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This thesis aims to decode the drivers behind the growing success of private labels in the Fast-

Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) industry. Success is assessed through two complementary 

dimensions: the value consumers attribute to private labels (brand equity), and their market 

performance (purchase intentions, sales, and market share). 

The study adopts a dual perspective. First, it identifies, among a wide range of factors, those 

that influence consumersô purchase intentions towards private labels, as well as the interactions 

between them. Tested variables include price, quality, retailer influence, trust in the retailer, 

retailer type, advertising, word-of-mouth, external factors, etc. Second, it explores how the 

multiplicity of private labels shapes consumer perceptions, with a particular emphasis on price-

positioning, branding, and categorization strategies implemented by retailers. 

Findings reveal that price, quality, and the brand equity of both private label and retailer play a 

key role in shaping consumersô purchasing decisions. In parallel, the results confirm that private 

label development, perceptions, and success strongly depend on how retailers position and 

market them.  

Overall, this research supports, extends, and restructures prior findings in the literature while 

offering new managerial perspectives to the different stakeholders of the industry. 

 

 



 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This thesis marks the culmination of my academic journey. It represents the achievement of 

years of enriching and demanding studies that will, I hope, guide me towards a fulfilling 

professional career. I am proud of the path I have taken so far and would like to warmly thanks 

all those who have contributed to it.  

I am deeply grateful to my parents and family for their unwavering support throughout my 

education, for accompanying me through the path of excellence I pursued in higher education, 

and above all, for always encouraging me to follow my dreams, all around the world. I would 

not be where I am today without you, thank you for everything. 

I would like to sincerely thank my thesis supervisors, Professor Olli Kuivalainen and Professor 

Peter Spier, for their trust and guidance throughout this double degree program. Your valuable 

advice, challenging remarks, and regular feedback have been essential in completing every 

stage of my research. 

A heartfelt thanks also to my friends who, once again, have supported me tirelessly during the 

long months spent writing my thesis. You helped me enjoy many much-needed refreshing 

moments along the way. A special thanks to Valentine, Lucas, and Pierre, with whom I shared 

memorable moments in Finland. Together, we experienced both the best and most challenging 

parts of this unforgettable journey, and I can only see the positive in it.  

Finally, I would like to acknowledge everyone who has contributed, directly or indirectly, to 

this final stage of my studies. Whether at school, in sports, through my professional experiences 

or during semesters abroad, I have met many inspiring people along the way. Each encounter 

has left a lasting impression and enriched me in meaningful ways. 

I look forward to seeing how all of these experiences will shape my futureé 

Thank you, kiitos paljon, merci beaucoup ! 

September 2025 

Paris, France 

Apolline WARNERY-DAUGY 



 
 

ABBREVIATIONS 

 

PL = private label 

NB = national brand 

FMCG = Fast-Moving Consumer Goods 

BE = brand equity 

BA = brand awareness 

PQ = perceived quality 

BL = brand loyalty 

BS = brand associations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TABLE OF CONTENT  

 

1. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................. 13 

1.1 Background of the study ................................................................................ 15 

1.2 Preliminary literature review ......................................................................... 17 

1.3  Research questions ......................................................................................... 19 

1.4  Theoretical framework ................................................................................... 22 

1.5  Key concepts and Definitions ........................................................................ 24 

1.6  Research methodology and Data collection plan ........................................... 27 

1.7  Delimitations .................................................................................................. 29 

1.8  Structure of the thesis ..................................................................................... 30 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW....................................................................................... 32 

2.1  Private labels .................................................................................................. 32 

2.1.1 Definitions ............................................................................................................ 32 

2.1.2 Strategic roles ....................................................................................................... 36 

2.1.3 Typologies of private labels ................................................................................. 39 

2.2 Brand Equity .................................................................................................. 48 

2.2.1 Customer-based brand equity ............................................................................... 49 

2.2.2 Brand Equity in the FMCG industry .................................................................... 53 

2.2.3 Retailer brand equity ............................................................................................ 55 

2.2.4 Private label brand equity ..................................................................................... 59 

2.3 Summary and ground for hypotheses ............................................................. 62 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY ....................................................... 67 

3.1  Research context ............................................................................................ 67 

3.2  Data collection ............................................................................................... 68 

3.3  Questionnaire design ...................................................................................... 70 

3.4  Reliability and validity ................................................................................... 73 

3.5 Data analysis .................................................................................................. 74 

4. FINDINGS ............................................................................................................. 76 

4.1  General analysis ............................................................................................. 76 

4.1.1 Descriptive statistics ............................................................................................. 76 

4.1.2 Factor analysis ...................................................................................................... 79 

4.1.3 Normality tests ..................................................................................................... 84 

4.2  Hypotheses testing ......................................................................................... 86 



 
 

4.2.1 Hypothesis 1.1A ................................................................................................... 87 

4.2.2 Hypothesis 1.1B ................................................................................................... 92 

4.2.3 Hypothesis 1.1C ................................................................................................... 95 

4.2.4 Hypothesis 2.1A ................................................................................................... 97 

4.2.5 Hypothesis 2.1B ................................................................................................... 99 

4.2.6 Hypothesis 2.2A ................................................................................................. 102 

4.2.7 Hypothesis 2.2B ................................................................................................. 104 

4.2.8 Hypothesis 2.3 .................................................................................................... 106 

4.2.9 Hypothesis 2.4 .................................................................................................... 108 

4.3 Case studies insights .....................................................................................111 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .................................................................. 114 

5.1 Summary of the findings .............................................................................. 114 

5.2 Theoretical contributions ............................................................................. 119 

5.3 Managerial implications ............................................................................... 124 

5.4 Limitations of the research ........................................................................... 126 

5.5 Further research ............................................................................................ 127 

6. REFERENCES AND APPENDICES .................................................................. 131 

6.1  References .................................................................................................... 131 

6.2   Appendixes .................................................................................................. 152 

 

 

List of Appendices 

Appendix 1. ñWho are the primary consumers of private label products in Europe?ò 

Appendix 2. ñPrivate label brands: 4 insights you need to know (to fully understand the 

phenomenon)ò 

Appendix 3. ñMarket share: Carrefour ends the year at 22% (an all-time high)ò 

Appendix 4. ñPrivate Labels grow more than ever!ò 

Appendix 5. ñBest Retail 2024 / [Exclusive] Who are the champions of private labels?ò 

Appendix 6. ñ[Infographic] Purchasing power: 1 in 5 French people under daily pressure!ò 

Appendix 7. ñ[Exclusive] Private label prices: Carrefour is back in the gameò 

Appendix 8. Quantitative survey (English version) 

Appendix 9. Frequencies of Q3_Knowlegde_retailers  



 
 

Appendix 10. Frequencies of Q27_Gender 

Appendix 11. Frequencies of Q26_Age 

Appendix 12. Frequencies of Q28_SES 

Appendix 13. Frequencies of Q29_Income 

Appendix 14. Frequencies of Q30_Household 

Appendix 15. Frequencies of Q1_Groceries_manager 

Appendix 16. Frequencies of Q2_Groceries_frequency 

Appendix 17. Frequencies of Q4_Groceries_Leclerc 

Appendix 18. Frequencies of Q4_Groceries_Carrefour 

Appendix 19. Frequencies of Q4_Groceries_Lidl 

Appendix 20. Frequencies of Q5_Practicality 

Appendix 21. Frequencies of Q5_Variety 

Appendix 22. Frequencies of Q5_Quality 

Appendix 23. Frequencies of Q5_Price 

Appendix 24. Frequencies of Q5_Habit 

Appendix 25. Frequencies of Q6_Opinion_hard-discounter 

Appendix 26. Frequencies of Q8_Knowledge_PL 

Appendix 27. Frequencies of Q10_PL_frequency 

Appendix 28. Descriptive statistics for Q14_PL_known 

Appendix 29. Factor analysis of Leclercôs brand equity questions 

Appendix 30. Factor analysis of Carrefourôs brand equity questions 

Appendix 31. Factor analysis of Lidlôs brand equity questions 

Appendix 32. Factor analysis of Leclercôs private labels brand equity questions 

Appendix 33. Factor analysis of Carrefourôs private labels brand equity questions 

Appendix 34. Factor analysis of Lidlôs private labels brand equity questions 

Appendix 35. Results of the ShapiroïWilk normality test 

Appendix 36. Results of the z-skewness and z-kurtosis normality tests 

Appendix 37. Histograms and Q-Q plots for ñnon-normalò BA and BL variables 

Appendix 38. Correlation matrix: Spearmanôs correlation between Q10_Frequency and Q12. 

Appendix 39. Correlation matrix: Spearmanôs correlation between Q10_Frequency, Q13_Price 

and Q29_Income 



 
 

Appendix 40. Collinearity statistics for Q12 variables (Tolerance and VIF) 

Appendix 41. Linear regression output, Q12_Price on Q13_Intention_PL 

Appendix 42. Robust linear regression output, Q12_Price on Q13_Intention_PL 

Appendix 43. Linear regression output, Q13_Price on Q13_Intention_PL 

Appendix 44. Linear regression output, Retailer_BE on PL_BE 

Appendix 45. Q-Q plot for the Traditional_BE variable 

Appendix 46. Linear regression output, Traditional_BE and Q7_LIDL_BE on PL_BE 

Appendix 47. Linear regression output, Retailer_BE on Q11_Commodities 

Appendix 48. Linear regression output, Retailer_BE on Q11_Organic 

Appendix 49. ɢĮ test between Retailer_BE_categ, Q22_Chocolate, Q23_Chips, and Q24_Jam 

Appendix 50. Linear regression output, Retailer_BE on LOW_Sugar 

Appendix 51. Linear regression output, Retailer_BE on HIGH_Salmon 

Appendix 52. Leclercôs campaign for Eco+, ñEco+, the least expensive brand in Franceò 

Appendix 53. Intermarch®ôs campaign for its private labels, ñThe thing with Intermarch® brand 

products is that, on top of being affordable, theyôre really good.ò 

 

List of figures  

Figure 1. ñThe Four-Tier Private Label Strategyò, Kumar and Steenkamp (2007) 

Figure 2. ñThe Private Label Journeyò, Gielens et al. (2021) 

Figure 3. ñBrand Equity Modelò, David A. Aaker (1991) 

Figure 4. ñCustomer-Based Brand Equity Modelò, Kevin Lane Keller (2001) 

Figure 5. Private Label Brand Equity Framework. 

Figure 6. ñEvolution of own brandsò, Laaksonen and Reynolds (1994) 

Figure 7. ñStages of private label developmentò, Wileman and Jary (1997) 

Figure 8. ñPositioning of retailer own-brandsò, Huang and Huddleston (2009) 

Figure 9. ñPositioning of choice set along quality-tier and brand-type dimensionsò, Geyskens 

et al. (2010) 

Figure 10. ñConceptual Frameworkò, Keller et al. (2016) 

Figure 11. ñDecision tree for PL-branding decisionò, Geyskens et al. (2018) 

Figure 12. ñDimensions of Brand Knowledgeò, Kevin Lane Keller (1993) 

Figure 13. ñSubdimensions of Brand-Building Blocksò, Kevin Lane Keller (2001) 



 
 

Figure 14. ñConceptual framework of consumer-based brand equityò, Khudri and Farjana 

(2016) 

Figure 15. ñSegment classification according to brand purchase behaviour and drivers of brand 

choiceò, Cueno et al. (2019) 

Figure 16. ñConceptual framework for measuring customer-based retail equityò, Musekiwa et 

al. (2013) 

Figure 17. ñRetail brand equity model and hypothesesò, Jara and Cliquet (2012) 

Figure 18. ñRetailer brand equity conceptual diagramò, Anselmsson J. et al. (2017) 

Figure 19. ñRetailer brand equity modelò, Troiville et al. (2019) 

Figure 20. ñSE dimensionò, Al Assafe and Alhidari (2019) 

Figure 21. ñThe conceptualisation of brand equity of PLò, Jara (2009) (French (original) & 

English (translated) versions) 

Figure 22. ñConsumer-based brand equity: extended model of Nam et al.ò, Molinillo et al. 

(2015) 

Figure 23. Private Label Brand Equity ï Extended Framework. 

Figure 24. Private Label Brand Equity ï Analytical Framework. 

Figure 25. óPL research methodology classificationô, Wu et al. (2021) 

Figure 26. Milk scenario ï ótype of retailerô criterion 

Figure 27. Orange juice scenario ï óbranding strategyô criterion 

Figure 28. Chips scenario ï óprice-quality positioningô criterion 

Figure 29. Sugar and smoked salmon scenarios ï óproduct categoriesô criterion 

Figure 30. Age distribution of the respondents  

Figure 31. Frequency of respondentsô grocery shopping 

Figure 32. Respondentsô frequency of PL purchase. 

Figure 33. Private Label Brand Equity ï Final Framework. 

