 

□ … at different retailers. 

 

8.  

I am a member of one or more 

consumer loyalty programs for 

retailers that sell goods such as food. 

□ Yes 

If so, of which programs?  

 

………………………………………………. 

□ No 

If yes, my choice of the retailer is influenced by the membership.  

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

9. I’ve had many experiences with private label products before. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

10. I generally purchase private label products when I go shopping. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

11.  From the following categories, it is most likely to purchase private labels for: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

Dairy □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Meat and Fish □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Canned Food □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Drinks □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Frozen Foods □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Sweets □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Baked Goods □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Housewares □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Cosmetics □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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12. 

Among the nine categories of the products mentioned above, the most private label 

products I purchase belong to the following one:  

 

………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

Please answer the following questions, keeping in mind your most preferred product category 

(see question 12). 

13. 
I believe that the benefits gained by a private label are higher than those gained by a 

manufacturer brand.  

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

14. 
Though private label products of this category cost less than manufacturer brands, I 

still feel satisfied by their performance. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

15. 
When purchasing a product of this category, quality is its most significant 

characteristic. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

16. 
I purchase private labels as I believe that their quality is at least as high as the quality 

of manufacturer brands. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

17. I believe that the quality of the products in this category is reflected in their price. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

18. When purchasing a product of this category, I am especially influenced by the price. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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19. 
Even if private labels were sold at the same price as manufacturer brands, I would still 

prefer to buy them. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

20. 
For this category, I would switch to manufacturer brands in case of a convincing price 

offer.  

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

21. 
When choosing a product I consider its general value and possible negative 

consequences from the purchase. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

22. 
I believe that there is a high risk if I buy a different brand from the one usually 

purchased. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

23. When shopping for this category I mostly choose the same brand. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

24. When purchasing private labels in this category, I mainly choose the same one. 

Strongly disagree Strongly agree  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire! 
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Greek questionnaire 

Η ακόλουθη έρευνα έχει δημιουργηθεί ως μέρος του προγράμματος σπουδών «Διεθνές 

Μάρκετινγκ» του Πανεπιστημίου Χάλμσταντ από τις φοιτήτριες Vasileia Gravou και Nicole 

Neffe. Τα ερωτηματολόγια και τα δεδομένα είναι ανώνυμα. Η συμπλήρωση του 

ερωτηματολογίου θα διαρκέσει περίπου 15 λεπτά. Ευχαριστούμε για τη συνεργασία σας. 

Μερικές γενικές πληροφορίες και οδηγίες: 

Τα προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας είναι τα προϊόντα που παράγονται από ή για λογαριασμό 

ενός εμπόρου λιανικής πώλησης (σούπερ μάρκετ), προκειμένου να πωληθούν στα 

συγκεκριμένα καταστήματα. Ενδεικτικά αναφέρονται τα προϊόντα Carrefour ή Μασούτης 

των αντίστοιχων σούπερ μάρκετ. Για τους σκοπούς της μελέτης, τα προϊόντα θα χωριστούν 

σε εννέα κατηγορίες: γαλακτοκομικά, κρέας και ψάρια, κονσερβοποιημένα τρόφιμα, ποτά 

και αναψυκτικά, κατεψυγμένα τρόφιμα, γλυκά και μπισκότα, προϊόντα οικιακής χρήσης, 

προϊόντα αρτοζαχαροπλαστικής και τα καλλυντικά ή προϊόντα προσωπικής χρήσης/υγιεινής. 

Παρακαλούμε να προσπαθήσετε να απαντήσετε σε όλες τις ερωτήσεις. Παρακαλούμε 

σημειώστε τον αριθμό που αποδίδει καλύτερα την άποψή σας, γνωρίζοντας ότι το ένα 

αντιπροσωπεύει την άποψη «Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα» και το πέντε αντιπροσωπεύει την άποψη 

«Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα». 

Γενικές Πληροφορίες 

1. Φύλο 
□ Άνδρας 

□ Γυναίκα 

2. Ηλικία 
……………………………………………….. 

3. 
Ποιος είναι ο υψηλότερος 

βαθμός μόρφωσής σας; 

□ Γυμνάσιο 

□ Λύκειο 

□ Πτυχίο 

□ Μεταπτυχιακό 

□ Διδακτορικό 

4. Απασχόληση 

□ Φοιτητής/ρια 

□ Εργαζόμενος/η 

□ Αυτοαπασχολούμενος/η 

□ Συνταξιούχος 

□ Άνεργος/η 

□ Νοικοκυρά 

□ Άλλο ………………………………………. 

5. Καθαρές απολαβές (μηνιαία) ……………………………………………….. 

6. 
Στο παρελθόν έχω αγοράσει και 

χρησιμοποιήσει προϊόντα 

ιδιωτικής ετικέτας. 

