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Qbstract

Purpose: The main purpose of current study is to describe the behavioral intention of private label brands
through cognitive and social psychological stimuli with use of stimulus organism response (S-O-R) model.
We use cognitive and social psychological drivers/cues to check the impact on bi-dimensional attitude
approaches like utilitarian and hedonic attitude. Private label brands purchase behavior is investigated
through utilitarian and hedonic attitude in our study.

Design/methodology/approach: We collect data from two leading retail stores include Metro Cash &
Carry Faisalabad and Lahore and Chase up Multan. Probability systematic sampling technique is used for
data collection. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is run for reliability and validity and structural equation
modeling (SEM) is use to check relationship of hypothesis.

Findings: Two cognitive drivers includes familiarity and perceived value are not supporting to current
study whether price, perceived risk, packaging, store image, cleanliness and friendliness are supporting the
study. This study is also supported by utilitarian and hedonic attitude

Practical implication: This study develops new sight in form of important drivers through behavioral
intention toward private label brands become possible. These drivers can be used by policy makers to
increase private label brands output.

Originality value: Many studies used TPB and TRA using one-dimensional attitude for theoretical
building. For strong theoretical building, S-O-R model is used with bi-dimensional attitude in private label
brands purchase behavior context.

Keywords: Crockery Cognitive Drivers, Social psychological Drivers, Intrinsic Cues, Extrinsic Cues,
Utilitarian Attitude, Hedonic Attitude, Purchase Intention.
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I.Introduction

Private label brand are used in the name of store
brands or retail brands which means that
consumer brands which are manufactured with
the consent of retailer and sold out with the
retailer’ own name through the retailers stores
and outlets (DelVecchio, 2001); so famous
retailer owned the private label brands and
managed these brand until final outcomes
(Kumar & Steenkamp, 2007). Private label
brands are best alternative and competitive
brands of national brands due to lower prices
from consumer end (Dick et al., 1995). Usually
the price conscious customer are distinctive
buyers of private label brands although in the
recent period these brands have lot of demand for
each type of consumer because these are
available with quality at low price (Kwon et al.,
2008). From the retailer point of view private
label brand have strengthen impact on the
differentiation strategy of competitor through
store and retailer own image which become the
cause of intention toward private label brands
(Lymperopoulos et al., 2010;Beneke, 2010).

According to Nielsen Global Private Label
Report, November 2016 market share of private
label brand is low in the developing south Asian
countries including Pakistan but its share in
developed countries is averaged 16.5% which is
showing highest growth. In the USA 89% of
people those have low earning and 90% of
millennials are purchasing private label brands
for money saving (IRI, 2017). And consumption
of private label brands is increasing rapidly which
sales is increased by 2.2 billion dollar in 2015 and
reached up to 120.6 billion dollar in 2016 with
total market share of 17.7% which is highest
growth of the year whether European countries
showed 20% market share with sales of 85 billion
euro (PLMA’s 2016). In the European countries
private label brands market share is more than
50% recorded in Germany, United Kingdom,
Spain and Italy. In the south Asian developing
countries the market share of private label brands
is not well increasing except China but in
Pakistan more than 61% consumers shopped
these brands in the period of economic recession
(Nielsen , 2016). And when economy come into
existence 80% consumer continue to buy the
private label brands. Some researchers say that

consumers purchase these brands in recession
period but latest report by IRI describes that a
number of consumers are switching towards
private label brands in the era of strong ecogamy,
especially for millennials(IRI, 2017). is
important to know that why the market share of
private label brand is low in Pakistan because it
is best substitute for consumer and competitive
brands for the retailer which can catch the market
share in the retail industry.

Many theories were used in the study of private
label brands although Theory of Reasoned Action
(TRA) and the Theory of Planned Behavior
(TPB) were used many times in this context as a
behavioral model (Ajzen et al., 1991). The theory
of reasoned action (TRA) describes that
consumer intention is used to predict the behavior
of consumer which comes with the attitude of
consumers (Fishbein et al., 1975). Theory of
planned behavior (TPB) is extension of TRA by
addition of perceived behavioral control through
behavior and intention is predicted (Ajzen et al.,
1980). The assumption of all these theories in the
following context is rational in decision making
process of consumers which show that cognitive
approaches are used for behavior prediction
(Cheng et al., 2013).After these theories we come
to know that these behavioral models fulfill the
cognitive side of behavioral intention whether
effective side of behavior is missing which is not
yet to explore in the context of private label
brands intention. So, we used Stimulus-
Organism-Response (S-O-R) (Mehrbian et al.,
1974) model comprising cognitive approach
along with social psychological approaches in our
study. Cognitive approaches are used to explain
behavioral intention in uni-dimensional attitude
behavioral model to predict the consumer
behavior and no study found related to
multidimensional attitude behavioral model
through consumer behavior is predicted which
are explored through social psychological drivers
along with cognitive driver in current study.

In the current study behavioral intention toward
private label brands is predicted through
cognitive drives (Price, Perceived Value,
familiarity, Perceived Risk and Packaging) along
with social psychological drivers (Store Image,
Cleanliness and Friendliness) wusing multi-
dimensions of attitude utilitarian attitude and
hedonic attitude comprising in stimulus-
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organism-respogag (S-O-R) model. The purpose
behind the stud empirically test the stimulus-
organism-response (S-O-R) model and to check
that which approach is most affective for
behavioral intention in private label brands
context. The contribution of the study is
theoretically as well as practically in nature. It is
importance of the study to reduce inconsistency
of attitudinal intention due to incorporation of bi-
dimensional attitudes. This paper is consisting of
conceptual development along with hypotheses
grounding. And then adopted methodology and
results are followed. Implications as well as
limitations discussion is made at the end of the
study.

Literature Review and Hypothesis
Development

Crockery private label brands

The introductory position of the private label
brands in the market is found in form availability
at big retail stores with competitive position like
great substitute of national, local brands and with
low price (Gonzélez-Mieres et al., 2006). The
market share of private label brands is increasing
rapidly due to increasing average income people
because these brands are available at big retail
with multi attributes and quality especially in
crockery items (Gonzalez-Mieres et al., 2006).
The image of private label brands is most
valuable and considerable in all type of product
categories (Quelch et al., 2002). This study aim
to investigate the important and highly
consumable product categories toward the
consumers show their best interest inform of
involvement and in result of that manufacturers
show their key interest in production as well as
retailers provide strong opportunity to sell and
resell (Lymperopoulos et al., 2010) in crockery
items. If we talk about the previous studies result
and statistics of private label brands market share
in which consumer show higher involvement as
well as manufacturer in production and retailer in
selling (Rubio et al., 2014). In the same field
where multinational, national and local brands
manufacturer are producing recognizable
products but consumers are showing their best
interest in the private label brands which is the
output of consumer and manufacturer affiliation.

Qhe purpose of current study is to ground the
literature on private label brands which include
following products of crockery like Cutlery,
Cutlery trays, Food Container, Dispensers
Containers for Liquid, Jars, Plate Sets, Serving
Trays, Dish drying Racks, Serving Dishes and
Other table accessories are considered in current
study.