 

List of tables 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for Q10_PL_frequency (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = occasionally; 

4 = frequently; 5 = always) 

Table 2. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_LCL1 to Q7_LCL8 

Table 3. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_CRF1 to Q7_CRF8 

Table 4. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_LIDL1 to Q7_LIDL8 



 
 

Table 5. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_LCL1 to Q17_PL_LCL8 

Table 6. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_CRF1 to Q17_PL_CRF8 

Table 7. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_LIDL1 to Q17_PL_LIDL8 

Table 8. Cronbachôs alpha tests 

Table 9. Z-scores normality test for brand equity constructs. 

Table 10. Descriptive statistics and frequencies of Q12_Price (1 = 1st criterion; 2 = 2nd 

criterion; 3 = 3rd criterion; 4 = 4th criterion; 5 = 5th criterion; 6 = 6th criterion; 7 = 7th criterion)  

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of Q13_Price (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). 

Table 12. Spearmanôs correlation between Q12_Price and Q13_Price. 

Table 13. Multiple linear regression aiming to determine which factors influence the most 

private label purchase intention (Q12).  

Table 14. Multiple linear regression aiming to determine which factors influence the most 

private label purchase intention (Q13).  

Table 15. Linear regression aiming to determine the general influence of private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards private labels. 

Table 16. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Leclerc private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards Leclerc private labels. 

Table 17. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefour private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards Carrefour private labels. 

Table 18. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl private label brand equity 

on respondentsô purchase intention towards Lidl private labels. 

Table 19. Descriptive statistics of Q17_PL_LCL_BE, Q17_PL_CRF_BE and 

Q17_PL_LIDL_BE 

Table 20. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards private labels. 

Table 21. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Leclerc brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Leclerc private labels. 

Table 22. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefour brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Carrefour private labels. 

Table 23. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Lidl private labels. 

Table 24. Descriptive statistics for Q7_LCL_BE, Q7_CRF_BE, and Q7_LIDL_BE 

Table 25. Paired t-test between Traditional_BE and Q7_LIDL_BE 

Table 26. Repeated measures ANOVA with Q7_LCL_BE, Q7_CRF_BE and Q7_LIDL_BE 



 
 

Table 27. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of traditional retailer brand equity 

on the brand equity of their private labels. 

Table 28. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl brand equity on the brand 

equity of Lidl private labels. 

Table 29. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of traditional retailersô brand 

equity on consumersô purchase intention for private labels of traditional retailers. 

Table 30. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of the brand equity of different 

types of retailers on the brand equity of private labels. 

Table 31. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefourôs brand equity on 

its stand-alone private labels. 

Table 32. Robust linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefourôs brand 

equity on its store-banner private labels. 

Table 33. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of different branding strategies 

on the brand equity of private labels. 

Table 34. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its economy private labels. 

Table 35. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its value private labels. 

Table 36. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its premium private labels. 

Table 37. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of the brand equity of different 

price-positioning strategies on the brand equity of private labels. 

Table 38. Linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity on both 

low-involvement and high-involvement private labels.  

Table 39. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of purchase involvement on the 

brand equity of private labels. 

Table 40. MANCOVA test between PL_BA, PL_PQ, PL_BL, PL_BS and Retailer_BE. 

Table 41. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BA (brand awareness) 

Table 42. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_PQ (perceived quality) 

Table 43. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BL (brand loyalty) 

Table 44. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BS (brand associations) 

Table 45. Descriptive statistics for variables Q18_Milk, Q19_Honey, Q20_Cider, Q21_Juice, 

Q22_Chocolate, Q23_Chips, and Q24_Jam. 

Table 46. Wilcoxon t-test for LOW_sugar and HIGH_salmon variables. 

Table 47. Summary of the results 



 
 

DECLARATIONS 

 

Turnitin 

The originality of this thesis has been reviewed with the Turnitin similarity checking service.   

AI usage 

The author of the thesis, Apolline WARNERY-DAUGY, used the following AI-tools during 

the preparation of the thesis: 

1. OpenAI. (2025). ChatGPT 

a. Purpose of use: In this thesis, ChatGPT was used to verify, and if necessary 

correct, the grammatical, syntactic, and lexical accuracy of the sections written 

in English (a non-native language). ChatGPT was also employed to support the 

understanding of the statistical software JAMOVI, in order to better interpret the 

results. 

b. Explanation of the use of the tool: ChatGPT was used as a support tool during 

the writing process. It was employed to refine wording, suggest synonyms, and 

correct certain complex sentences. It was also used to guide the use of JAMOVI 

by detailing the steps to follow for processing different analyses. It was never 

used to generate content directly. All arguments, ideas, reflections, analyses, and 

opinions presented in this thesis were developed through personal reasoning. 

Responsibility 

The author, Apolline WARNERY-DAUGY, takes full responsibility for the content of this 

thesis and has reviewed and edited the content generated by the possible use of AI tools. 

 

 

 

"J'atteste que ce travail est personnel, qu'il cite syst®matiquement toutes les sources utilis®es 

entre guillemets et qu'il ne comporte pas de plagiat". 

"I certify that this work is personal and exempt from plagiarism, and that all quotations from 

sources used are enclosed in quotations marks". 

 

 

 Signature 



ΝΟ 
 

DECODING THE SUCCESS OF PRIVATE LABELS IN THE FMCG 

INDUSTRY: A STUDY OF BRAND EQUITY DIMENSIONS FROM THE 

CONSUMER PERSPECTIVE. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

ñ[The Supermarket] didnôt just change the way we buy our groceries. It changed the way we 

live our livesò, Tevere Macfadyen, 1985. 

The concepts of óconsumer societyô and ómass consumptionô, in which large-scale retail stores 

and grocery chains shape the distribution landscape, have been widely popularized since the 

mid-twentieth century. The democratization of these terms has coincided with the rise of 

supermarkets ï and later hypermarkets ï in consumersô daily lives, a phenomenon commonly 

referred to as the ñsupermarket revolutionò (Reardon and Gulati, 2008).  

The beginnings of the supermarket date back to 1915 in the US, with the Aster Market, which 

brought together everyday grocery shops (butcher, fishmonger, dairy, etc.) into a single 

ñmegastoreò (Get.factual, 2024). Barely a year later, Clarence Saunders founded the first self-

serving store, called Piggly Wiggly (US Patent NÁ 1,242,872, Macfadyen, 1985), moving a step 

closer to the supermarket model we know today. ñThe first true supermarketò (Macfadyen, 

1985), King Kullen Grocery Company, opened in 1930. This first grocery chain included all 

elements of the definition of a modern supermarket: ñself-service, products departments, 

discount pricing, marketing and volume sellingò mostly thanks to its parking (Get.factual, 

2024). The first definition of the supermarket is attributed to M. M. Zimmerman (1955): ñA 

Super Market is a highly departmentalized retail establishment, dealing in foods or other 

merchandise, either wholly owned or concession operated, with adequate parking space, doing 

a minimum of $250,000 annually. The grocery department, however, must be on a self-service 

basisò. 

Created to address the needs of growing urban populations with a centralized distribution, 

modern grocery stores ï represented today by internationally renowned names such as Walmart, 

Tesco, or Carrefour ï still embody the values of convenience, accessibility, and variety. On 

average, a consumer will spend 2% of its ñadult lifeò inside a supermarket (Seth and Randall, 

1999), highlighting the vast business opportunities in this sector.  

That is why, the grocery retailers have always sought, and continue to seek, new strategies to 

differentiate themselves and increase customer loyalty in the highly competitive FMCG (Fast-

Moving Consumer Goods) industry (Chowdhury et al. 2024), by offering an extensive 
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assortment of both food and non-food products, along with attractive discounts and promotions. 

Another impactful strategy developed by retailers has been the creation of their own branded 

products, known as ñprivate labelsò. The first private label brands were launched at the end of 

the 19th / beginning of the 20th century. óSainsbury brandô was introduced in 1882, in Europe 

(UK) (Sainsbury Archive website), whereas on the other side of the Atlantic, and the called 

óRed & Whiteô brand, was launched in 1908 in Buffalo, New York, by Smith Michael (S.M.) 

Flickinger starting with canned coffee. The initial purpose of this initiative was to provide 

consumers with affordable alternatives to national brands, especially during economically 

challenging periods. Their growth has followed a non-linear trajectory. However, over time, 

private labels have turned into one of the primary strategic business levers for retailers. More 

than mere appealing products (Macfadyen, 1985), private labels have also become, among other 

things, ñmeans of obtaining better terms of trade from a national brand manufacturerò 

(Narasimhan and Wilcox, 1998).  

Traditionally perceived as ñinferior quality alternatives at value pricesò (Hoch, 1996), private 

labels today enjoy a significantly improved image, largely due to retailersô efforts to upgrade 

product quality, to ñmeet consumer demands for a range of new food productsò (Burch and 

Lawrence, 2005) (including ñprepared fresh foodò, premium, organic or local products), and to 

invest in branding and communication.  

As a result, and under the pressure of inflation, price sensitivity, and changing consumer 

expectations, private labels have become key components of retailers' portfolios, particularly in 

Europe, and more precisely in France, where they are deeply entrenched in consumer habits. 

According to NielsenIQ, they accounted for over 135 billion euros in sales in 2024, making 

France one of the six most dynamic markets for private labels in Europe (Circana, 2024) with 

46% of volume market share and 35% of value market share (Dauvers and NielsenIQ, 2025; 

Appendix 1 and Appendix 2). The French FMCG sector is dominated by powerful retail groups 

such as E.Leclerc, Carrefour, and Intermarch® (ñin 2024, large-scale food retailing (2,300 

hypermarkets and 9,300 supermarkets) accounted for 63% of food purchasesò,ШLemarchand and 

Desse, 2024), even if the hypermarket model seems to be ñrunning out of steamò since a few 

years (Jara, 2009). All French FMCG retailers have developed comprehensive private label 

strategies. One of the earliest and most emblematic French private labels is Marque Rep¯re, 

launched in 1997 by E.Leclerc. It would seem logical to assert that the brand's success 

(including significant sales) can be explained by the retailer's own leadership of the French 

market (E.Leclerc 24.5% market shares, Carrefour 22.0% market share, and Groupement 
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Mousquetaires (Intermarch®) 17.0% market share, Dauvers and Kantar 2024, Appendix 3). The 

purpose of this study is to analyse more deeply the reasons that explain why private labels have 

become more successful in the recent years (higher sales and market share), and more precisely 

to study the impacts of FMCG retailersô brand equity on the evolution of their different private 

labels (positioning, categories, etc.).  

1.1 Background of the study 

The last few decades have witnessed the ñimpressive growthò of private label brands in Europe 

(Cueno et al., 2015), predominantly in the Fast-Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) industry, 

largely driven by economic conditions (Europanel 2024, Appendix 4). Within Europe, France 

plays a key role in this transition, ranking among the six markets where private labels have 

shown the most dynamism (Circana 2024).  

The common belief is that the success of private labels depends on economy ñcyclical up- 

versus downturnsò (Lamey et al., 2007), with consumers tending to purchase more store brands 

during downturns due to their lower prices. However, this mainstream opinion has been 

increasingly challenged. Firstly, in their article, Lamey et al. (2007) demonstrate that 

ñconsumers switch more extensively to store brands during bad economic times than they 

switch back to national brands in a subsequent recoveryò and that ñthe switch to private label 

brands is faster than the opposite movement to national brands after the recession endsò. 

Secondly, since 2014, Europanel data has shown that the success of private labels is not related 

to national brand price premium. 

This reappraisal leads us to ask what other key levers and criteria are driving the rise of private 

labels. Obviously, price still plays a role in customersô choice for store brands, but is now 

accompanied by other considerations such as the ñperceived valueò (MuszyŒska, 2019) or 

ñqualityò (Gielens et al., 2021) of products ï closely tied to their positioning and packaging ï, 

the promotion deployed ï including discount offers and communication campaigns ï, the 

availability and diversity of the assortment, the loyalty and trust consumers place in the 

distributor (Calvo-Porral and Levy-Mangin, 2016), etc. Retailers try to have direct control over 

all these elements: they set product prices, create private label products from formulation to 

packaging, determine the categoriesô assortments, etc., except consumer loyalty and trust, which 

they can only seek to influence rather than directly control. To do so, they rely on their loyalty 

programs, some exclusive offers, and crucially on differentiation through their private labels. It 

appears to be a reciprocal relationship between retailers and their store brands: while retailers 

benefit from the advantages of private labels (higher margins, differentiation opportunities, 
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etc.), these products have higher probabilities to be sold when the retailers have established 

strong trust relationships with their customers. How do retailers concretely strengthen their ties 

with consumers? And beyond trust, how does the brand equity of the retailer then influence and 

benefit the performance and perception of private labels? It is indeed necessary to evaluate all 

dimensions of brand equity rather than limiting the scope of the study to trust alone. Finally, do 

all retailers apply the same strategies? And internally, how does a retailer differentiate the 

strategies for its different private label brands? 

First and foremost, it is essential to fully understand all the phenomena behind the rise of private 

label brands, as this is primarily a societal issue that directly affects all consumers and that is 

reciprocally caused by consumersô evolving behaviour. The success of private labels could be 

considered a topic of interest for most people as private label brands ñare present in more than 

90% of consumer-packaged goods categoriesò (MuszyŒska, 2019). Moreover, a recent study by 

LôObservatoire E.Leclerc (2021) has reported that ñmore than 9 out of 10 French people (94%) 

buy private label products during their shopping, and more than a third (34%) do so 

systematicallyò. The direct involvement of consumers also justifies why this thesis adopts the 

consumer perspective. 