□ Ναι 

□ Όχι 
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Αγοραστική Συμπεριφορά και Προτιμήσεις 

7. 
Γενικά πραγματοποιώ τις 

αγορές μου … 

□ … από ένα σούπερ μάρκετ μόνο. 

Αν ναι, προτιμώ 

………………………………......................... 

□ … από διαφορετικά σούπερ μάρκετ. 

 

8.  

Έχω κάρτα μέλους από ένα ή 

περισσότερα σούπερ μάρκετ (π.χ. 

κάρτα Carrefour). 

□ Ναι 

Αν ναι, από ποιο/α;  

 

………………………………………………. 

□ Όχι 

Αν ναι, η επιλογή σούπερ μάρκετ επηρεάζεται από την ύπαρξη αυτών των καρτών.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

9. Έχω αγοράσει προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας αρκετές φορές στο παρελθόν. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

10. Γενικά αγοράζω προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας όταν ψωνίζω. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

11.  Για τις παρακάτω κατηγορίες, αγοράζω αρκετά συχνά προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας: 

 Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

Γαλακτοκομικά □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Κρέας και Ψάρια □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Κονσερβοποιημένα Τρόφιμα □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Ποτά και Αναψυκτικά □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Κατεψυγμένα Τρόφιμα □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Γλυκά και Μπισκότα □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Είδη Αρτοζαχαροπλαστικής □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Είδη Οικιακής Χρήσης □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Καλλυντικά □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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12. 
Από τις παραπάνω εννέα κατηγορίες προϊόντων, τα περισσότερα προϊόντα ιδιωτικής 

ετικέτας που αγοράζω ανήκουν στην εξής κατηγορία:  

………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

Παρακαλούμε απαντήστε στις παρακάτω ερωτήσεις έχοντας στο μυαλό σας 

την κατηγορία προϊόντων που επιλέξατε (ερώτηση 12).  

13. 
Πιστεύω ότι τα οφέλη που αποκομίζω από τα προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας είναι 

μεγαλύτερα από αυτά που αποκομίζω από τα επώνυμα προϊόντα.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

14. 
Παρόλο που τα προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας αυτής της κατηγορίας κοστίζουν λιγότερο 

από τα επώνυμα , εξακολουθώ να είμαι ικανοποιημένος/η από την απόδοσή τους.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

15. 
Όταν αγοράζω ένα προϊόν αυτής της κατηγορίας, η ποιότητα είναι το πιο σημαντικό 

του χαρακτηριστικό.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

16. 
Αγοράζω προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας καθώς πιστεύω ότι η ποιότητά τους είναι 

τουλάχιστον το ίδιο υψηλή με αυτή των επώνυμων προϊόντων. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

17. 
Πιστεύω ότι η ποιότητα των προϊόντων σε αυτή την κατηγορία αντανακλάται στην 

τιμή τους.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

18. Όταν αγοράζω ένα προϊόν αυτής της κατηγορίας επηρεάζομαι ιδιαίτερα από την τιμή.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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19. 
Ακόμη και αν τα προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας πωλούνταν στην ίδια τιμή με τα 

επώνυμα, θα εξακολουθούσα να τα προτιμώ. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

20. 
Για αυτή την κατηγορία, θα στρεφόμουν σε επώνυμα προϊόντα σε περίπτωση μίας 

πειστικής προσφοράς στην τιμή. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

21. 
Όταν επιλέγω ένα προϊόν λαμβάνω υπόψη τις πιθανές αρνητικές επιπτώσεις από την 

αγορά του.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

22. 
Πιστεύω ότι υπάρχει υψηλό ρίσκο αν αγοράσω διαφορετική μάρκα από αυτή που 

συνήθως επιλέγω.  

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

23. Για αυτή την κατηγορία προϊόντων, ως επί το πλείστον επιλέγω την ίδια μάρκα. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

24. 
Όταν αγοράζω προϊόντα ιδιωτικής ετικέτας για αυτή την κατηγορία, επιλέγω κυρίως 

την ίδια ιδιωτική ετικέτα. 

Διαφωνώ Απόλυτα Συμφωνώ Απόλυτα  

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

Σας ευχαριστούμε για τη συμπλήρωση του 

ερωτηματολογίου! 
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German Questionnaire 

Die folgende Umfrage ist von Vasileia Gravou und Nicole Neffe als Teil des Studiengangs 

International Marketing der Universität Halmstad in Schweden entwickelt worden. Die 

Umfrage ist anonym. Die Teilnahme dauert circa 15 Minuten. Vielen Dank für Ihre Mithilfe. 

Allgemeine Informationen und Anleitung 

Handelsmarken sind Produkte, die von bzw. im Auftrag eines Einzelhändlers hergestellt 

werden, um diese im Geschäft des Einzelhändlers zu verkaufen. Einzelhändler relevant für 

diese Studie sind zum Beispiel Edeka und Rewe und dessen Handelsmarken (z.B. Gut und 

Günstig, Edeka, Rewe feine Welt). Das Sortiment dieser Handelsunternehmen wird für die 

Studie in neun unterschiedliche Kategorien unterteilt: Milchprodukte, Fleisch und Fisch, 

Konserven, Getränke, Tiefkühlware, Süßwaren, Brot und Gebäck, Haushaltswaren und 

Kosmetika.  