Purchase Intention

Purchase intention is defined in form of action to
perform an important task by an individual
(Fishbein et al., 1975). Lin et al., (2010) define
that purchase intention is creation of consumer
behavior toward products after evaluation in form
of values swap. The willingness of consumer
towards products and services buying is known as
Purchase intention (Wu et al., 2011). Purchase
intention is the process which is created through
purchase attitude after making sense of purchase
behavior and this explanation is based on Theory
of planned behavior (TBP) (Fishbein et al., 1975).
Theory of planned behavior also explained that
purchase behavior is created through some
resources and opportunities after that purchase
intention come into existence because motivation
toward products is possible through healthy
resources and opportunitieses Ndlovu 2022
concluded marketing role on"the purchase of
private label brands. Purchase behavior of
consumer toward crockery private label brands is
checked through buying intention which is
purpose of current study. Purchase behavior can
be generated in the consumer mind after
perceiving feature and attributes of specific
products counterfeit brands (Gul et al., 2020).
Other context has similar studies on private label
brand of purchase intention for fish as non
branding (anesbury 2021).And for purchase
behavior, there is need of strong positive attitude
which complete the process of purchase intention
(Dick et al., 1994).

Cognitive Drivers

Cognitive drivers are related to cognition level of
human mind which means their mental aspects.
The aims of cognitive drivers to provide the
information about products and service to users
through the image of any products develop in the
mind of consumers (Eroglu et al., 2001). In the
study of private label brands, the assessment of
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consumer created through the cognitive state
about these brands which means that flow of
necessary information should be transferred to
consumer for creation of attitude toward private
label brands intention. Strategies are formulated
in one study for Indonesian super chain market to
reduce private label (Mulatsih,2022)

Low Price

Financial benefits of seller against any products
and services through exchange process
(Zeithaml, 1988). According to Gonzalez et al.,
(2006) measurement of any product is done in
form of value for buying is known as price. Diallo
(2012) describe that image of private label brands
is leveled at any value in the market by retailer.
For the incremental market share of private label
brands, retailer is improving the image of private
label brands through putting better quality after
providing low price edge to consumer (Nandan et
al., 1994). After conceptual reading low price is
too much important factor in the industry of
private label brands due to which it is taken
important and healthful trigger for attitude
development. Low price of private label brands is
influential factor for attitude development
through purchase intention of these brands comes
into existence (Boyle et al., 2013). So it is
comprehensible significga relationship between
low price and attitude and®0llowing hypothesis is
developed:

H1. There is significant positive relationship
between Low Price and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention.

Perceived product value

The perceived value is described in form of
equity theory where consumer has option due to
availability of alternative but consumer buy
private label brands considering perceived cost of
these brands which offered in the market
(Khalifa, 2004). Perceived value is mental
evaluation of products and services giving
priority to some important brands (Peterson et al.,
2004). Perceived product value is the
representation of value of money where trade of
between price and quality take place (Monroe,
2002). The concept of perceived value include
value for time, value for money, value for store,
value for health and value for availability of

goods at retail store through perceptions of
consumer grounded and after perception this
driver/stimuli/cue build the attitude toward
intention to buy PLBs (Chang et al., 2011; Ulaga
et al.,, 2001). Therefore, it is important for
retailers to provide the higher value in product
and services utilizing their all available resources
which will become the cause of attitude
development toward purchase intention of private
label brands. Previous studies showed significant
and positive relationship among perceived value
and utilitarian attitude (Chaniotakis et al., 2010).

QZ. There is significant positive relationship
between perceived value and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention.

Familiarity

According to Alba et al., (1987) Familiarity is the
process of consumer learning through marketing
communication and past experience. Brand
association which developed continuously
purchase behavior is known as familiarity
(Campbell et al., 2002). Familiarity is proneness
which builds with brand after using of consumer
(Sheau-Fen et al., 2012). Relatively Private label
brands are less costly brands as compare to
national and local brands and consumer always
buy these types of brands due to inexpensive
feature along with availability under famous
retail store roof build consumer behavior which
exist in familiarity (Sheau-Fen et al., 2012)..
Based on these facts, purchase experience leads
to purchase attitude about retailer brands which is
the result of usage and quality provided by
retailer to achieve the higher market share
(Gonzalez-Mieres et al., 2006). Accordingly
current study derive assumption that consumer
attitude can be influence through familiarity with
crockery private label brands which become the
cause of purchase intention. In the above
discussion it is observed that past experience and
marketing communication build familiarity
which means positive significant relationship
between familiarity and utilitarian attitude
(Ahmad et al., 2021).

H3. There is significant positive relationship
between familiarity and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention
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Perceived Risk

There are two determinants of perceived risk first
is uncertainty and second is a negative
consequence (Bauer, 1960). According to
Dowling (1986) when decision making regarding
buying take place in consumer mind is
uncertainty of preferred performance. Some
current studies define the perceived risk through
its dimensions like financial, functional, physical,
social and time risk (Beneke et al., 2013). In the
study of private label brands Functional and
Financial risk are taken for explanation of
perceived risk (Beneke et al., 2013). Functional
risk is related to performance of brands in which
consumer perceive that how much this brand will
fulfill the purpose for which it is purchased
(Agarwal et al., 2001). From the literature reading
it is clear that perceived risk become the cause of
lower sale of private label brands (Broydrick,
1998). These both determinants of perceived risk
are showing that consumer have avoidance
attitude about private label brands because of
consumer understanding that lower price brands
have lower quality and avoid to test new type of
brands where national and local brands are
available (Sudhir et al., 2004). So these causes
create avoidance attitude which lead towards
lower private label brands purchase intention.
Consumers feel afraid in decision making
because of lower knowledge about private label
brands (Batra et al., 2000).

H4.There is significant negative relationship
between perceived risk and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

Packaging

According to Underwood et al., (2001) Packaging
works as communication resource to create the
attention of consumer in recent emerging trend.
Packaging is source of information to consumer
and cause of attraction toward brands (Ampuero
& Villa, 2006).In this emerging trend packaging
works as leading salesman which tells the quality,
feature, quality and usage of brands in form of
face to face message and become the cause of sale
which is back bone in private label brands
development (Fielding’s, 2006). The quite
beauties of packaging provide impulse buying
when ninety out of hundred buyers purchase

unexpected products due to it (Nancarrow et al.,
1998). Packaging is used to make the comparison
between brands (Nogales et al., 2005). Retailers
have knowledge about packaging importance due
to which private label brands sellers are taking
key interest in packaging to compete with
manufacturer brands (Halstead et al., 1995). It is
the quality of packaging that consumer feel
problem to distinguish in brand on shelf. After
reading the literature of packaging it is described
that it is source of information for consumer,
guide to consumer and cause of attraction which
is used to develop the attitude towards brands.

Packaging is the cause of attraction for consumer
intention which shows significant relationship
between packaging and utilitarian attitude
(Ampuero et al., 2006).

H5. There is significant positive relationship
between packaging and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

Social psychological Drivers

Social psychological drivers are related to
environment which influenced by family, friends,
colleagues and society to execute or not to
execute a specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991). It is
necessary for consumer to take information or
consult with others when he feels hesitation or
lack of information in buying any brand and
consider the opinion of others authentic.
Consumers always have wished to take
appreciation from others related to them from
their shopping (Bearden et al., 1989).