This study is also relevant from a business perspective, where the study of consumer behaviour 

is paramount. Understanding private labels trends is key for various stakeholders: retailers, 

manufacturers, and national brands. It can enable them respectively to better forecast innovation 

and adapt their product assortment and marketing mix, increase profitability, and compete more 

effectively (Hoch, 1996).  

On the one hand, retail teams are a primary audience for this study as another interest of better 

apprehending how the brand equity of retailer interacts with that of its private labels is that this 

knowledge could be combined with other FMCG trends to enhance the consumer experience 

and maximize satisfaction (e.g., plant-based or gluten free products, Dubai-style chocolate, 

etc.). Beyond innovation and product launches, such insights can also influence aisle 

organization, assortment strategies, merchandising, promotional displays and point-of-sale 

(POS) activities, etc. On the other hand, national brands can also leverage insights from this 

study that helps to better understand the competitive dynamics introduced by private labels. 

This paper can serve as a guide for national brands to fully incorporate private labels into their 

strategies (R&D, supply chain, marketing, etc.), and to strengthen their own brand equity, with 

the objective of achieving a level of 'untouchability' in the face of private label competition 

(e.g., Nutella, Coca-Cola) (ProQuoAI report). 
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Other industries ï such as health and beauty, pharmaceuticals, consumer electronics, 

entertainment, sporting goods, etc. ï can also draw on the findings of this study by adapting 

them to their own market dynamics and consumer behaviours, to better respond to the growing 

presence of private labels (Sephora, Decathlon, etc.).  

Finally, taking a step back, this research also opens new gateway for sociological inquiry. 

Consumersô demographics lie at the heart of the perceptions, judgements and feelings that we 

analyse in brand equity dimensions (Hoch, 1996). Moreover, the study of private label 

consumption and brand equity represents a rich area of interest for cultural studies too (Shannon 

and Mandhachitara, 2005; Cueno et al., 2015). 

1.2 Preliminary literature review 

This preliminary literature review summarizes the key findings on the rise of private labels, 

focusing on their relationships with retailers, the development of their brand equity dimensions, 

and consumer perceptions. 

The combination of economic downturns and the repositioning strategy of private labels, 

evolving from ñlow price/low-quality alternativesò (Cuneo et al., 2012), to more valuable, 

credible and innovative competitors to national brands (Gielens et al., 2021), has driven their 

success over the last few decades (Lamey et al., 2007).  

The first success factor of private labels remains their affordable pricing, as ñcustomers become 

cautious in spending during recessions [but] also when recessions get overò (Mandal, 2021). 

Private label brands achieve cost advantages and offer lower prices mostly through the 

elimination of intermediaries, their reduced marketing expenses and cost-effective practices 

(e.g., efficient supply chain logistics or economies of scale) (Mandal, 2021; ProQuoAI report). 

However, as discussed in the previous part, it is now widely acknowledged that price alone does 

not fully explain their enduring appeal (Europanel 2014). 

Recent research highlights the growing importance of other factors, such as perceived value 

and quality of products, packaging, product taste, merchandising, advertising, etc. (MuszyŒska, 

2019; Gielens et al. 2021; Calvo-Porral and L®vy-Mangin, 2016). These consumer-oriented 

considerations underline a shift: private labels seek to affirm their legitimacy of being 

considered as full-fledged brands. As a consequence ï and to align even more with national 

brands strategies ï, private labels must develop their own brand equity.  
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The most acknowledged definition of the concept of brand equity has been presented by David 

A. Aaker in 1991 and completed by Kevin Lane Keller in 1993. It defines óbrand equityô as the 

added value a brand brings to a product and identifies five key dimensions of brand equity: 

brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other proprietary 

brand assets.  

Specific brand equity models tailored to private labels, often adapted to varying degrees from 

Aakerôs traditional framework, have been discussed by several authors. Most of these models 

emphasize the close connection between retailers and their private label brands. Notable 

examples include the following studies: 

- Kusum and Kellerôs article (2004), ñUnderstanding Retail Branding: conceptual insights 

and research prioritiesò, includes the study of ñfive main dimensions of store image ï 

access, in-store atmosphere, price and promotion, cross-category assortment, and 

within-category assortment ïò into their complementary branding research analysis. 

- In their paper, ñDoes customer satisfaction lead to improved brand equity? An empirical 

examination of two categories of retail brandsò, Pappu and Quester (2006) explore the 

relationship between ñconsumersô satisfaction with a retailer and the retail brandò. 

- Mbaye Fall Diallo (2012) investigates the relationships between image factors, store 

brands purchase intention and perceived risk toward store brands in Brazil in a research 

intitled ñEffects of store image and store brand priceïimage on store brand purchase 

intention: Application to an emerging marketò.  

- In ñBeyond private label panache: the effect of store image and perceived price on brand 

prestigeò, Beneke and Zimmerman (2014) inspect ñthe effect of store image and 

perceived price on the consumerôs perception of private label brandsò in an emerging 

market to develop knowledge about private label prestige.  

Indeed, while private labels are expected to develop their brand equity to access higher level of 

legitimacy, they remain under the strategic control of retailers, that are the decision-makers 

when it comes to innovation, marketing mix implementation, overall brand architecture and 

shelf positioning (Geyskens et al., 2010). Once on the shelves, private label products are also 

influenced by its surrounding environment that includes for example merchandising practices, 

promotions, global assortment, and both nature and number of competitors. This strong 

interdependence explains why private labels are inherently linked to the retailer's brand image 

and strategy. Moreover, retailers exploit private labels as strategic tools for differentiation and 

customer retention challenges (Mandal, 2021). This control dynamic introduces the concept of 
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brand endorsement (Bodur et al., 2016), where the retailer acts as a guarantor of trust and 

quality, phenomenon particularly visible with ñstore-bannerò private label products (e.g., 

Carrefour S®lection or Carrefour Bio). Other interesting concepts to explore are the halo effect 

(Jara and Cliquet, 2007) and brand equity spillover effects. In both phenomena, the positive 

perception of the retailer extends to its private label products, enhancing the perception of 

quality, value, and trustworthiness. For the brand equity spillover effects, the reciprocal 

relationship is also true as the brand equity of the retailer influences that of its private labels 

and vice versa (Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003). This effect can amplify the brand familiarity, 

brand trust in the private labels and the likelihood of purchase. 

However, this relationship is not always linear or straightforward. While many private labels 

benefit from their direct association with the retailer they are sold in, thanks to a ñstore-bannerò 

branding or what Huang and Huddleston (2009) called óbrand orientationô ï ñusing branding as 

a means of identification, differentiation, and guarantee of consistency for consumersò ï, some 

private labels adopt a ñstand-aloneò branding strategy that minimizes the visual and direct links 

with the retailerôs identity. In such cases, the identification and attachment built by consumers 

may differ significantly and question the relevance of studying the brand equity of retailers to 

understand the brand equity of their private labels. Are these brands perceived as truly 

independent? Are they considered by consumers as famous national brands? How do retailers 

benefit to and from them? These questions remain underexplored. 

This leads to some research gaps or weak explorations. First, the literature tends to generalize 

findings across all private labels, despite the market studied, the industry targeted, and the 

growing heterogeneity of private labels. Second, the role of retailer typology ï reduced to two 

types in this thesis (hard discounter vs. traditional retailer) ï is often overlooked. Third, most 

studies use to focus on isolated brand equity dimensions and forget to analyse their interactions. 

Finally, the influence of consumer demographics (age, education, income, etc.) on their 

perception of private label brand equity is often underdeveloped. In response to these gaps, this 

thesis adopts the consumer perspective to analyse the multidimensional nature of private label 

brand equity, and their dynamics in different situations and with different typologies.  

1.3  Research questions 

The prior literature review offers valuable and interesting insights regarding the relationship 

between the brand equity of both retailer and private label. However, the widely acknowledged 

positive correlation between the two remains relatively broad and superficial. This research 

seeks to uncover deeper roots and underlying mechanisms that explain this relationship and to 
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study their resonance in a meta-framework. To do so, the analysis will be divided into more 

granular layers with the goal to identify specific patterns or dynamics that have not yet been 

thoroughly explored. 

Nevertheless, before getting down to the detailed analysis, it is essential to provide the most 

paramount topics of research and to reaffirm the core relationship at the heart of this study. 

Therefore, this paper formulates two main research questions ï progressively more precise ï, 

each supported by intermediary sub-queries. 

 

RQ1. What are the main reasons explaining the success of Private Labels in the 

FMCG industry in France?  

RQ1.1: Why do consumers choose to buy FMCG private label products rather than national 

branded ones? 

 

The purpose of these initial interrogations is to confirm or challenge the continued relevance of 

previously observed private label market trends in the FMCG industry. In addition, these 

preliminary questions aim to ensure the suitability of France as the study context, and finally to 

underscore the need for more in-depth analysis. 

 

RQ2. To what extent does the retailer effect drive consumer purchase intention and 

shape the brand equity of their private labels (success factors) in the FMCG industry? 

RQ2.1: How does the ótypeô of retailer impact the retailer brand equity and consequently 

the brand equity of its private labels? 

RQ2.2: In what way does retailer brand equity impact the different types of private labels? 

RQ2.3: Which FMCG categories of private label products are the most sensitive to retailer 

brand equity? 

RQ2.4: Which dimensions of the brand equity of private labels are most influenced by 

retailer brand equity? 
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This second part constitutes the core subject of the research. The objective is to gradually scan 

different points of interest that could come into play in the relationship between retailer brand 

equity and the brand equity of its private labels.  

To do so, the first sub-question starts by studying one differentiator parameter for retailer, called 

ñtype of retailerò, that corresponds here to the distinction between ñtraditional retailerò and 

ñhard discounterò. It introduces the ñretailer typologyò as a potential influential criterion. 

Then, from the second question, the focus moves to precise layers of analysis for private labels. 

The denomination ñdifferent types of private labelsò englobes two specificities of the products: 

on the one hand the price-quality positioning ï ñEconomy PL, Value PL, and Premium PLò ï 

also known as ñeconomic, standard, and premiumò, and on the other hand the branding strategy 

applied to private labels ï either ñstore-banner brandingò or ñstand alone brandingò ï.  

The third sub-query leads us to investigate a fourth distinction: the categorial distinction 

between ñhigh-involvementò and ñlow-involvementò products. Usually, FMCG products are 

considered as low-involvement products in comparison to other industries as they are associated 

to ñless complex, routine and frequently purchased productsò (Asghar et al., 2015). However, 

in this study we seek to differentiate high-involvement vs. low-involvement products or 

purchase decisions among this ñlow-involvementò sector (FMCG) with a distinction based on 

perceived risk (financial, social, or functional), personal relevance and consumer identity 

(vegetarian, lactose intolerant, etc.), information search, and brand loyalty. Some research has 

already been conducted based on this distinction, such as Montandon et al. (2017) study on the 

role of ñnutritional endorsements in consumersô food purchasing decisions, when evaluated 

across high and low involvement productsò.  

These three first sub-questions are supported by the study of concrete examples of brands or 

products among the different retailers. 

Finally, the last supporting question is built to expand the knowledge of RQ2 regarding the 

intensity of the previously established relationships.  

The various levels of analysis presented in this paper seek to address the limitations of the 

general findings put forward in most of the existing literature. While these studies offer a 

valuable overview of the FMCG industry and a broad perspective on private label brand equity, 

they often fall short when it comes to more precise or detailed analysis. The challenge is to 

develop a new model capable of capturing the specific characteristics of each private label that 
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contribute to shaping its brand equity dimensions. The ambition for this framework is to offer 

a practical tool for both private label and national brand marketing teams to compete more 

effectively ï by assessing private labels at their appropriate level of competition ï. Moreover, 

this new model may also support manufacturers in better understanding retailersô private label 

strategies, thereby helping to mitigate their bargaining power. Ultimately, the goal is to more 

accurately meet consumersô needs. 

1.4  Theoretical framework 

As previously outlined, this research aims to explore in greater depth the key elements shaping 

private label brand equity in the FMCG industry. More precisely, the objective of the thesis is 

to go beyond the established positive and vague relationship between retailersô brand image and 

the brand equity of their private labels, by uncovering the nuances of this interaction across 

different types of retailer and private label typologies.  

In the first instance, to agree on private label strategies categorization, we rely on two 

complementary frameworks: óThe Four-Tier Private Label Strategyô presented by Kumar and 

Steenkamp (2007) (Figure 1), and óThe Private Label Journeyô conceptualized by Gielens et al. 

(2021) (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 1. ñThe Four-Tier Private Label Strategyò, Kumar and Steenkamp (2007) 
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Figure 2. ñThe Private Label Journeyò, Gielens et al. (2021) 

Then, to further elaborate on the concept of óBrand Equityô, we apply two other renowned 

models: the óBrand Equity Modelô of David A. Aaker (1991) (Figure 3), and the óCustomer-

Based Brand Equity Modelô of Kevin Lane Keller (2001) (Figure 4).  