Bitte versuchen Sie alle Fragen zu beantworten und kreuzen Sie die Zahl an, die Ihre 

Meinung am ehesten widerspiegelt. Bitte behalten Sie bzgl. der gewählten Skala in 

Erinnerung, dass eins ‚stimme überhaupt nicht zu‘ und fünf ‚stimme voll und ganz zu‘ 

bedeutet. 

Allgemeines 

1. Geschlecht 
□ männlich 

□ weiblich 

2. Alter 
……………………………………………….. 

3. 
Was ist Ihr höchster 

Bildungsabschluss? ……………………………………………….. 

4. Berufstätigkeit 

□ Student 

□ Erwerbstätig 

□ Selbstständig 

□ Pensioniert 

□ Arbeitslos 

□ Hausfrau 

□ Weitere: ………………………………….. 

5. Netto Einkommen (pro Monat) 
……………………………………………….. 

6. 
In der Vergangenheit habe ich 

Handelsmarken erworben und genutzt. 

□ Ja 

□ Nein 
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Einkaufsverhalten und -Vorlieben 

7. Allgemein kaufe ich immer… 

□ … bei einem einzigen Supermarkt ein. 

Wenn ja, bei welchem? 

 

……………………………………………………. 

□ … bei unterschiedlichen Supermärkten ein. 

 

8.  

Ich bin Mitglied eines oder mehrerer 

Kundenbonusprogramme für Märkte, 

die zum Beispiel Lebensmittel 

verkaufen. 

□ Ja 

Wenn ja, bei welchem Programm?  

 

………………………………………………. 

□ Nein 

Wenn ja: Die Mitgliedschaft beeinflusst die Wahl des Supermarktes. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

9. 
In der Vergangenheit habe ich bereits einige Male Produkte von Handelsmarken 

erworben. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

10. Allgemein kaufe ich Handelsmarkenprodukte, wenn ich einkaufen gehe. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

11.  Ich kaufe häufig Handelsmarken für die folgenden Kategorien: 

 Stimme überhaupt 

nicht zu 

Stimme voll und 

ganz zu 

Milchprodukte □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Fleisch und Fisch □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Konserven □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Getränke □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Tiefkühlwaren □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Süßwaren □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Brot und Gebäck □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Haushaltswaren □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
Kosmetika □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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12. 

Bezüglich der zuvor genannten neun Produktkategorien kaufe ich am häufigsten 

Handelsmarken für die folgende Kategorie: 

 

………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

Während der Beantwortung der folgenden Fragen, bitten wir Sie, Ihre favorisierte Kategorie 

für den Kauf von Handelsmarken (Frage 12) in Erinnerung zu halten. 

13. 
Ich glaube, dass die Vorteile, die ich durch Handelsmarken gewinne, höher sind, als 

solche, die ich durch Herstellermarken erhalte.  

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

14. 
Obwohl Handelsmarken der gewählten Kategorie weniger kosten als 

Herstellermarken, fühle ich mich trotzdem durch ihre Leistung zufriedengestellt. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

15. 
Wenn ich ein Produkt dieser Kategorie kaufe, ist die Qualität die bedeutendste 

Produkteigenschaft. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

16. 
Ich kaufe Handelsmarken ein, da ich glaube, dass dessen Qualität mindestens 

genauso hoch ist wie die von Herstellermarken. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

17. 
Meiner Meinung nach wird die Qualität der Produkte dieser Kategorie im Preis 

widergespiegelt. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

18. 
Wenn ich ein Produkt dieser Kategorie erwerbe, werde ich besonders vom Preis 

beeinflusst. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
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19. 
Auch wenn Produkte von Handelsmarken genau so viel kosten würden wie die von 

Herstellermarken, würde ich Handelsmarken trotzdem bevorzugt kaufen. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

20. 
Für Produkte dieser Kategorie würde ich zu Herstellermarken wechseln, sollten diese 

ein überzeugendes Preisangebot bieten.  

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

21. 
Wenn ich ein Produkt kaufe, bedenke ich mögliche negative Konsequenzen, die nach 

dem Kauf auftreten können. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

22. Ich empfinde ein hohes Risiko, wenn ich ein anderes Produkt kaufe als sonst. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

23. Wenn ich etwas in dieser Kategorie kaufe, wähle ich meistens dieselbe Marke. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 
 

24. 
Wenn ich eine Handelsmarke in dieser Kategorie kaufe, wähle ich meist dieselbe 

Marke. 

Stimme überhaupt nicht zu Stimme voll und ganz zu 

□ 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 

 

Vielen Dank für die Teilnahme an der Umfrage! 
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