Store image

Retailer positive impression through consumer
perception toward store brands is generated is
known as Store image (Diallo, 2012). Store
image is a multi-dimensional model having
abundant attributes through consumer motivation
towards retailer brands is come into existence
(Richardson et al., 1996). All relevant
characteristics like convenience of store, quality
of merchandise and its layout as well as its
numbers of variety build store image (Bao et al.,
2011). Store image build the image of consumer
attitude through particular behavior of consumer
come to ready to buy particular store brands.
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In the previous researches relation of store image
was significant positive with attitude in private
label brands studies (Collins et al., 2003). So, we
hypgikesized that;

H6."There is significant positive relationship
between store image and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

H7. There is significant positive relationship
between store image and hedonic attitude towards
private label brand purchase intention

Cleanliness

Cleanliness is the part of store environment
through consumer takes emotional motivation
and shows positive behavior for retailer brands
(Kotler, 1973; Kollat et al., 1976). Physical
features of store and its inside as well as outside
surrounding through customer are influenced and
attracted (Ahmad et al., 2021). Cleanliness
consists of neat parking, dust free products and
many intangible items like store temperature,
inside and outside lighting, music and scent.
Store cleanliness enhances the attitude as well as
buying behavior of customers confidently
through social media (Shah et al., 2019).This type
of social psychological driver is too much
important in the study of private label brands
because of attitude grounding.

In the previous researches relationship among
cleanliness and attitude toward behavioral
intention was significant positive in private label
brands study (Goldsmith et al., 2002). So we
hypgikesized,

H8."Fhere is significant positive relationship
between cleanliness and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

H9. There is significant positive relationship
between cleanliness and hedonic attitude towards
private label brand purchase intention

Friendliness

Helpfulness and politeness by sales staff for
consumer assistance is known as friendliness
(Baker et al., 1992). Friendliness is perceived
behavior inside the store sales staff with
customers who build strong relation and provides
long term retention (Machleit et al., 2005).Many
researchers discussed two types of social
psychological drives those directly linked with

employees through consumer take direct effect.
One is perceived friendliness through image of
consumer become positive towards purchase
intention. Other is perceived crowding which is
related to notorious part of sales staff behavior
and put negative image of store in consumer
mind. But recent study is focusing on friendliness
which decrease perceived crowding as well as
increase positive image in consumer mind of
store. From perceived friendliness and crowding
friendliness has attractive position in the study of
private label brands because it shows responsive
environment inside the store.

Previous studies showed significant positive
relationship among helpfulness of store staff and
attitude toward behavioral intention (Baker et al.,
199 0 we hypothesized the following;
H10.%rhere is significant positive relationship
between friendliness and utilitarian attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

H11. There is significant positive relationship
between friendliness and hedonic attitude
towards private label brand purchase intention

Utilitarian Attitude

Functional and financial worth of any product or
brand is known as utilitarian attitude (Putra eta
al., 2022; Wang et al., 2015). Some researchers
describe as a functional aspects and non-sensory
traits of anything (Batra et al., 1991). Overby et
al., (2006) elaborate general decision regarding
an article’s functional value. Attitude is explained
through bi-dimensions include cognitive and
affective in which cognitive describes the
utilitarian part of attitude like saving of time as
well as some financial benefits (Overby et
al.,2006). It is too much important for consumer
to take the information about object for maximum
utility because it is cognitive dimension of overall
attitude. Consumer is much aware from current
trend that retailer is motivating for private label
brands to purchase at lower price with good
quality making comparison with local or national
brands. So, utilitarian attitude provides
instrumental and functional merits of objects
(Noh et al., 2014).

Hedonic Attitude
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Experiential or sensory attributes of any object is
known as hedonic attitude (Ahmad et al.,
2021;Wang et al., 2015). An attitude dimension
relates with brand uniqueness and brand symbolic
meaning (Gursoy, 2006) Hedonic attitude deals
with  enthusiasm, joyfulness and sensory
attributes of the brands through consumer mind
feels positive and buying behavior generated
(Wang et al., 2015). Hedonic attitude provide free
decision making behavior in absence of hesitation
using store image where national, local and
international brand are available as best brand but
consumer purchase private label brands in current
situation which is result of social psychological
drivers.

Positive or adverse assessment toward any
objects is basically Attitude (Fishbein et al.,
1975). Many research studies described
significant and positive relation between attitude
and purchase intention (Chiu et al., 2016). So we
hypothgaize that

H 12:there is significant positive relation
between utilitarian attitude and behavioral
intention towards purchase of private label brand.

H 13:Qhere is significant positive relation
between hedonic attitude and behavioral
intention towards purchase of private label brand.
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3. Research methodology

Population of current study is comprised of
household who bought the brands (i.e. Crockery)
from big retail store like Chase Up and Metro in
the age of above 20 year. The people of Punjab
who bought crockery private label brands from
Chase up and Metro is population of the study.

Non probability sampling technique is used in the
private label brands studies by many researchers
(Cristina et al, 2016). But this study used
probability systematic sampling technique. For
structural equation modeling (SEM) technique at
least 200 sample sizes is required (Kline, 2015).
While some research studies used 5---10
responses per parameter which is suitable sample
size (Hair, Black,Babin, & Anderson, 2010). In
the previous studies of private label brands many
researchers used a sample size from 171 to 183
participants (Osman et al, 2016). Current study
used sample of 369 participants which is
sufficient according to above mentioned
guidelines.

we adapted survey instruments from previous
studies.There are three items of Low price (PR)
scale adopted from Yoo et al. (2000),Perceived
value is adopted from Sweeney et al,
(1999),familiarity (FAM) is adopted from Yoo et
al., (2000) and Gonzalez et al., (2006), perceived
risk (PRK) is adopted from Diallo (2012),
packaging (PG)is adopted from Chen
(2008),store image (SIM) is adopted from
Beristain and Zorrilla (2011),Cleanliness (CL) is
adopted from Vahie and Paswan
(2006),friendliness (FRD) is adopted from
Mehrabian et al., (1974), utilitarian attitude (UA)
consists of five items which is adopted from Voss
et al., (2003), hedonic attitude (HA)is adopted
from Voss et al., (2003), purchase intention (PI)
is adopted from Sweeney et al., (1999); Liljander
et al., (2009) and Diallo, (2012).

Collected data through self-administrated
questionnaire from Chase Up Multan, and Metro
Faisalabad after taking permission of manager of
stores. From Chase up Multan 228 filled
questionnaires returned out of which 177 (78%)
were used in final analysis whether 51(22%)
incomplete questionnaires eliminated from our
study. We repeat the same process at Metro
Faisalabad where 157 questionnaires returned out
of which 120 (76) were used in final analysis and
37 (24%) incomplete responses eliminated from
study. We used SPSS and AMOS version 21.0 for
analysis of data. We also used Structural equation
modeling (SEM) to check the relationships
among the planned hypotheses.