 

Figure 3. ñBrand Equity Modelò, David A. Aaker (1991) 
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Figure 4. ñCustomer-Based Brand Equity Modelò, Kevin Lane Keller (2001) 

Finally, by combining the concepts provided by these different frameworks and applying them 

to private labels, we obtain a first version of our analytical framework. It summarizes the 

purpose of the thesis and outlines all the analytical layers examined both for retailers and private 

labels (Figure 5). This framework will serve as a basis for testing the hypotheses regarding the 

relationship between retailer brand equity and that of its private labels.  

 

Figure 5. Private Label Brand Equity Framework. 

1.5  Key concepts and Definitions 

First and foremost, it is crucial to define the key concepts of the subject to clarify it.  
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Definition of the FMCG industry: 

Considered as ñone of the largest and most dynamic sectors in the global economyò (George 

and George, 2023), the Fast-Moving Consumer Good (FMCG) industry is characterized by its 

wide range of products, ñincluding food and beverages, personal care products, home items, 

and over-the-counter drugsò (Chowdhury et al. 2024). These goods usually generate low profit 

margins but large sales volume thanks to their low prices and high frequency of consumption 

(Mulyawan et al. 2022). However, these óeverydayô products (Pongiannan and Chinnasamy, 

2014) have an important impact on economies globally as they ñconstitute a large part of 

consumersô budget in all countriesò (Srinivasu, 2014) and they are considered as ñnecessitiesò 

with inelastic prices (Olutade, 2020). The FMCG industry is known for its high degree of 

competitive rivalry and high bargaining power of buyers (Porter, 1979) that constrain 

businesses to ñconsistently engage in innovation and adjust to evolving consumer tastes and 

market conditions in order to sustain their competitive advantageò (Chowdhury et al., 2024).  

France is no exception to this definition, as the French FMCG industry, dominated by a few 

major retailers (mostly retail groups) ï such as E.Leclerc, Carrefour, and Groupement 

Mousquetaires ï, accounted for 135 billion euros in 2024 (NielsenIQ, 2024). 

Definition of a retailer in the FMCG industry: 

The Cambridge Dictionary defines a retailer as "a person, shop, or business that sells goods to 

the public." In the FMCG industry, retailers play a crucial role. They mainly refer to 

supermarket chains, which are responsible for ñset[ting] consumer prices and determ[ining] the 

assortment of goods to be soldò (Bontemps et al. 2008). In the context of FMCG, ñthe studies 

apply to grocery retailers such as supermarketsò (Duncan, 2018). We make the distinction 

between traditional retailers ï mainstream supermarkets with a broad assortment of products 

including both national brands and private labels, and additional services (bakery, butcher, 

loyalty programs, etc.) ï, and hard discounters, that offer significantly lower prices thanks to a 

limited assortment of products with a majority of private label products (Lidl, Aldi, etc.) 

(Schmid et al., 2018). 

Definition of private labels in the Fast-Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) industry: 

ñPrivate labels or store brandsò (Meza and Sudhir, 2010), also known as ñown brands, house 

brandsò (Collins-Dodd and Lindely, 2003), ñPLò, ñretail brandò (G·mez and Rubio, 2008) or 

ñdistributorôs brandò designate brands owned and controlled by an organization whose 

economic priority is to focus on product distribution rather than on manufacturing (Schutte, 

1969). In other words, these terms qualify brands managed entirely by a retailer, from the selling 
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to the "price, features, marketing and third-party manufacturing" (Gomez-Arias and Bello 

Acebron, 2008). In France, Article 62 of the New Economic Regulations Act (NRE) of May 15, 

2001, states that ña product sold under a private label is one whose characteristics have been 

defined by the company or group of companies responsible for its retail sale, and which is the 

owner of the brand under which it is soldò (Berg¯s-Sennou et al., 2006). Economist Intelligence 

Unit (EIU) definition, quoted by Morris (1979) states that "own label products are defined as 

consumer products produced by, or on behalf of distributors and sold under the distributor's 

own name or trademark through the distributor's own outlet". Private labels are specific to each 

retailer and ñcannot be bought at competing retailersò (Wijmans, 2010). 

Private labels are also often defined in opposition to national brands: according to Schutte 

(1969), a national brand is ña brand that is owned and managed by and organization whose 

primary focus is productionò, called ñmanufacturersò in Frank and Boydôs definition (1965). 

Morris (1979) precises that in addition to this ownership difference, private labels and national 

brands differ in terms of marketing strategies and mixes.  

We make a distinction between private labels that bear the name of the retailers, and those that 

do not (INSEE, 2020). They are identified respectively as ñstore-banner brandingò and ñstand 

alone brandingò by Kristopher O. Keller et al. (2016). More generally, their names could be 

ñexclusive trademark, either the retailersô own name or another name that only they can sell in 

their market [é] or trademarks that brokers or buying cooperatives offerò (Hoch, 1996). 

Furthermore, it is necessary to distinguish between different types of private labels, identified 

as ñEconomy PL, Value PL, Premium PL, and Smart PLò by Gielens et al. (2021), or as ñBudget 

PL, óme-tooô PL, and High-end PLò by Berg¯s-Sennou et al. (2006). These categories are based 

mainly on differences concerning pricing strategies or the degree of substitutability with 

national brands. This concept is also developed in the Four-Tier Private Label Strategy model 

developed by Kumar and Steenkamp (2007).  

Market trends for private labels in the FMCG industry and definition of ñsuccessò: 

Changes in the competitive landscape have radically altered the FMCG sector, calling into 

question the competitive weight of private labels (Cueno et al., 2019). The increasing 

penetration, strong presence and wide variety of private labels products reflects their ñsuccess 

and impact on the marketò (Cueno et al., 2019). After being perceived as ñlow-cost/low-qualityò 

brands or national brands ñcopycatsò (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007) or óimitatorsô (Upright, 

2024), private labels are rising their legitimacy as ñalternatives to manufacturer brandsò (Cueno 

et al., 2019). According to the Private Label Manufacturers Association International Council 
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(PLMA), in 2024, ñvalue of private label sales in Europe grew to ú352 billionò (NielsenIQ). 

France was the third highest-growing market (+0.4pp vs. 2023). In volume, private labels 

represent 46% of the French market shares (Dauvers, 2025). In this context, the term ñsuccessò 

refers to increasing sales and market share, as well as enhancing brand image and reputation. 

In this thesis, consumer purchase intention is used as a proxy for private label ñsuccessò as it 

reflects the likelihood of future sales while being easier to measure. In addition to the retailersô 

higher negotiation power provided by the rise of private labels or ñhigher profit marginsò (Hoch, 

1996), these trends also show ñvisible shifts in consumer brand choice, consumption patternsò 

(Cueno et al., 2019), and consumerôs loyalty (Meza and Sudhir, 2010).  

Definition of Brand Equity: 

The previously mentioned elements relate to the concept of Brand Equity. The most famous 

conceptualization of this concept, the Brand Equity Model, was presented by David A. Aaker 

in 1991 (see 1.4. Theoretical frameworks). For David A. Aaker, brand equity consists in five 

dimensions: brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other 

proprietary brand assets. Another interesting model is the one of Kevin Lane Keller (1993): 

Customer-Based Brand Equity Model (see 1.4.). These two authors respectively define Brand 

Equity as ña set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name, and symbol, that add 

to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firmôs 

customersò (Aaker, 1991), or as ñthe differential effect that brand knowledge has on consumer 

response to brand marketingò (Keller K.L., 1993).  

The brand equity concept is inextricably linked to the consumer. Consumers, final users of a 

product or service, are ñindividuals or households that buy goods and services for personal 

consumptionò, and whose buying decisions are influenced by cultural, social, personal, and 

psychological factors, and marketing efforts (Kotler and Armstrong, 2018). 

1.6  Research methodology and Data collection plan 

This thesis aspires to offer a meta-analytical perspective on the brand equity dimensions of 

private label in the French FMCG industry and their appreciation from the consumer point of 

view. To do so, we adopt a single-method approach, focusing solely on qualitative data 

collection.  

This method perfectly aligns with our objectives, as it allows us to conduct a large-scale study 

with a broad population of diverse characteristics, aiming to accurately capture the 

heterogeneity of consumer profiles in France. 
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The core of the research indeed relies on a structured and detailed questionnaire, designed to 

cover all the research questions, and their related hypotheses, exposed previously in the 

introduction. The survey targets only adult (above 18 years-old) FMCG consumers in France, 

criteria ensured by discriminatory starting questions that help filter the relevant population. The 

questionnaire is distributed both online and in print. 

It structures into four main parts.  

Two general parts are designed to build consumersô profiles. On the one hand, to properly 

introduce the subject of the survey and engage respondents, the starting questions of the 

questionnaireôs first part focus on consumersô grocery habits. On the other hand, at the end of 

the survey, another short part contains traditional demographic questions. In between three other 

thematics allow to address the research questions: one is mainly dedicated to retailers, the 

following one is devoted to private labels, and the last one centres on respondentsô ñempiricalò 

purchase intentions.  

The first section has a double aim: to understand consumersô purchasing habits and behaviour 

with screening questions including shopping frequency, frequented and preferred stores, etc., 

and to measure the perceived brand equity of the selected retailers.  

The second section tests the knowledge of respondents regarding private labels before exploring 

the general reasons behind their success, with a focus on consumer motivations and willingness 

to choose private label products over national brands (purchase intention). This part addresses 

the "type of retailerò and ñproduct involvement levelò issues. 

The third section deepens the previous questions by developing a detailed evaluation of private 

label brand equity. First, it inspects the other typologies that remain unaddressed (price-quality 

positioning and branding strategies). Then it illustrates concrete ñselection situationsò with 

questions containing images of common private label products to gather specific insights about 

consumersô ñrealò choice and confront them with their previous answers.  

Finally, the last section collects socio-demographic information about the respondents (age, 

gender, income, socio-economic status (SES), etc.).  

Two precisions to highlight are, first, that Likert scales (from 1 to 7) are used throughout the 

survey to accurately measure consumer perceptions; and second, that several photos of 

products, carefully and strategically selected (see 3.3 Questionnaire design), are displayed all 

along the questionnaire. 
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1.7  Delimitations 

Determining the factors behind the success of private labels requires examining multiple 

parameters and taking various contextual elements into account. This study focuses on a 

specific context in order to obtain the most relevant and accurate insights possible regarding 

the different types of private labels and their brand equity dimensions.  

Firstly, the study is geographically delimited to France, and more precisely to the French FMCG 

industry. Indeed, although private labels are increasingly developing across diversified sectors 

and within specialized retailers ï such as Health & Beauty and Pharmaceuticals (ñWal-Mart, 

Sephora and Watsonsò, Li et al., 2022) ï, they remain largely dominant in the FMCG industry. 

Driven by inflation, the dynamic French FMCG market particularly suits our study: it faced a 

significant increase of +8.8% of FMCG products sales between 2022 and 2023 (NielsenIQ, 

2024) and it is one of the six most dynamic markets for private labels in Europe (Circana, 2024).  

To properly study the French FMCG sector, it is essential to understand the main players of the 

retail landscape. This study emphasizes mostly on the two leading supermarket and 

hypermarket chains in France ï E.Leclerc and Carrefour ï based on the assumption that, 

together representing more than 46.5% of the market share (Dauvers and Kantar, 2025), they 

provide a representative overview of the entire market.  

A specific consideration is given to hard-discount retailers such as Lidl, Aldi, and Netto, due to 

their distinct strategy. Indeed, as noted by Schmid et al. (2018), usually, ñthe product range of 

a hard discounter covers some 1500 items ï and almost all of these are store brandsò, making 

the study of private labels in comparison to national brands more difficult. However, given their 

growing presence in the French retail landscape ï with 3,510 hard-discount food superstores in 

2024 (Statista 2025) ï it is key to integrate this type of retailer in the analysis. That is why Lidl, 

leader of the hard-discount in France (7.6% market share, Dauvers and Kantar, 2025), is also 

included in the study.  

For both the two traditional retailers and the hard discounter, the study of private label is limited 

only to food products, non-food categories are not included. As a matter of fact, private labels 

dominate the food products market (ñon the food retailing industry [é] private labels are the 

dominant ñbrandò in about 20 percent of the more than 350 products categories that 

supermarkets carryò, Hoch, 1996). Within the food product segment, some categories will 

receive more attention to better analyse private label different positioning and their degree of 

involvement in consumer decision-making.  
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Finally, the brand equity concept also bears delimitations. This thesis seeks to investigate brand 

equity dimensions presented in David A. Aakerôs model (1991) ï brand loyalty, brand 

awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other proprietary brand assets ï in 

resonance to Kellerôs consumer-based brand equity ï brand salience, brand meaning (brand 

performance and imagery), brand response (consumerôs judgements and feelings), and brand 

resonance ï. However, these last dimensions are not addressed directly. Other concepts such as 

brand personality or brand heritage, which are less applicable to private labels, are also not 

included in this study. Furthermore, as the focus is solely on the consumerôs perspective, 

financial metrics and considerations of other potential stakeholders in brand equity are outside 

the scope of this research. 

1.8  Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is structured around five main chapters, which can be roughly divided into two main 

parts: a theoretical section followed by an empirical section. The first part, composed of the 

introduction and chapter 2, provides the contextual and conceptual foundations of the study. 

While the second part, also made of three chapters ï from chapter 3 to chapter 5 ï, focuses on 

the empirical research conducted and the experimental results obtained to address the research 

questions of the thesis. 

Firstly, the introduction sets the basis for the whole thesis. It starts with the presentation of the 

background of the study, emphasizing on its incremental managerial and theoretical 

contributions. Then it lays out the key research questions and the supporting theoretical 

frameworks, both built upon a comprehensive literature review. It also defines the key concepts 

applied throughout the paper as well as the research methods used and outlines the scope and 

limitations of the research. 

The second chapter, also called literature review, sets up the theoretical background needed to 

conduct our research. It is divided into two main subjects.  

The first part is centred around the study of private labels. It outlines their historical evolution, 

explains their current place in the FMCG industry and their strategic role in retailersô 

assortment. This chapter also explores more deeply the different types of private labels based 

on their priceïquality positioning (from ñEconomy PLò to ñPremium PLò), their branding 

strategies (e.g., ñstore-banner brandingò vs. ñstand-alone brandingò), and the product categories 

they belong to (e.g., ñlow-involvementò vs. ñhigh-involvementò goods) by studying concrete 

case studies. 
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The second part focuses on the concept of brand equity. It reviews major theoretical models, 

especially those developed by Aaker and Keller, and discusses how these can be applied to the 

specific context of retail and private labels. It also examines the influence of retailer brand 

equity on that of its private labels, and its reciprocal. Finally, it tries to clarify the exact meaning 

and importance of each dimension of brand equity for private labels and to enrich the classic 

brand equity model with tailored concepts for private labels. 

This rich content provides a foundation for developing hypotheses. 

Chapter 3 marks the beginning of the empirical section of the study. It outlines the research 

methodology used to test the hypotheses and explore the relationship between the brand equity 

of retailers and that of their private labels. The chapter is divided into five sub-parts 

corresponding to the description of the research context, the data collection approaches, details 

on the design of the questionnaire, an analysis of the reliability and validity of the empirical 

data, and finally, the data analysis methodology. 

The following chapter presents the findings of the empirical study, organized around the 

dimensions introduced in the óPrivate Label Brand Equity Frameworkô. This chapter aims to 

highlight the key insights derived from multiple data analysis methods and tools ï including 

descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, regression analysis, etc. ï. 

Finally, as the last chapter, chapter 5 brings together the discussion and conclusion. It interprets 

the findings in light of the initial research questions, discusses their theoretical, more practical 

and managerial implications, and reflects on the studyôs limitations. It also suggests ideas for 

future research in this field. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter, structured into three subsections, aims to build an exhaustive review of the key 

concepts relevant to this study. By analysing the evolution and strategic role of private labels, 

exploring the concept of brand equity, and examining its application within the retail context, 

we will be able to identify the distinctive factors that drive the brand equity of private labels 

and may shape the future of marketing in the FMCG industry. 

2.1  Private labels 

This section offers a comprehensive overview of the private labels and their growth trajectories, 

with the aim of better understanding their strategic role in the FMCG industry, where they are 

steadily gaining market share from national brands. 

2.1.1 Definitions 

The term ñprivate labelò is a generic designation that encompasses a broad category of brands 

and products, with a variety of specificities. To thoroughly understand the various dimensions 

inherent in the concept of private label, it is essential to explore the subtle nuances of the 

definitions attributed to this notion. To do so, we will confront definitions from different 

sources: public and private organizations, retailers themselves, several authors, and finally 

consumers. 

As a starting point, letôs consider institutional and organizational definitions. One of the first 

definitions to be studied comes from a key authority in the field, the Private Label 

Manufacturers Association (PLMA), described as ña non-profit trade association founded in 

1979 to promote private labelsò (PLMA International Council website). The PLMA defines 

private labels ï also referred to as óstore brandsô ï as ñthe products that carry the retailerôs name 

or private brands. [é] They often carry the chainôs own proper name, or a variety of brand 

names created exclusively by the retailer for its storesò (PLMA website).  

However, even if this institution includes European actors, it is primarily focused on the US 

market. In France, the French Federation of Commerce and Distribution (FDC ï F®d®ration du 

commerce et de la distribution), a professional association and lobbying body representing the 

interests of major French retailers, provides another definition of private labels, stating that ña 

private label (PL) is a brand owned by the retailer, with the manufacturer most often being an 

industrial subcontractorò (FDC, 2024). This definition has notably been cited by the French 

Ministry of Health (sante.gouv, 2008).  
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For its part, the French Ministry of the Economy, Finance and Industrial and Digital Sovereignty 

refers to the legal definition of a private label brand, as set out in Article R. 412-47 of the 

Consumer Code: ña product sold under a private label is considered to be a product whose 

characteristics have been defined by the undertaking or group of undertakings responsible for 

its retail sale and which is the owner of the brand under which it is soldò (CEPC, 2019). In the 

same field of study, the National Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE) offers 

another variation, providing a definition based on the synonymous term óown brandô: ñan own 

brand is a brand which is exclusive to a network and distributed by the ensign(s) of the network. 

Own brands are also known as "private brands" and do not necessarily bear the name of the 

distributor who sells them. They may also be "ensign brands" when the products bear the name 

of the ensignò (INSEE, 2020).  

It is also interesting to turn to the retailers themselves to explore their own definitions, 

terminologies, and perspectives on private labels. For example, the French retail chain Syst¯me 

U affirms that ñprivate label products include all products sold under a distributor's brand name. 

This brand may be the name of the distributor itself, or a name created exclusively for a 

particular range of productsò (U Blog, 2022).  

Nevertheless, most of the time, retailers simply refer to private labels as 'their' brands rather 

than clearly defining the term, and they often appear to withhold details about how these 

products are manufactured or promoted.  

More generally, the academic literature abounds with multiple definitions of óprivate labelsô and 

at least as many synonyms. As previously mentioned in 1.5 Key concepts and Definitions, the 

term óprivate labelsô has a lot of substitutes among which we find the following designations: 

ñstore brandsò (Meza and Sudhir, 2010), ñown brandsò or ñretailer-owned private label brandsò 

(Bodur et al., 2016), ñhouse brandsò (Collins-Dodd and Lindely, 2003), ñretail brandsò (G·mez 

and Rubio, 2008), ñdistributorôs brandsò (Schutte, 1969), ñhome brandsò (Kouchih and 

Benkirane, 2022), etc. 

In their article, Pr. Kouchih and Benkirane (2022) perfectly convey this observation, by 

simultaneously deploring the lack of consensus around a common definition (ñthe private label 

has never been unanimously definedò) and explaining the reasons behind these divergences. 

According to them, understanding this phenomenon requires considering several factors: the 

type of product, the motivations behind the development of private labels, consumers' 

purchasing power, the category of private label, and various cultural perceptions. They also 
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point out that, for example, in French literature, private labels are most commonly referred to 

as ñmarques distributeurò, ñmarques de distributeurò, or ñMDDò. 

Finally, this profusion of definitions may create confusion or uncertainty for consumers. An 

analysis of consumer-generated content on social media (Facebook, X, etc.), blogs, and online 

discussions (e.g. Reddit) ï collected via the social listening platform Brandwatch ï helps reveal 

valuable insights about how consumers themselves define and relate to private label brands. 

Among consumer comments, for example, one can read that ñprivate label products are 

produced by big-name food manufacturers specifically for the retailer that owns the private 

label brand. It is not retailers producing knock-off versions of that product on their ownò 

(Reddit, 2023). Conversely, another user states that ñprivate labelling is designing and 

manufacturing your own productò (Reddit, 2021).  

In parallel, various studies, interviews, and focus groups have also yield interesting findings 

and consumer verbatims regarding retailers and their private labels: ñthey take a little 

inspiration from the big brands to create their products at slightly more affordable pricesò; ñin 

terms of performance, prices and communication, [PL] are generally good products, as they 

enhance the brand's reputationò; ñwe go to Carrefour and Super U because private label 

products offer good value for money"; ñthe chains have done a great deal of work to explain 

that private labels are similar to the major brands, and I think that the public has bought into 

this and many people consume them as a resultò (Belaid et al., 2015). 

Moreover, it is essential to understand that these definitions are shaped not only by the diversity 

of actors involved ï institutions, retailers, scholars, and consumers ï, but also by cultural 

differences, as noted by Pr. Kouchih and Benkirane (2022) and Jara (2009), the historical 

development of private labels, and the specific characteristics of each industry in which private 

labels are present (retail, pharmaceuticals, fashion, etc.).   

Historically, the origins of private labels date back to the 19th century, with Sainsbury chain in 

Great Britain (Kouchih and Benkirane, 2022). Founded in 1869, the company launched its first 

own-brand products ï bacon and ham ï sold as óSainsbury brandô in 1882 (Sainsbury Archive 

website). These early examples are considered among the forerunners of the modern private 

labels we know today. 

However, despite these common roots, the history of private labels has taken different paths 

depending mainly on the country and the retailersô strategies. For instance, in the United States 

the private labels have been largely popularized thorough major retailers such as A&P (Great 
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Atlantic & Pacific Tea Company), The Kroger Co. or Wal-Mart, where they have traditionally 

been associated with low-cost and low-quality alternatives (Capell, 2008).  

In Europe, according to Pr. Kouchih and Benkirane (2022), ñthe pioneers of premium private 

labels [é] are British: Marks & Spencer, Sainsbury's and Tescoò. In contrast to the United 

States, in the United Kingdom, private labels are often associated with higher quality and tend 

to be perceived as more premium by consumers. The same strategy was adopted also in other 

European countries, such as Switzerland (Bajpai, 2016). In France, some key brands have 

significantly shaped the market. The first private label brand was introduced by Casino in 1901 

(Kouchih and Benkirane, 2022). Later, in 1976, the Carrefour group launched its first private 

label line, óProduits Libres', positioned as an alternative to national brands. Another landmark 

in the development of private labels was the launch of the brand óReflets de Franceô by 

Carrefour, in 1996. This óterroir-basedô brand represented a milestone in the French market, 

reflecting a renewed approach to private labels as premium-positioned offerings (Beylier et al., 

2012). In parallel, another major player in the French retail landscape, Leclerc, launched its 

own umbrella private label ï óMarque Rep¯reô ï in 1997 (T®l®gramme, 1997). The early 2000s 

saw the gradual emergence of ñfirst priceò or ñhard discountò brands, including óEco+ô, 

óPouceô, óTop budgetô, etc. (Kouchih and Benkirane, 2022).  

Besides these differences in their historical paths, private label brands are defined differently 

depending on the specific industries they belong to, ñincluding food, grocery, CPG, FMCG, 

apparel, drug, durable, fashion, health, retail, non-durable, agriculture, and convenience goodsò, 

(Wu et al., 2021), and the type of product involved, a phenomenon accurately conveyed by 

Bockholdt et al. (2020) who note that ñnowadays private labels are ubiquitous in many 

industriesò. However, the FMCG retail industry remains the most prominent and studied 

context for private labels, due to the high frequency of purchase, wide range of product 

categories, and the intense price-based competition typical of grocery retailing (Dobson and 

Chakraborty, 2015). 

Nevertheless, despite the multiplicity of terms and definitions, a few fundamental 

characteristics consistently stand out. First and foremost, it is worth noting that all definitions 

characterize the so-called 'private label brand' by its intrinsic affiliation with the retailer. 

Secondly, the strategic processes behind private label development must be clearly questioned 

and allocated to the respective actors involved (design, manufacturing, selling, etc.). Lastly, 

private labels are created to serve strategic purposes ï whether to differentiate, compete on 

price, or build customer loyalty, as evoked in section 2.1.2 Strategic role. 
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To develop a complete definition of private labels we therefore need to summarize the 

fundamental ideas highlighted above. In this thesis, private labels will be defined by a 

combination of definitions, as follows: private labels ñare consumer products that [on the one 

hand] are distributed exclusively by a retailer and carry the retailerôs name or a brand name 

created by a retailer (Bodur et al., 2016), [and, on the other hand, are also] created, controlled 

and marketed by a specific retail chainò (Beneke and Zimmerman, 2014). 

2.1.2 Strategic roles 

In the contemporary FMCG landscape, private labels have evolved beyond their misrepresented 

image as poor-quality and mere low-cost alternatives to national brands and have become an 

essential, multifaceted element of retailersô overall strategies (Bajpai, 2016), while also serving 

consumersô interests.  

They now fulfil multiple strategic purposes both for retailers and consumers, including 

improving retailer margins, supporting competitive differentiation, reinforcing retailer 

positioning, strengthening customer loyalty and retention, offering leverage in negotiations with 

national suppliers, addressing household purchasing power issues, and expanding access to a 

broad assortment of products (FDC, 2024). Increasingly, private labels also constitute a central 

pillar in retailersô long-term growth strategies, especially in a context of heightened 

competition, store closures (e.g. Casino), inflationary pressures, and evolving consumer 

expectations. 