4. Results and discussions

Before analysis of data, data screening is
necessary to detect the errors. For errors
detection, we perform some important test
initially for the purpose of data screening and did
not found any missing as well as aberrant values
from 369 final responses. For the outliers, mean
of respective values are taken (Cousineau &
Chartier, 2015). The results of current study
depicted that data of our study is normally
distributed because values of kurtosis and
skewness are lying in the line of recommended
thresholds of (£3, £1) (Cameron, 2004). Multi-co
linearity between independent variables is
checked through variance inflation factors (VIF)
and tolerance level (Diamantopoulos &
Winklhofer, 2001). The results of our study
expressed that there is no issue of Multi-co
linearity and values of VIF and Tolerance were
within recommended threshold (< 3, >0.10)
which was suggested by Hair et al., (2010). Table
4.1 is showing the values of VIF and Tolerance.
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Table 4.1 Multicollinearity

SN Constructs Tolerance VIF
1 Store image 537 1.861
2 Familiarity 747 1.338
4 Perceived value .646 1.547
5 Perceived risk .750 1.334
6 Packaging .607 1.648
7 Cleanliness .532 1.879
8 Friendliness 748 1.337

QOIEZ Dependent variable: Price: VIF= Variance Inflation Factors

4.1 Sample profile

Our study sample of 369 respondents consisted of
189 males and180 females (51.2%, 48.8%
respectively). The age of 342 (92.7%)
respondents were between 20 and 29 years, 19
(5.1%) were between 30 and 39 years, 6 (1.6%)
were between 40 and 49, and 2 (0.5%) were
above the 50 years old. From income point of
view; 159 (43.1%) respondents had income <
30,000, 94 (25.5%) respondents had income
<40,000, 38 (10.3%) respondents had income
<50,000 and 78 (21.1%) respondents had above
50,000 monthly income. Furthermore, education
is inquired; 89 (24.1%) consumers were
undergraduates, 188 (50.9%) consumer were
graduates and 92 (24.1%) consumer were post
graduates. We take 177(48%) responses from
Chase up Multan, 120(32.5%) responses from
Faisalabad and 72(19.5%) responses form
Lahore.

4.2 Structural equation modeling

In structural equation modeling, two step
approaches were used which includes reliability
and validity of measurement model at first and
testing of proposed hypothesis at second as
suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988).
Reliability and validity of construct is checked
through con:qatory factor analyses (CFA)
which run on*€leven (11) latent variables and

rty one (41) observed variables. We used

aximum likelihood estimation (MLE) for
assessment of model. The latent variables of our
study include Low price (PR), (PV),(FAM),
(PRK),(PG),(SIM),(CL), (FRD),(UA),(HA)
and(PI). The initial results of CFA showed that
factor loadings of various items were less than the
minimum suggested threshold value (FL > 0.5)
(Kline, 2015) and poor fitness of indices.
Therefore, for good fit we draw covariance
among observed variable and deleted those items
whose factor loadings were below 0.5 (Kline,
2015). "¥he fitness of re-specified model
(CMIN/DF = 1.559, GFI = 0.882, AGFI = 0.856,
CFI =0.941, RMSEA = 0.039, NFI = 0.853, TLI
=0.931, IFI =0.942, PCLOSE = 1.000) depicted
a good fit. Furthermore, we check the strength of
measures through reliability, convergent validity
and discriminant validity of construct used in
suggested model which is part ofggnalysis of
measurement model (Fornell, 1987)®ronbach’s
Alpha and composite reliability (CR) is used to
measure the reliability of construct. The
minimum recommended threshold for reliability
assessment of construct is Cronbach’s alpha >
0.70 (Hair et al., 2010) and CR > 0.70 (Fornell et
al., 1981). But many researchers suggest that
values of Cronbach’s alpha and CR value as 0.6
may be consider in study of social sciences
(Nunnally et al., 1994). The resulted values of
Cronbach’s Alpha and CR in Tables 2 and 3 are
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exceeding from required threshold of 0.60 which
means that constructs of our study are reliable.
Further, we checked the construct validity for
assessment of measurement model. For
establishment of construct validity of all
variables, we used  convergent and
divergent/discriminant validi;ﬁor the purpose of
model assessment. We used*Average variance
extracted (AVE) and factor loadings to establish
convergent validity. For convergent validity,
values of AVE of all construct must be greater
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than 0.5(Fornell et al., 1981).The values of AVE
of all constructs are exceeding from required
threshold of 0.50 which depict convergent
validity of constructs. And on other hand factors
loading of all items are exceeding from required
threshold >0.5 which depict convergent validity
also (Steenkamp et al., 1991). The results in Table
4.2 are depicting that values of factor loading are
above from suggested threshold which is
evidence of healthy convergent validity

Model Note: Priceee=Price, Stimg=Store Image, Familirty=Familiarity, percdvalu=Perceived Value,

percvdrisk=Perceived Risk, Pakging=Packaging,

cleanliness=Cleanliness, friendly= friendliness,

Utilitrian=Utilitarian Attitude, hedonicatt=Hedonic Attitude, purchaseint=Purchase Intention.



S | Variables Code | F/IL | SM | Mea | SD CR
N S C n @
Muhammad AllitAhmRéice PR1 770 9930
592
3.73 |1.0283|.79 | .802
PR2 |.775 | .601 | 89 8 5
PR3 |.729 |.
531
2 | Store image SIM1 | .644 | 415
SIM2 | 593 | 352 | 4.33 | .51045 | .77 | .676
60 5
SIM3 | .685 | .469
Familiarity FAM | .761 | .579
3 1
3.37 |.90806 | .76 | .764
FAM | .691 | .477 | 58 4
2
FAM | .710 | .504
3
4 | Perceived Value | PV1 | .728 | .530
PV2 751 | 564 | 3.67 | .8589 | .78 |.780
93 0
PV3 | .730 | .533
5 | Perceived Risk PRK1 | .650 | .422
PRK2 | 766 | 586 | 2.23 | .9922 | .82 | .837
74 5
PRK3 | .671 | .450
PRK4 | .774 | .599
PRK5 | .693 | .480
6 | Packaging PG1 | .612 | .375
PG2 | .738 | .545 77
3.65 |.7528 | .77
PG3 | .702 | 493 | 99 3
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50965 .75
2
9475 .75
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9
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.902 73
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715

.785
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QOte: F/L = Factors loadings; SD = Standard deviation; oo = Cronbach’s alpha; CR =
Composite reliability
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Table 4.2

In our gady discriminant validity is established
through®three methods. At first, we take square
root of AVE then compare with the square of inter
construct correlation coefficients. Discriminant
validity would establish if values of inter
construct correlation exist under the square root
of AVE values (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The
results in table 4.3 showed that all pairs of
construct place within the requirement except the
bold text values which depict establishment of

discriminant validity. The second method was to
check the correlation confidence interval among

d\/o constructs. Table 4.3 showed the result of
0

rrelation confidence interval values of entire
constructs which was less than 1.00, it depicted
that all constructs were different from each other
thus confirmed ut discriminant validity was
succeeded. At lastignificant factor loadings (FL
> 0.50) of observed items over their respective
latent variables depicted discriminant validity.