Firstly, this section explores the strategic roles of private labels from the perspective of retailers. 

One of the most immediate and tangible aspects to consider from this point of view is the major 

advantage private labels offer in generating higher profit margins for retailers compared to 

national brands (Mandal, 2021). Indeed, by cutting intermediaries and dealing directly with 

manufacturers ï or even managing their own production ï, retailers can reduce both their 

production and marketing costs. This cost efficiency then enables them to offer private label 

products at lower prices while maintaining better margins. Concretely, Ohlson (2019) precises 

that on average, óme-tooô and ómedium qualityô private labels are priced approximatively 

between 5 to 20% below national brands. This margin optimization is especially valuable during 

periods of economic downturn or inflation, aligning with consumer demand for affordable 

products (Lamey et al., 2007). Moreover, the profits earned can also be reinvested in research 

and development (innovation), sustainability initiatives, or marketing campaigns ï an 

increasingly common practice among retailers.  
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A second strategic objective for retailers is to leverage private labels to ñcreate differentiation 

and add value for customersò (Mandal, 2021). In an era where price competitivity is no longer 

sufficient to ensure consumer loyalty, many retailers invest in private labels to build a unique 

value proposition. Not only do private labels, from a ópracticalô standpoint, represent a 

complementary or alternative offering within some retailersô assortments (Ministry of the 

Economy, Finance and Industrial and Digital Sovereignty, 2020), but they also serve to 

strengthen the retailersô brand image and set it apart from competitors through ñexclusive store 

brandsò (Mandal, 2021) ï via innovative formulations, premium packaging, sustainable 

sourcing and organic ingredients, etc. This differentiation strategy is particularly evident in the 

emergence of premium private label tiers (Geyskens et al., 2018), marketed as óorganicô, ólocalô, 

ógourmetô, or óhealth-orientedô ranges (e.g. óCarrefour S®lectionô, óCarrefour BIOô, óMonoprix 

Gourmetô, etc.). As G·rska-Warsewicz et al. (2018) observe, such private labels are 

increasingly seen ñas a tool to gain a competitive advantage for retailersò. 

By serving as a pillar of retail differentiation, private labels have consequently become a 

foundation for building store loyalty (Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003).  

The literature has extensively explored this ñdirect relationship between private label share and 

store loyaltyò (Koschate-Fisher et al., 2014). As exclusive brands ï either store-banner or stand-

alone (see 2.1.3 Typologies of private labels) ï they enhance the uniqueness of their retailer and 

progressively become ñdestination productsò i.e., items that customers actively seek out and for 

which they are willing to return to a specific retailer to purchase. This shift is partly due to 

improvements in quality, marketing, and branding, but also to the emotional connection, trust, 

and familiarity retailers strive to foster between consumers and their affordable yet high-quality 

products, as they are key levers for customer long-term loyalty and repurchase intention (Calvo 

Porral and Levy-Mangin, 2016).  

However, Coelho do Vale et al. (2016) mitigate these findings, arguing that the influence of 

private labels on customer loyalty seems not to be equally significant across all types of 

retailers, but only for those positioned as ñmedium-cost or premiumò. 

In line with this, private labels also serve as a showcase for the retailersô brand image and market 

positioning. Since they are ñretailer-specific and cannot be purchased elsewhere, [they are] 

likely to affect loyalty towards the retailing chain itselfò (Coelho do Vale et al., 2016), making 

the alignment between private label image and store image a ñfundamental requirementò for 

success.  
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For example, Lidlôs brand image sustains on ñthe low price of food and grocery items and 50% 

discount on consistent grocery shoppingò (Ahmed, 2021; LIDL website), and it uses its private 

label products to reinforce its positioning as a price leader. Conversely, Monoprix emphasizes 

ñconfidence, excellence and audacityò (MONOPRIX website, 2025) using its private labels to 

promote a more urban, health-conscious, and trend-driven lifestyle. 

Nevertheless, even if private labels reflect the image and strategy of their retailer, it remains 

essential to carry an ñoptimal mix of store and national brands [in] each category [é] to best 

meet the needs of all shoppersò (Ngobo, 2011). 

Moreover, another dimension involving national brands is the additional bargaining power that 

private labels provide to retailers, especially in the context of commercial negotiations (Meza 

and Sudhir, 2010). This enhanced ñnegotiation power with national brand manufacturersò 

(Koschate-Fisher et al., 2014), stems from the ability of private labels to ñmimicò national 

brands through a combination of imitative and unique products (Wijmans, 2010). However, this 

bargaining power does not affect all national brands equally, with category-leading national 

brands being less impacted.  

Finally, all these strategic characteristics of private labels make them key drivers of retailersô 

long-term growth dynamics. In France, major retail actors clearly highlight their willingness to 

capitalize on their private labels for their expansion strategies.  

Intermarch® and Carrefour share similar ambitions, with the objectives of respectively 

achieving in 2026 a 40% market share for its private label products (representing an additional 

two billion euros in revenue), compared to 35.3% in 2024 for Intermarch® (Groupement 

Mousquetaires website, 2024), and a 40% of food revenue, up from 33% in 2022 for Carrefour 

(Plan strat®gique Carrefour 2026 FR, 2022). 

Steenkamp and Geyskens (2014) highlight that the integration of private labels has become a 

core component of global retail strategies, combining ñglobal integration, local adaptation, and 

worldwide learningò. In other words, the development of private labels must be now as 

strategically embedded in retailersô planning as other key areas, including innovation, 

digitalization, sustainability, broader societal challenges, etc. 

From the consumerôs perspective, private labels also offer two main advantages (Koschate-

Fischer et al., 2014). The first one is related to the lower prices private labels offer, that can 

enable consumers to overcome purchasing power constrains due to the current inflationist 

context (FDC, 2024). The second, and complementary advantage of private labels lies in the 

growing quality and diversity of private label offerings. Retailers are strategically investing in 
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the development of premium, organic, regional, or innovative lines, to conveniently compete 

with national brands equivalents. 

Lastly, from the point of view of national brand manufacturers, the development of private 

labels can also present strategic opportunities. Indeed, some manufacturers choose to supply 

private label products to retailers, which allows them to secure new revenue streams and better 

amortize their production capacities. Dunne and Narasimhan (1999) refer to this as a form of 

ñeconomic protectionò, as supplying private label products can serve as a financial buffer: it 

enables manufacturers to offset cost pressures or limit consumer switching to competing 

national brands when raising their own prices ï redirecting customers toward private labels in 

the event of a switch. In addition, by collaborating with retailers through private label 

production, manufacturers can slightly rebalance the commercial relationship, retailersô 

bargaining power, as well as the dependency that typically favours the retailer (Steenkamp and 

Geyskens, 2014). It also can provide access to valuable consumer insights and data which can 

be leveraged to further develop their business. 

2.1.3 Typologies of private labels 

However, before becoming a strategic tool serving retailers, national brands and consumers, 

private labels have gone through a complete and profound transformation to align with 

changing consumers preferences, industry trends, and market dynamics.  

Initially introduced as ñgeneric, cheap, low-quality economy or budget private labelsò, they 

shifted toward the improved image of ñlower-priced-than-national brand but acceptable-quality 

value or standard private labelsò (Gielens et al., 2021). Progressively, they continued to evolve 

ñinto products with a quality comparable to, or even exceeding, that of national brandsò, 

(Geyskens I. et al., 2018) now recognized as premium private labels.  

Historically, the literature distinguishes between three to five different stages in the 

development of private labels, based on their positioning, forming the basis of a widely used 

typology. This first lens is crucial for understanding the strategic reasoning surrounding private 

labels. Nevertheless, it must be complemented by additional typologies ï based on branding 

strategies and product category characteristics ï to fully capture the complexity and diversity 

of private label strategies in todayôs FMCG landscape. 

To start with, the typology of private labels positioning should be viewed from a temporal 

perspective, where the successive stages of development are commonly referred to as 

ñgenerationsò of private labels. Laaksonen and Reynolds (1994) are among the first authors to 

propose a framework that outlines four gradual generations of private labels ï four different 
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tiers ï, ñwith each tier indicating a higher quality product than the lastò (Duncan, 2018) (Figure 

6).   

 

Figure 6. ñEvolution of own brandsò, Laaksonen and Reynolds (1994) 
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This framework has been adopted and built upon by numerous scholars. Ohlson (2019) 

summarizes its key elements, describing the quality, the function, and the approximate price of 

each generation of private labels highlighted by Laakson and Reynolds. Before him, Ailawadi 

and Keller (2004) have already confirmed the legitimacy of this temporal model, adding that 

such a ñprivate label portfolio strategy allows the retailer to cover a range of price-quality tiersò. 

This four-tier framework has laid the foundation for a broader reflection on private labels 

typologies. Building on this initial model, Uncles (1997) declines a five-tiers analysis (Figure 

7), whereas Huang and Huddleston (2009) propose a three-tier model (Figure 8). 

 

Figure 7. ñStages of private label developmentò, Wileman and Jary (1997) 

 

Figure 8. ñPositioning of retailer own-brandsò, Huang and Huddleston (2009) 
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In 2010, Geyskens et al. introduced another similar scheme (Figure 9), reinforcing the 

prevalence of three-tiered models in private label research, following ña ógood, better, bestô 

approachò (Geyskens et al., 2018). One decade later, Gielens et al. (2021) completed this 

framework, adding a fourth supplementary dimension ï the ñSmart PLò ï to the three others, 

thus updating and reinterpreting the original four-tiered model of Laaksonen and Reynolds 

(Figure 2, see 1.4 Theoretical framework).  

 

Figure 9. ñPositioning of choice set along quality-tier and brand-type dimensionsò, Geyskens 

et al. (2010) 

Even if the frameworks have evolved multiple times, the conceptualized stages of private labels 

share numerous similarities among the models, allowing to formulate common definitions for 

six main ñgroupsò of private labels.  

The first definition to tackle regards ógenericsô or ógeneric productsô, initially described as the 

first generation of private labels by Laaksonen and Reynolds, there are now distinguished from 

them (ñPrivate labels or store brands are different from genericsò (Mandal, 2021). They are 

characterized by undifferentiated basic products ï ñsuch as canned peaches, salt, sugar, paper 

towels, or spaghettiò ï, unbranded, and sold at a low price (Czeczotko et al., 2020; Mandal, 

2021). Generics served only an economic purpose for retailers.  

The second definition, corresponding to the second generation of private labels for Laaksonen 

and Reynolds, and the first generation for Gielens et al., concerns óeconomy PLsô. This category 

of private label regroups products with ñslightly better qualityò than generics (Czeczotko et al., 

2020), ñoffered in categories that are highly commoditized with little quality differentiationò, 

under the name of a retail chain, with the aim ñto serve as lower-priced, lower-but acceptable-

quality alternatives to national brandsò (Gielens et al., 2021). 
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Then, following a logical order, it is necessary to define óstandard PLsô (Geyskens et al., 2010), 

also referred to as óvalue PLô (Gielens et al., 2021), óclassic PLô (FDC), óme-tooô (Kouchih and 

Benkirane, 2022), or ómimic brandsô (Huang and Huddleston, 2009). These óstandard PLsô 

ñtend to imitate mainstream quality manufacturer brands and are positioned as mid-quality 

alternativesò (Geyskens et al., 2018), always at a lower price than national brands, which can 

be summarizes as ñprivate labels for products of medium quality and priceò (Assarzadegan et 

al., 2020).  

Fourthly, another important definition is the one of ópremium PLsô. These private labels are 

ñpositioned in higher priceïquality segmentsò (Czeczotko et al., 2020), ñat the top end of the 

marketò, delivering higher quality than standard PLs, and equalling or even exceeding 

premium-quality national brands in terms of quality and price thanks to unique features (Gielens 

et al., 2021; Ter Braak et al., 2013). They serve both as a differentiation tool for retailers and as 

direct competitors to national brands by recruiting new consumers. 

To complete this overview, Gielens et al. (2021) define another category, the ósmart PLsô. Not 

exactly premium PLs, ósmart PLsô represent the future of private labels. They are evolving 

brands and products driven by ñfour types of factors: (i) Consumer, (ii) Competition, (iii) 

Technology, and (iv) Data driversò. The objective of these private labels is to fit or even 

anticipate and define future consumersô needs and market trends.  

Finally, the óthematic PLsô (FDC) are the last type of private label to be defined. At the 

intersection between standard, premium, and smart PLs, they include all private label ranges 

created to answer a specific need or fill-in a niche market. They encompass in particular 

ósustainable PLô (Czeczotko et al., 2020), óorganic PLsô (G·rska-Warsewicz et al., 2018), and 

óregional PLsô (Beylier et al., 2012). 

These different types of private label contribute to enriching retailersô assortments, but their 

introduction can also result in unintended effects such as cannibalization or reduction in store 

loyalty, as respectively analysed by Geyskens et al. (2010), and Ngobo (2011).  