Table 4.3: Discriminant validity- Measurement model

SN  Construct CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Purchaseint 0.739 0.590 0.77
2 Percvdrisk 0.837 0.577 - 0.76
0.67
3 Utlitrian  0.785 0578 069 - 0.76
0.75
4  Cleanlines 0.654 0.587 - - 0.05 0.77
0.01 o0.01
5 Pakging 0.777 0567 004 - 011 0.05 0.75
0.01
7 Priceee 0.802 0575 071 - 070 - - 0.76
0.71 0.02 0.01
8 Stimg 0.676 0511 014 - 0.16 073 0.03 011 o0.71
0.07
9 Familirty 0.764 0520 - - 003 005 062 - 006 0.72
0.01 0.01 0.01
10 Friendlly 0715 0556 072 - 075 0.05 0.04 0.75 0.05 0.02 0.75
0.67
11  Percdvalu 0.780 0542 004 - 007 - 072 - - 054 002 0.73
0.02 0.04 0.02 0.01
12 Hedonicatt 0.785 0.678 076 - 0.71 003 0.03 0.75 013 0.03 074 - 0.82
0.72 0.01

Note: CR: Composite Reliability; AVE: Average Variance Extracted; purchaseint=Purchase Intention
percvdrisk=Perceived Risk, Utilitrian=Utilitarian Attitude, cleanliness=Cleanliness, Pakging=Packaging
Priceee=Price, Stimg=Store Image, Familirty=Familiarity, friendly= friendliness, percdvalu=Perceived

Value, hedonicatt=Hedonic Attitude.
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Figure: Common Latent Factor Analysis Note:

Priceee=Price, Familirty=Familiarity, percdvalu=Perceived Value, percvdrisk=Perceived Risk,
Pakging=Packaging,  cleanliness=Cleanliness,  friendly=  friendliness,  Stimg=Store  Image,

Utilitrian=Utilitarian Attitude, hedonicatt=Hedonic Attitude, purchaseint=Purchase Intention.

Qable 4.4: Results of hypothesis testing

Hyp Structural Path r S.E  t-values P-values Decision
H1 Price - Utilitarian Attitude ~ .428  .032 7.829 el Supported
H2 Perceived Value - Utilitarian Attitude  .054  .029 1.207 227 Not Supported
H3 Familiarity - Utilitarian Attitude  -.072  .030 -1.600 110 No@upported
H4 Perceived Risk - Utilitarian Attitude  -.234  .035 -5.010 el Supported
H5 Packaging - Utilitarian Attitude ~ .113  .033 2.494 .013 Supported
H6 Store Image - Utilitarian Attitude  .215  .065 3.864 el Supported
H7 Store Image > Hedonic Attitude 196 .066 3.488 faie Supported
H8 Cleanliness - Utilitarian Attitude  .131  .059 2.416 .016 Supported




Muhammad Ali Ahmad

9934

H9 Cleanliness > Hedonic Attitude
H10 Friendliness - Utilitarian Attitude
H11 Friendliness > Hedonic Attitude
H12  Utilitarian Attitude > Purchase Intention
H13 Hedonic Attitude - Purchase Intention

144 062 2.589 .010 Supported
822  .053 10.296 faie Supported
906 .062 9.755 Fxx Supported
671 129 5.749 fale Supported
234 111 2.299 .022 Supported

Q. Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this paper is to provide the new
sight regarding private label brand purchase
behavior. For that purpose we use cognitive
stimuli  like low price, perceived value,
familiarity, perceived risk and packaging whether
social psychological stimuli like store image,
cleanliness and friendliness to develop the bi-
dimensional attitude include utilitarian attitude
and hedonic attitude. These stimuli/drivers/cues
fulfill functional along with emotional needs of
consumer to buy private label brands. This
section include finding of our study along with
conclusion in detail. Current study shows
significant positive relationship between price
and attitude which is followed by previous study
(Boyle & Lathrop, 2013). Price of private label
brand is influential determinant which recall
lower the price higher intention toward the
decision making behavior. Lower price increase
the efficiency of decision making towards these
brands. It is surprising situation in our study as
perceived value show insignificant and a negative
result which is totally different from previous
studies (Chaniotakis et al., 2010). It is observed
from literature that values for money as well as
value for time have lot of importance for quality
oriented consumers. And quality oriented
customers do not take risk to buy the private label
brands which is resulted in some other studies
(Kandapa Thanasuta , 2015). It is alarming in our
study that Familiarity has negative insignificant
impact on utilitarian attitude because when
consumers are too much familiar then they will
purchase these brands. But previous study
showed that familiarity is strong factor in
behavioral intention toward private label brands
(Diallo et al., 2013). The fact behind insignificant
may be possible that these brands are not well

recognized bymthe consumers of Pakistan.
Therefore thiss not startling that familiarity
cannot be indicator of quality perception that
persuades to purchase private label brands.
According to Sheau-Fen et al., (2012) familiarity
is silent challenge which has less impact on
customer purchasing decision. In the context of
private label brands, our current findings rectify
the past studies (Sheau- Fen et al. 2012). As
before mentioned that we are taking two part of
perceived risk include functional or performance
risk and financial risk. The negative significance
finding of current study reveal that consumer
becomes more serious when matters of quality
take place due to which consumer do not pay
more concentration for private label brands. The
negative concept can be convert if retailer and
producer put strong effort in form convince to
customers, pricing strategies and usage
information. The results of packaging are
supporting to previous study (Ampuero & Villa,
2006). Packaging builds the mind of consumer
toward private label brands having information
about product. Retailer have to take key interest
regarding packaging color, information about
product, complete ingredients and precautions
regarding usage which become the cause of
behavioral intention toward any product. Our
findings related to store image is acceptable as
previous studies (Jaafar & Liap, 2012; Sheau-Fen
et al., 2012). In private label brands context,
consumer evaluate the brands quality taking store
image in the mind.

Model signified that all predictors described 76%
variation in purchase intention and Cognitive and
social psychological drivers described 100%
variation in utilitarian attitude whether social
psychological driver described 88% variation in
hedonic attitude. Utilitarian attitude described
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67% and hedonic attitude 23% variation in
purchase intension. Highest variation from
cognitive drivers described by low price is 43%
in utilitarian attitude whether friendliness
described 91% variation in hedonic attitude from
social psychological drivers. The highest
variation described by friendliness 91% in
hedonic attitude whether lowest by perceived
value 5% in utilitarian attitude. The findings
suggest that retailer make strong strategies
regarding higher and lower.

5.1 Conclusion

Previous studies have lot of lacks regarding
theoretical foundation of private label brands
which are explore by us. In this study S-O-R
model is used to build strong theoretical
framework. The paradigm of S-O-R consist of
stimulus (S) which filled in form of cognitive
stimuli along with social psychological stimuli
through organism (O) like utilitarian and hedonic
attitude is generated which provide response (R)
in form of purchase intention towards private
label brands. For empirical investigation of
consumers of Metro and Chase up those buy
private label brands, we employ some important
cognitive divers like Price Perceived Value,
Familiarity, Perceived Risk and Packaging along
with social psychological drives like Store Image,
Friendliness and Cleanliness which trigger the
attitude of consumer towards behavioral intention
of private label brands. Our study originates
scarce literature related to cognitive along with
social psychological drivers that how internal
states of customers are generated for purchase
intention towards private label brands using S-O-
R model. Our study finds that which driver is
most useful through behavioral intention become
higher. Therefore, this study contribute a strong
theoretical framework using bi-dimensional
attitude for better understanding of consumer
decision making in context of private label
brands.

Major contribution of current study is Stimulus
organism response (S-O-R) model which we use
to determine private label brands purchase
behavior. No study was found in context of
private label brands purchase behavior using bi-
dimensional attitude which was big lack for the
development of theoretical model. Before our

study theory of planned behavior and theory of
reasoned action were used to determine the
behavior of consumer (Cristina et al, 2016). To
providing new sight in literature, can be reduce
by strong connection with manufacturer (Kiss
2022). Other context such as food brands also
facing same problem of private label (Sgroi et al.,
2022).

Limitations and Future Recommendations
We used cross-sectional research design which
force to collect data within mentioned period
from your selected sample (Ghartey & Mensah
2015). Further studies on private label can be
reduce from online purchase (Anitha, 2022).
Halal social media could be another future
direction (Shah et al.,2019).We did not use
mediator or moderator variable but further study
can be possible taking trust as mediator or
moderator variable. Our study consists on
cognitive along with social psychological driver
whether affective driver can be used for future
research.

References

1. Agarwal, S. & Teas, R.K. (2001). Perceived
value: Mediating role of perceived risk.
Journal of Marketing theory and Practice.
Vol. 9(4). pp.1-14.

2. Ahmad, M. A., Fareed, A., Gul, A., Hartini,
S., & Premananto, G. C. (2021).

“Experientially Engaged Branding”:
Proposing and Testing a Mediating
Model. Review of International

Geographical Education Online, 11(5), 4283-
4305.

3. Ajzen, |., & Driver, B. L. (1991). Prediction
of leisure participation from
behavioral,normative, and control beliefs: An
application of the theory of planned behavior.
Leisure sciences, 13(3), 185-204

4. Ajzen, 1., & Fishbein, M. (1980).
Understanding attitudes and predicting social
behavior

5. Alba, JW. and Hutchinson, J.W. (1987),
“Dimension of consumer expertise”, Journal
of Consumer Research, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp.
411-453



Muhammad Ali Ahmad

9936

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Ampuero, 0., &Vila, N. (2006). Consumer
perceptions of product packaging. Journal of
Consumer Marketing. Vol. 23(2). pp. 100-
112.

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988).
Structural equa-tion modeling in practice: A
review and recommendedtwo-step approach.
Psychological  Bulletin, 103(3), 411-
423.http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.103.3.411

Anesbury, Z. W., Jurkenbeck, K,
Bogomolov, T., & Bogomolova, S. (2021).
Analyzing proprietary, private label, and
non-brands in fresh produce
purchases. International Journal of Market
Research, 63(5), 597-619.

Anitha, V., & Krishnan, A. R. (2022). Factors
ascendant consumers’ Intention for online
purchase with special emphasis on Private
Label Brands using UTAUT?2. Journal of
Positive School Psychology, 4724-4736.
Baker, J., Levy, M., & Grewal, D. (1992).
An experimental approach to making retail
store environmental decisions. Journal of
retailing, 68(4), 445.

Bao, Y., Bao, Y. and Sheng, S. (2011),
“Motivating purchase of private brands:
effects of storeimage, product signatureness
and quality variation”, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 64No. 2, pp. 220-226.

Batra, R., & Ahtola, O. T. (1991). Measuring
the hedonic and utilitarian sources of
consumer attitudes. Marketing letters, 2(2),
159-170.

Batra, R. and Sinha, I. (2000), “Consumer-
level factors moderating the success of
private label brands”, Journal of Retailing,
Vol. 76 No. 2, pp. 175-191 Bentler, P.M.
& Chou, C. (1987). Practical issues in
structural modeling. Sociological Methods
and Research, 16, 78-117.

Bauer, R. (1960), “Consumer behavior as risk
taking”, in Cox, D. (Ed.), Risk Taking and
Information  Handling in  Consumer
Behavior, Harvard University  Press,
Cambridge, pp. 389-398.

Bearden, W. O., Netemeyer, R. G., & Teel, J.
E. (1989). Measurement of consumer
susceptibility to interpersonal influence.
Journal of consumer research, 473-481.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

Beneke, J. (2010), “Consumer perceptions of
private label brands within the retail grocery
sector of South Africa”, African Journal of
Business Management, Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 203-
220

Beneke, J., Brito, A. and Garvey, KA.
(2015), “Propensity to buy private label
merchandise: the contributory effects of store
image, price, risk, quality and value in the
cognitive stream”, International Journal of
Retail & Distribution Management, Vol. 43
No. 1, pp. 43-62

Beneke, J., Flynn, R., Greig, T. and
Mukaiwa, M. (2013), “The influence of
perceived product quality, relative price and
risk on customer perceived value: a study of
private label merchandise”, Journal of
Product and Brand Management, VVol. 22 No.
3, pp. 218-228.

Beristain, J. and Zorrilla, P. (2011), “The
relationship between store image and store
brand equity: a conceptual framework and
evidence from hypermarkets”, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 18
No. 6, pp. 562-574.

Boyle, P.J. and Lathrop, E.S. (2013), “The
value of private label brands to US
consumers:an objective and subjective
assessment”, Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 80-86
Broydrick, S. (1998), The 7 Universal Laws
of Customer Value: How to Win Customers
and Influence Markets, McGraw-Hill,
Montreal.

Cameron, A. C. (2004). Kurtosis. The Sage
encyclopedia ofsocial science research
methods.. http://dx. doi.
0rg/10.4135/9781412950589

Campbell, M.C. and Keller, K.L. (2002),
“Brand familiarity and advertising repetition
effects”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol.
30 No. 2, pp. 292-304.

Chang, H. and Wang, H. (2011), “The
moderating effect of customer perceived
value on online shopping behaviour”, Journal
of Online Information Review, Vol. 35 No. 3,
pp. 333-359.

Chaniotakis, 1., Lymperopoulos, C. and
Soureli, M. (2010), “Consumers' intentions
of buying own-label premium food



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

9937

Journal of Positive School Psychology

products”, Journal of Product and Brand
Management, Vol. 19 No. 5, pp. 327-334.
Chen, K.C. (2008). A study of the
relationship between UK  consumers’
purchasing intention and store brand food
products — take Nottingham city consumers
for example. Master Dissertation. The
University of Nottingham

Cheng, H. H.,, & Huang, S. W. (2013).
Exploring antecedents andconsequence of
online group-buying intention: An extended
per-spective on theory of planned behavior.
International Journal ofInformation
Management, 33(1), 185---198

Chiu, W., & Leng, H. K. (2016). Consumers’
intention to purchase counterfeit sporting
goods in Singapore and Taiwan. Asia Pacific
Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 28(1),
23-36.

Collins-Dodd, C., Lindley, T., 2003. Store
brands and retail differentiation: the
influence of store image and store brand
attitude on store own brand perceptions.
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services
10 (6), 345-352.

Cousineau, D., & Chartier, S. (2015).
Outliers detection and treat-ment: A review.
International Journal of Psychological
Research,3(1), 58---67.