Indeed, Geyskens et al. (2010) have found that ñeconomy PLs cannibalize standard PLs; 

likewise, premium PLs cannibalize economy and standard PLs.ò. They explain these findings 

using well-established consumer behaviour theories, including the ócompromise effectô, the 

ósimilarity effectô, or the óattraction effect'.  

For his part, Paul-Valentin Ngobo (2011) points out that the share of private label SKUs in a 

storeôs product assortment, as well as their branding, could impact store loyalty, either positively 

or negatively. He explains that while consumers generally value a certain level of private label 
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variety, exceeding a certain threshold point can conversely produce the contrary effect: ñeach 

additional increase in the private label share above the market average decreases their loyalty 

to the focal store as it restricts the NB buyersô choiceò.  

That is why, beyond this first positioning typology, two complementary typologies emerge: one 

based on branding strategies, and another based on product categories.  

Firstly, Wu et al. (2021) explain that retailers can chose between two opposite branding 

strategies when naming their private label products: they ñcan [either] opt for store-banner 

(umbrella) branding to reveal the ownership, or use stand-alone branding to avoid the explicit 

link between PL and retail bannerò. Then, more precisely, Keller et al. (2016) specify that, in 

practice, retailers can apply a store-banner branding to their private labels either ñby using their 

store-banner name in the name of the PL and/or by clearly displaying their logo on the 

packagingò.  

This distinction between store-banner and stand-alone branding is essential to understand. On 

one hand brand names are meant to help consumers more easily perceive differences among 

various brands within a product category, and by extension among various private label brands 

(Geyskens et al., 2018). On the other hand, brands also play a guiding role in consumer decision 

making. Ailawadi and Keller (2004) frame branding strategy as an all-or-nothing decision, with 

on one side the possibility of strengthening awareness and recall of the retail brand in case of 

applying store-banner branding among ñproducts belonging to a wide array of categories across 

the storeò, and on the other side, the risk of diluting retailersô credibility and casting doubt on 

the perceived quality and consistency of products across ñso many different product 

categoriesò. There is a trade-off between reinforcing the retailer brand image and potentially 

dissolving it with its own private labels. Branding decisions must therefore be made 

strategically and with careful consideration, as further detailed by Geyskens et al. (2018) and 

Keller et al. (2016).  

In both of their articles, they highlight multiple criteria to consider ï related directly to the 

products or rather to the business environment ï when arbitrating between store-banner or 

stand-alone branding. They are summarized in a framework conceptualized by Keller et al. 

(2016) (Figure 10).  

Keller et al. (2016) base their analysis on a contextual approach, divided into two main 

dimensions: retailer characteristics and market characteristics. To illustrate their findings, they 

draw specific conclusions within each dimension, using the branding choices of economy and 

premium private labels tiers as a reference point.  
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Figure 10. ñConceptual Frameworkò, Keller et al. (2016) 

They explain that ñretailersô propensity to use store-banner branding on their premium tier is 

higher when retailers [focus on image rather than price, when they] have a higher brand equity, 

and when they have used store-banner branding before (on their standard PL tier as well as in 

other markets)ò. Market and cultural factors, such as low market concentration, high uncertainty 

avoidance and rule of law, and low power distance, also enhance ñthe attractiveness of using 

store-banner branding on the premium tierò. For example, the French retailer Carrefour uses 

store-banner brands for most of its private labels (Carrefour Classicô, Carrefour Extra, 

Carrefour Sensation, Carrefour BIO, Carrefour S®lection, etc.). Conversely, Leclerc prefers 

using stand-alone brands like Eco+, Marque Rep¯re or Nos regions ont du talent.  

Conversely, the bigger the hard-discounter share in a country, the stronger the retailersô 

likelihood to apply store-banner branding for their economy private labels, as a differentiation 

tool for protecting the bottom of the market against hard discounters.  

Geyskens et al. (2018) reach similar conclusions to those of Keller et al., while adding some 

more considerations regarding standard and economy PLs (Figure 11).  

According to them, there is no typical branding for standard private labels. However, they 

suggest that store-banner branding could be beneficial to standard PLs due to positive spillover 

effects: ñconsumers feel less uncertain about the quality of an unknown PL product if they are 

familiar with its brand nameò.  

For economy private labels, Geyskens et al. recommend retailers to opt for a stand-alone 

branding strategy to ñavoid unnecessary risksò. This advice aligns with the usual reluctance of 
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retailers to associate their store-banner name with perceived low-quality products, largely due 

to fears that this negative perception might harm overall customer satisfaction and erode 

shopper trust in the retailer. 

 

Figure 11. ñDecision tree for PL-branding decisionò, Geyskens et al. (2018) 

In addition to the previously discussed factors influencing the strategic naming of private labels, 

branding strategy must be considered more broadly, encompassing the entire visual identity of 

the private label (packaging, colours, logos, etc).  

While Sarkar et al. (2015) argue that, in their study, naming strategies do not have a ñsignificant 

impact on perceived quality and purchase intention of private label brandsò, they show that the 

combined effect of both packaging and naming strategies can positively influence the perceived 

quality of these products. Concretely, the authors demonstrate that ñwhen similar packaging 

and unknown brand (stand-alone brand) are judged togetherò, the perceived quality of the 

private label brand is higher than when considering either a dissimilar packaging or a store-

banner brand. This finding has direct implications on retailersô branding strategy, depending on 

their objective, whether to gain market share, compete directly with national brands, or target a 

particular consumer segment, etc. It also suggests that the choice of the stand-alone brand name 
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itself, especially its potential resemblance to national brand names, can significantly affect both 

purchase intentions and perceived quality.  

Lastly, Nenycz-Thieland and Romaniuk (2015) enrich this strategic perspective by noting that, 

in some specific situations, store-banner private label brands can generate positive cross-

category purchasing effects. This occurs only when the store-banner brand is applied to 

products within similar or closely related categories (soft drinks and chocolate for example).  

All these elements support the importance of considering a typology of private labels based on 

branding strategies.  

Finally, the complementary insight of Nenycz-Thiel and Romaniuk justifies the need of 

integrating a final typology of private labels into this literature review ï dedicated to product 

categories ï, to fully capture all the dimensions of these specific brands.  

Indeed, within the assortment of a retailer, private labels are not equally developed, positioned 

and branded among the different categories of products, mainly discriminated based on the 

categories of ñhighò or ñlow-involvementò for consumers. Cambridge Dictionary defines a 

ñhigh-involvementò product as ña product that a consumer buys only after carefully considering 

the choicesò. Conversely, it characterizes a ñlow-involvement productò as ña common product 

that consumers buy without thinking about it much, often because it is cheap, or the one they 

usually buyò. Cueno et al. (2019) detail these two concepts explaining that consumers' level of 

involvement varies between ñhighò to ñlow-involvementò depending on the symbolism, the 

ñmeaningò, the associations, and the risks (financial, social, reputational, etc.) related to the 

consumption of products and brands. These definitions are key for understanding the brand 

equity of private labels, and the constrains for their launch.  

Indeed, the introduction of private labels is largely codified, and vary dependently of their 

positioning. First, Gielens et al. (2021) present the key product characteristics ñconducive for 

value PL introduction to gain sales and profits: (i) high price substitutability between NB and 

PL; (ii) low advertising sensitivity; (iii) high category sales; (iv) high PL marginò. To achieve 

their purpose of ñoffering acceptable-quality alternatives at a lower priceò, retailers must 

develop value PLs in categories of products ñincluded health and beauty, bakery, and snack 

itemsò. Economy PLs are typically developed for ñeasy-to-produce commodity categoriesò 

(Keller et al., 2016), ñundifferentiated commodity products, [and] products with high 

penetration and purchase frequency such as milk and breadò (Gielens et al., 2021), where 

functional risk is lower (Ter Braak et al., 2013). The third private label tier, premium PLs, are 



ΠΥ 
 

less restrained, often ñintroduced in variety-enhancing or fill-in categories with higher 

functional but lower social riskò (Gielens et al., 2021).  

In addition, two other points must be kept in mind. On the one hand, ñgiving too much shelf 

space to PL brands can damage the overall category profit abilityò (Wu et al., 2018), as also 

explained by Paul-Valentin Ngobo (2018). On the other hand, the branding of private labels 

must be determined under the light of product categories as there is a relationship between these 

two aspects (Sarimehmet and Aydin, 2021).  

All these findings are key to deep dive into the complex analysis structures that intertwine 

positioning, branding and categorial strategies of private labels. 

2.2 Brand Equity 

This section provides a thorough exploration of brand equity, a key marketing concept 

illustrating ñone crucial aspect of strategic branding, [given] its association with purchase 

behaviour, market share, financial performance, and shareholder valueò (Anselmsson et al., 

2017). In the highly competitive FMCG industry, where differentiation and trust are essential, 

understanding the dimensions and drivers of brand equity is critical, from mainstream, retailer 

and private label driven approaches. In our study, brand equity emerges as a key concept, 

serving as an indirect indicator to measure private label success in the FMCG industry. In fact, 

brand equity can influence consumersô purchase intentions and even their purchasing decisions, 

which, in this thesis, is considered as one way to interpret success.  

To start with, it is essential to define the so-called ñcontroversialò (Khudri and Farjana, 2016) 

concept of brand equity. Indeed, although being a core marketing concept, it is important to 

emphasize that there is neither a ñconsensus on the conceptualization of brand equityò (Macias 

et al., 2024) nor a ñuniform measure [to evaluate] brand equity till dateò (Chatterjee and Dr. 

Lahiri, 2017). 

In terms of general definitions, Yilmaz (2020) quotes two authors, Farquhar (1989) 

characterizing brand equity as ñthe added value with which a brand endows a productò, and 

Yoo et al. (2000) assessing that it corresponds to ñthe variance in consumer choice between the 

focal branded product and an unbranded product given the same level of product 

characteristicsò.  

Since the 1980s, brand equity has been largely conceptualized, and it is common to distinguish 

between three different perspectives of the concept: the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) 

adopting the consumer point of view, the financial-based brand equity (FBBE) measuring the 
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value of the brand to the firm, and the employee-based brand equity (EBBE) applying in  the 

human resources management (Khudri and Farjana, 2016). In this study dedicated to the FMCG 

industry, the analysis is restrained to the consumer or customer-based brand equity only. 

2.2.1 Customer-based brand equity 

Even though no consensus has been reached on a single definition of brand equity, the 

ñmultidimensionalò (Macias et al., 2024) character of the concept stands as an irreducible 

feature, highlighted across all the well-known definitions.  

Among the most widely recognized definitions, David A. Aakerôs one is considered 

foundational to the widespread understanding and generalization of the concept.  

In the first instance, Aaker begins by qualifying brand equity with the four following 

specificities. According to him, brand equity: ñis a set of brand assets and liabilities; is linked 

to the brandôs name and symbol; can subtract from, as well as add to, the value provided by a 

product or a service; and provides value to customers as well as to a firmò (Aaker, 1991). It 

continues with explaining that the value creation he mentions, stems from five different 

dimensions including brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and 

other proprietary brand assets (Figure 3, see 1.4 Theoretical framework).  

These ñsourcesò of value (Aaker, 10991), often reduced to the first four ones, are the 

unchangeable pillars of the ñcurrent conceptual and operational brand equity modelsò 

(Anselmsson et al., 2017).  

Brand awareness refers to the extent to which ña current or potential consumerò (Macias et al., 

2024) correctly recognizes a brand and associates it with a certain product category. It is 

common knowledge that brand awareness is ñobserved [and measured] from brand recall and 

brand recognitionò (Khudri and Farjana, 2016). This recall or recognition can be generated from 

consumer prior exposure to the brand, as well as from brand cue (colours, logo, jingle, slogan, 

etc.) (Khudri and Farjana, 2016). In other words, brand awareness ñis related to the strength of 

the brand node or trace in memoryò (Keller, 1993). High brand awareness increases brand 

familiarity and popularity, and at the same time also increases the likelihood of brand choice, 

especially under low-involvement purchase conditions. David A. Aaker (1991) adds that ñjust 

being a known brand dramatically [affects evaluation]ò of consumers and provides them with 

a feeling of reassurance. 

In direct relationship with brand awareness (Khudri and Farjana, 2016), ñbrand associations are 

the connections that exist in the mind of a consumer in relation to the product or service offered 

by a given brandò as explained by Macias et al. (2024). The non-exhaustive list of associations 



ΡΜ 
 

enumerated by different authors include attributes of the product or service, emotions or 

experiences, ñcustomer benefits, uses, users, lifestyles, product classes, competitors, and 

countriesò (Aaker, 1991). Whether positive or negative, these associations can be considered as 

ñbrand cuesò as they ñhelp customers process or retrieve informationò (Aaker, 1991) and as a 

strategic lever for brands to differentiate from competitors and generate unique feelings. 

Sometimes considered one of the most important brand associations, perceived quality is a 

distinctive asset relative to the consumersô subjective assessment and ranking of a brand in 

comparison to its competitors (Khudri and Farjana, 2016). Macias et al. (2024) affirm that 

perceived quality depends mainly on the strength and content of the brand associations, but also 

on other tangible aspects related to the brand or the products such as ñbrand name, price, 

advertising, packagingò, etc. It can also ñlead to higher prices (and higher prices act as quality 

cues)ò, thereby generating a virtuous circle that reinforces consumer appreciation (Aaker, 

1991). 