Cristina Calvo Porral Jean-Pierre Levy-
Mangin , (2016),"Food private label brands:
the role of consumer trust on loyalty and
purchase intention", British Food Journal,
Vol. 118 Iss 3 pp. 679 — 696

Kollat, D. T., & Willett, R. P. (1967).

Customer impulse purchasing
behavior. Journal of marketing
research, 4(1), 21-31.

DelVecchio, D. (2001), “Consumer

perceptions of private label quality: the role
of product category characteristics and
consumer use of heuristics”, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 8 No.
5, pp. 239-249.

Diallo, M.F. (2012), “Effects of store image
and store brand price-image on store brand
purchase intention: application to an
emerging market”, Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 19 No. 3, pp. 360-
367

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

Diallo, M. F., Chandon, J. L., Cliquet, G., &
Philippe, J. (2013). Factors influencing
consumer behavior toward private labels:

evidence from the French market.
International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 41(6), 422-441.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/095905513113308
16

Diamantopoulos, A., & Winklhofer, H. M.
(2001). Index constructionwith formative
indicators:  An alternative to scale
development.Journal of marketing research,
38(2), 269---277.

Dick, A. and Basu, K. (1994), “Customer
loyalty: toward and integrated conceptual
framework”, Journal of Academy of
Marketing Science, VVol. 22 No. 2, pp. 99-113
Dick, A., Jain, A. and Richardson, P. (1995),
“Correlates of store brand proneness: some
empiricalobservations”, Journal of Product
and Brand Management, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp. 8-
15.

Dowling, G.R. (1986), “Perceived risk: the
concept and its measurement”, Psychology &
Marketing, Vol. 3 No. 3, pp. 193-210
Eroglu, S. A., Machleit, K. A., & Davis, L.
M. (2001). Atmospheric qualities of online
retailing: A conceptual model and
implications. Journal of Business research,
54(2), 177- 184

Fielding M (2006). No longer plain, simple:
Private label brands use new tools to
compete, Brand Marketing, (15 May) —
Fishbein, M., &Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief,
attitudes, intention, and behavior. An
introduction to theory and research.
Massachussets: Addison-Wesley.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981).
Evaluating structural equa-tion models with
unobservable variables and measurement
error.Journal of marketing research, 39---50.
Ghartey, A., & Boachie-Mensah, F. O.
(2015). Ghanaian Consumers’ Attitude
towards the Purchase of Counterfeit Textile
Products: A Case Study of Cape Coast
Metropolis. Journal of Business and
Enterprise Development, 5(1).
Gonzéalez-Mieres, C., Diaz-Martin, A.M. and
Trespalacios  Gutierrez, J.A.  (2006),
“Antecedents of the difference in perceived
risk between store brands and national



http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09590551311330816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09590551311330816

Muhammad Ali Ahmad

9938

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

brands”, European Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 40 Nos 1/2, pp. 61-82

Goldsmith, R. E., & Goldsmith, E. B. (2002).
Buying apparel over the Internet. Journal of
Product & Brand Management.

Gursoy, D., Spangenberg, E. R., &
Rutherford, D. G. (2006). The hedonic and
utilitarian dimensions of attendees' attitudes
toward festivals. Journal of Hospitality &
Tourism Research, 30(3), 279-294.

Gul, A, Ali, M., Qazi, M. A. K., & Fatimah,
N. (2020). Effects of Counterfeits on
Branded Products in Garments Industry: A
Perspective on Consumer Behaviour. Journal
of Islamic Economics Perspectives, 2(1), 11-
32.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., &
Anderson, R. E. (2010).Multivariate data
analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

Halstead D, Ward C (1995). Assessing the
vulnerability of private label brands, J. Prod.
Brand Manage. 4(3): 38-48.

IRI, 2017. The evolution of private label in a
transforming marketplace. Private Label
2017: Key Trends, October

Jaafar, S. N., & Laip, P. E. (2012).
Consumers’  perception, attitudes and
purchase intention toward private label

product in Malaysia. Asian Journal of
Business and Management Sciences, 2(8),
73-90.

Kandapa  Thanasuta, (2015)  "Thai
consumers’ purchase decisions and private
label brands", International Journal of
Emerging Markets, VVol. 10 Issue: 1, pp.102-
121, https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-02-
2011-0016

Khalifa, A.S. (2004), “Customer value: a
review of recent literature and an integrative
configuration”, Management Decision, Vol.
42 No. 5, pp. 645-666.

Kiss, M., Czine, P., Balogh, P., & Szakaly, Z.
(2022). The connection between
manufacturer and private label brands and
brand loyalty in chocolate bar buying
decisions—A hybrid choice
approach. Appetite, 106145.

Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and practice
of structural equation modeling. Guilford
publications.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Kumar, N. and Steenkamp, J.B. (2007),
Private Label Strategy, Harvard Business
School Press, Boston, MA

Kwon, K.N., Lee, M.-H. and Kwon, Y.-J.
(2008), “The effect of perceived product
characteristics on private brand purchases”,
Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 25 No.
2, pp. 105-114.

Lee, H. J., & Yun, Z. S. (2015). Consumers’
perceptions of organic food attributes and
cognitive and affective attitudes as
determinants of their purchase intentions
toward organic food. Food quality and
preference, 39, 259-267.

Liljander, V., Polsa, P. and VanRiel, A.
(2009), “Modelling consumer responses to an
apparel storebrand: store image as a risk
reducer”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, Vol. 16No. 4, pp. 281-290
Lin,L.Y., &Lu, C.Y. (2010). The influence
of corporate image, relationship marketing,
and trust on purchase intention: the
moderating effects of word-of-mouth. Touris
Review, 65(3), 16-34

Lymperopoulos, C., Chaniotakis, I.E. and
Rigopoulou, I.D. (2010), “Acceptance of
detergent-retail brands: the role of consumer
confidence and trust”, International Journal
of Retail & Distribution Management, Vol.
38 No. 9, pp. 719-736

Machleit, K., Eroglu, S. and Powell-Mantel,
S. (2005), “Perceived crowding and shopping
satisfaction: what modifies this
relationship?”, Journal of Consumer
Psychology, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 29-42
Mehrabian, A., & Russell, J. A. (1974). An
approach to environmental psychology. the
MIT Press.

Monroe, K.B. (2002), Pricing: Making
Profitable Decisions, 3" ed., McGraw-Hill,
New York, NY

Mulatsih, R., & Kusumawardhani, A. (2020).
Strategy of stimulating purchase of private
label brands (PIb). International Journal of
Scientific & Technology Research, 9(1),
4309-4315.

Nancarrow C, Wright L, Brace | (1998).
Gaining competitive advantagefrom
packaging and labeling in marketing
communications, Br. FoodJ. 100(2), 110-18.


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-02-2011-0016
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOEM-02-2011-0016

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.
78.

79.

80.

9939 Journal of Positive School Psychology
Nandan, S. and Dickinson, R. (1994), 81. Rubio, N., Oubifa, J. and Villasefior, N.
“Private brands: major brand perspective”, (2014), “Brand awareness-brand quality

Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 11 No.
4, pp. 18-28

Ndlovu, S. G., & Heeralal, S. (2022). An
investigation into marketing activities role on
the purchase of private label brands: A
systematic ~ review of trends in
literature. International Journal of Research
in Business and Social Science (2147-
4478), 11(1), 33-41.

Nielsen Global Private Label Report, (2016)
Nogales F, Suarez G (2005). Shelf space
management of privatelabels: A case study in
Spanish retailing, Journal of retailing
andconsumer services 12(2), 205-216

Noh, M., Runyan, R., & Mosier, J. (2014).
Young consumers' innovativeness and
hedonic/utilitarian cool attitudes.
International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 42(4), 267-280.

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, 1. H. (1994).
Psychometric theory (3rded.). New York:
McGrawHill

Overby, J. W., & Lee, E. J. (2006). The
effects of utilitarian and hedonic online
shopping value on consumer preference and
intentions. Journal of Business research,
59(10), 1160-1166

Kotler, P. (1973). Atmospherics as a
marketing tool. Journal of retailing, 49(4),
48-64.

Peterson, R.T. and Yang, Z. (2004),
“Customer perceived value, satisfaction, and
loyalty: the role of switching costs”,
Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 21 No. 10,
pp. 799-822.

PLMA’s Private Label Yearbook, (2016)
Putra, R. Y., & Fadillah, S. N. (2022). In-
Store  Marketing  Strategies  towards
Customer Attitude to Private Label Brands:
Cue Utilization Theory. The Winners, 23(1).
Quelch, J.A. and Harding, D. (2002), “Brand
versus private labels: fighting to win”,
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 74 No. 1, pp.
99-109

Richardson, P., Jain, A. and Dick, A. (1996),
“Household store brand proneness: a
framework”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 72
No. 2, pp. 159-185

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

inference and consumer’s risk perception in
store brands of food products”, Food Quality
and Preference, Vol. 32, March, pp. 289-298.
Sgroi, F., & Salamone, P. A. (2022). Private
label food products: Consumer perception
and distribution  strategies. Journal  of
Agriculture and Food Research, 8, 100287.
Shah, S. A. A., Sukmana, R., Fianto, B. A.,
Ahmad, M. A., Usman, |. U., & Mallah, W.
A. (2019). Effects of Halal social media and
customer engagement on brand satisfaction
of Muslim customer: Exploring the
moderation of religiosity. Journal of Islamic
Marketing.

Steenkamp, J., & van Trijp, H. (1991). The
use of LISRELin validating marketing
constructs. International Journal ofResearch
in Marketing, 8, 283---299.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-
8116(91)90027-5

Sudhir, K & Talukdar, D. (2004). Does store
brand patronage improve store patronage?
Review of Industry Organization. Vol. 24(2).
pp. 143-160.

Sweeney, J., Soutar, G. & Johnson, L. (1999),
“The role of perceived risk in the quality -
value relationship: a study in a retail
environment”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 75
No. 1, pp. 77-105.

Syahbana, M. Y. (2022). Pengaruh Store
Image dan Private Label Image serta
Perceived Quality terhadap Purchase
Intention Produk Private Label Indomaret di
Kota Samarinda. Borneo Student Research
(BSR), 3(2), 2034-2048.

Ulaga, W. &Chacour, S. (2001), “Measuring
customer perceived value in business
markets”, Industrial Marketing Management,
Vol. 30 No. 6, pp. 525-540.

Underwood, R. L., Klein, N. M., & Burke, R.
R. (2001). Packaging communication:
attentional effects of product imagery.
Journal of Product & Brand Management, 10
(7), 403-422.

Vahie, A. and Paswan, A. (2006), “Private
label brand image: it’s relationship with store
image and national brand”, International
Journal of Retail and Distribution
Management, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 67-84.



http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(91)90027-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8116(91)90027-5

Muhammad Ali Ahmad

9940

91.

92.

93.

Voss, K. E., Spangenberg, E. R, &
Grohmann, B. (2003). Measuring the hedonic
and utilitarian dimensions of consumer
attitude. Journal of marketing
research, 40(3), 310-320.

Wang, Y., & Hazen, B. T. (2015). Consumer
product knowledge and intention to purchase
remanufactured  products.  International
Journal of Production Economics.

Wu, P.C.S., Yeh, G.Y. and Hsiao, C.R.
(2011), “The effect of store image and service
guality on brand image and purchase
intention  for private label brands”,

94.

95.

Australasian Marketing Journal, Vol. 19 No.
1, pp. 30-39.

Yoo, B., Donthu, N. and Lee, S. (2000), “An
examination of selected marketing mix
elements and brand equity”, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28 No.
2, pp. 195-211.

Zeithaml, V.A. (1988), “Consumer
perceptions of price, quality and value: a
means-end model and synthesis of evidence”,
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 52 No. 3, pp. 2-
22.



Z'l—_l turnitin Similarity Report ID. 0id:7658:33958389

® 5% Overall Similarity
Top sources found in the following databases:

* 4% Internet database  Crossref database

» Crossref Posted Content database * 4% Submitted Works database
TOP SOURCES
The sources with the highest number of matches within the submission. Overlapping sources will not be
displayed.

elsevier.es

2%
Internet
Reham I. Elseidi, Madiha Metawie. "Antecedents and Consequences of... <1%
(o]
Crossref
Higher Education Commission Pakistan on 2018-01-03 <1%
(o]
Submitted works
London School of Marketing on 2017-02-06 <1%
(o]
Submitted works
aims-international.org <1%
Internet
Inas Aisyah Widyaningsih, Iman Harymawan, Agus Widodo Mardijuwon... <1%
(o]
Crossref
icfe2022.tdtu.edu.vn <1%
Internet
pdfs.semanticscholar.org <1%
Internet
Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University on 2022-06-19 <1%
(o]

Submitted works

Sources overview


https://www.elsevier.es/en-revista-spanish-journal-marketing-esic-377-articulo-consumer-s-perceptions-website-s-utilitarian-hedonic-S2444969516300191
https://doi.org/10.21608/jsec.2017.39790
http://www.aims-international.org/myconference/cd/PDF/MSD3-187N-Done.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2019.1695403
https://icfe2022.tdtu.edu.vn/sites/icfe2022/files/2022-09/Proceeding%20ICFE%202022.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/618d/b03810ae4eb2567d5860f6b635effa71ad2a.pdf

Z'l—_l turnitin Similarity Report ID. 0id:7658:33958389

etd.fcla.edu <1%

Internet

gbata.org <1%

Internet

Ruchita Pangriya, M. Rupesh Kumar. "My store my brand' - a critical re... <1%

Crossref ’

University of College Cork on 2021-08-20 <1%
(o]

Submitted works

Sources overview


http://etd.fcla.edu/UF/UFE0042895/simon_l.pdf
http://gbata.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/ReadingsBook-GBATA-2017-Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJICBM.2018.090095

7 turnitin

® Excluded from Similarity Report

» Publications database
» Quoted material

« Small Matches (Less then 10 words)

EXCLUDED SOURCES

journalppw.com

Internet

Similarity Report ID: 0id:7658:33958389

» Bibliographic material
* Cited material

« Manually excluded sources

48%

Excluded from Similarity Report


https://journalppw.com/index.php/jpsp/article/download/9506/6188/10968