Brand loyalty is described as a positive consequence of consumer perception and past 

experiences (Khudri and Farjana, 2016). It refers to ñthe tendency to be loyal to a focal brandò, 

concretely reflected in the intention to select the brand as a first option (Yoo and Donthu, 2001; 

Macias et al., 2024). It is associated with ñcustomer satisfaction and repeat buying patternsò 

(Aaker, 1991).  

Finally, David A. Aaker (1991) himself presents the last category, other proprietary brand assets 

(patents, trademarks, etc.), as a less important dimension, usually not much detailed, since it 

encompasses a broad set of features that do not easily fit within the previous categories.  

One key point to spotlight is that all dimensions are ñinterlinkedò (Khudri and Farjana, 2016) 

and interact with one another. Macias et al. (2024) observe that ñawareness and strength of 

associations positively relate to perceived quality, while perceived quality positively influences 

loyaltyò and that ñloyalty is the only dimension that influences the overall construct of brand 

equity when all dimensions appear as endogenousò. 

By highlighting the prevalence of consumer perspective in the definitions of these four main 

dimensions, we can better understand why the concept is often referred to with the 

denomination of consumer or customer-based brand equity.  

For his part, Kevin Lane Keller (1993) explicitly names his approach the customer-based brand 

equity model and defines it as follow: ñcustomer-based brand equity is defined as the 

differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brandò. 

More precisely, ña brand is said to have a positive (negative) customer-based brand equity if 
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consumers react more (less) favourably to the product, price, promotion or distribution of the 

brand than they do to the same marketing mix element when it is attributed to a fictitiously 

named or unnamed version of the product or serviceò (Keller, 1993). To illustrate his model, 

Kevin Lane Keller schematizes brand equity using two models and nine different major 

concepts. 

On one hand, he explains that customer-based brand equity is rooted on what he calls ñbrand 

knowledgeò, which itself consists of two sub-concepts, ñbrand awarenessò and ñbrand imageò 

(Keller, 1993) (Figure 12). Brand awareness has the same meaning for Kevin Lane Keller as 

for Aaker, ñit relates to brand recall and recognitionò (Keller, 1993), and brand image is 

considered synonymous with brand associations (Jara, 2009).  

 

Figure 12. ñDimensions of Brand Knowledgeò, Kevin Lane Keller (1993) 

On the other hand, Kevin Lane Keller proposes a more detailed pyramidal version of his brand 

equity vision (2001), consisting of six different layers and subdimensions: brand salience, brand 

performance and brand imagery, consumer judgements and consumer feelings, and consumer 

brand resonance (Figure 4, see 1.4 Theoretical framework; Figure 13).  

Among these new concepts, brand salience is closely related to brand awareness. Brand 

performance refers to the ways the brand meets ñcustomersô more functional needsò whereas 

brand imagery addresses ñcustomersô psychological or social needsò (Keller, 2001). Going 
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beyond perceived quality, brand judgements and feelings encompass the full spectrum of 

customer perceptions and reactions toward the brand. Finally, for Kevin Lane Keller, brand 

resonance is an enlarged equivalent of brand loyalty.  

 

Figure 13. ñSubdimensions of Brand-Building Blocksò, Kevin Lane Keller (2001) 

The similarities, complementarities, and overlaps between Aakerôs and Kellerôs models have 

conducted Khudri and Farjana (2016) to create a new conceptual framework that allows to 

visualize their underlying connections (Figure 14). 

 

Figure 14. ñConceptual framework of consumer-based brand equityò, Khudri and Farjana 

(2016) 

Finally, one more famous framework deserves brief attention, for having questioned the validity 

and limitations of the two previous models yet conventionally accepted. 
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Yoo and Donthu model (2001), also known as the multidimensional consumer-based brand 

equity model (MBE), challenges the adequacy of Aakerôs and Kellerôs frameworks in terms of 

consumer psychological understanding and cross-cultural applicability.  

After testing their model using twelve brands across three dominant product categories (athletic 

shoes, film for cameras, and colour television sets) ñin three different cultures (Korean, Korean 

American and American)ò (Molinillo et al. 2015), they concluded that their new brand equity 

model, built upon Aakerôs and Kellerôs frameworks, was ñreliable, valid, parsimonious, and 

generalizable across several cultures and product categoriesò (Yoo and Donthu, 2001). Thus, 

they have strengthened the common acceptance of these models, which remain universal 

references.  

2.2.2 Brand Equity in the FMCG industry 

Although Aakerôs, Kellerôs, and Yoo and Donthuôs models are considered universal approaches, 

their adaptation to the subtilities of the FMCG industry remains questionable.  

Anselmsson et al. (2017) point out a common limitation of general brand equity models: in 

striving for broad applicability, ñthey are often less useful for understanding specific 

industriesò. Moreover, they insist on the excessive simplicity of most empirical studies, and on 

the lack of tailored adjustments to accurately capture ñretailer brand equity measurement 

modelsò.  

Molinillo et al. (2015) and Macias et al. (2024) confirm this opinion, with particular focus on 

the FMCG industry. Molinillo et al. (2015) challenge the reliability of Yoo and Donthuôs model 

ñfor assessing PLò (that are products mainly developed in the FMCG industry), whereas Macias 

et al. (2024) deplore the lack of brand equity research in FMCG, in particular studies including 

consumer behaviour variables. 

However, while models specifically focused on the FMCG industry are rare, a few do exist, 

such as the one developed by Chatterjee and Dr. Lahiri (2017). Their model consists of a linear 

equation combining nine components: ñconsumersô willingness to pay, brand loyalty, brand 

switch, price hike, brand availability, product line, word of mouth, brand promotion, and quality 

of the productò. Through this equation, they aim to offer a concrete way to measure brand equity 

value for FMCG brands. 

Worth mentioning for its new functional approach linking brand equity and brand loyalty, and 

for the new FMCG-specific it integrates, this conceptualization remains limited, particularly 

due to the assumptions on which it is based: the linearity of the model and the ignorance of ñall 

other variable which may influence brand equityò (Chatterjee and Dr. Lahiri, 2017).  
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In addition, an interesting axis of development to fill-in the gap of consumer behaviour 

measures in existing models is the consumer segment classification proposed by Cueno et al. 

(2019) (Figure 15). The authors distinguish four segments of consumers that are divided 

according to their brand purchase behaviour and the main reasons that drive their brand choice. 

These four segments are: the óPrice Drivenô consumers, predominantly buying private label 

brands, exclusively due to price concerns; the óImage Reflectorsô, who conversely buy mainly 

top-tier manufacturer brands to minimize risks and strengthen their social image; the óCategory 

Discernersô, ñwho display a pattern of hybrid brand choice that depends on the product 

categoryò; and finally the óSmart Shoppersô, who purchase all brand types in different product 

categories with the aim of buying ñgood quality products at good pricesò.  

This classification is a key additional component to consider as consumer understanding and 

appreciation of brands encompass all the process of brand equity construction.  

 

Figure 15. ñSegment classification according to brand purchase behaviour and drivers of brand 

choiceò, Cueno et al. (2019) 

These examples perfectly illustrate the need for complementary research on brand equity in the 

FMCG industry. In this study, a particular focus is placed on two layers of analysis: retailer 

brand equity and private label brand equity.  
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2.2.3 Retailer brand equity 

If brand equity is already a concept difficult to define, retailer brand equity proves to be even 

harder (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004). This increased difficulty stems particularly from two 

inherent contradictions between the definition of brand equity and that of retailer. On one side 

brand equity is measured ñin terms of the marketing effects uniquely attributable to the brandò 

(Keller, 1993), empirically assessed by comparing a branded product or service and its 

unbranded equivalent, but this ñno brand nameò benchmark struggles to exist for retailers. On 

the other side, many researchers view ñprice premium as a measure of brand equityò, whereas 

several retailers ï such as Lidl or Aldi ï have built their entire business models on low-price 

positioning strategies (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004).  

To simplify this complex phenomenon, some authors have chosen to apply common brand 

equity models, and even consumer-based brand equity models, directly to the case of retailers. 

These 'applied' models form the first of the three main categories of retailer brand equity 

schemes.  

Indeed, a distinction can be made between basic adaptations of existing theoretical models, 

entirely new models specifically designed for retailers, and frameworks that focus on a single 

specific aspect of retailer brand equity construction. 

When examining the models of this first category in depth, a striking but unsurprising 

observation is that the most frequently reused models are those developed by Aaker, Keller and 

Yoo and Donthu. Arnett et al. (2003) propose an index measurement method in which retailer 

equity is made up of four dimensions ï ñstore loyalty, name awareness, service quality, and 

retailer associationsò ï which they explicitly present as borrowed from Aaker. Similarly, Pappu 

and Quester (2006) argue that ñthere is an underlying assumption in the current research that 

the retailer equity dimensional structure parallels that of brand equityò and chose to 

conceptualise retailer brand equity as a multidimensional construct built on ñretailer awareness, 

retailer associations, retailer perceived quality, and retailer loyaltyò. Using the same four-

dimensional structure (with the pillar of retail equity being equivalent to retailer perceived 

quality), Musekiwa et al. (2013), as of Keller previously, introduce the ñCustomer based retailer 

brand equityò concept (Figure 16).  
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Figure 16. ñConceptual framework for measuring customer-based retail equityò, Musekiwa et 

al. (2013) 

Models of the second category are also often inspired by the universally acknowledged theories 

while adding new and original features. In this thesis, regarding the case of retailer brand equity, 

we focus on three different frameworks respectively designed by Jara and Cliquet (2012), 

Anselmsson et al. (2017), and Troiville et al. (2019).  

Jara and Cliquetôs model (2012) results from a hybrid approach combining Kellerôs theory on 

brand equity as a structural basis and empirical studies (questionnaires and interviews) aimed 

at upscaling the model to the retail context. Kellerôs original model provides the frameworkôs 

foundation, decomposed into three interrelated blocks: retail brand awareness, retail brand 

image and consumerôs response (brand choice or intention to buy). Whereas the empirical 

research adds more concrete and factual industry-specific dimensions. From the analysis of 

these preliminary studies, five components emerged to refine the vague term of ñretail brand 

imageò and to enrich the overall understanding of retailer brand equity: ñperceived quality, price 

image, personalities, brand service, and store serviceò (Figure 17). They are considered as 

ñcorporate and service dimensions added to Kellerôs original modelò (Jara and Cliquet, 2012). 
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Among these dimensions, quantitative analysis highlights retail brand awareness and perceived 

quality as the most influential factors, thus echoing the classical brand equity models. 

 

Figure 17. ñRetail brand equity model and hypothesesò, Jara and Cliquet (2012) 

 

Figure 18. ñRetailer brand equity conceptual diagramò, Anselmsson J. et al. (2017) 

Arguing that ñthe existing scales in the literature neglected retailer specific elementsò, 

Anselmsson et al. (2017) also creates their own model by ñcombin[ing] mainstream brand 

equity items with specific retailer image items found in the literatureò, supplemented by 

common sense. It leads to a seven-dimensions based scheme, integrating awareness and loyalty 

as generic components plus customer service, product quality, retailer trust, pricing policy and 

physical store ï with the two last components being added for their obvious role in retail 
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industry. Their final framework, featuring ñawareness as an antecedent to brand associations 

and retailer trust as a mediator between brand associations and loyaltyò (Figure 18, Anselmsson 

et al., 2017), and echoing Kellerôs model, offers significant explanatory power for retailer brand 

equity.  

Finally, Troiville et al. (2019) propose a model with a supplementary component, bringing the 

total to eight ñretailer brand equity dimensionsò as presented in the figure below (Figure 19). 

Unlike the previously presented models, this framework places greater emphasis on concrete, 

operational, and trivial retailer attributes. From their point of view, ñretailer brand equity is the 

result of different sources of value that are derived from products and services and at the same 

time from customer experiencesò (Troiville et al., 2019). The model also yields more results 

derived from retailer brand equity.  

 

Figure 19. ñRetailer brand equity modelò, Troiville et al. (2019) 

The last category examined provides insights that are both more restrictive and more precise, 

as they are focused exclusively on a single main aspect of retailer brand equity. To name but a 

few, the store equity model of Al Assafe and Alhidari (2019), as well as the retailer loyalty 

models of Coelho do Vale et al. (2016), and Koschate-Fischer et al. (2014) are great illustrations 

of this sort of conceptualization. They function like magnifying prism on certain key elements 
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from broader frameworks, which are either under-exploited or difficult to fully conceptualize. 

The store brand equity model, in particular, resonates strongly with the present study, by 

highlighting several aspects that overlap with the descriptive analysis of private label construct, 

notably within its ñmerchandizeò branch (Figure 20, Al Assafe and Alhidari, 2019).  

 

Figure 20. ñSE dimensionò, Al Assafe and Alhidari (2019) 

It is also worth noting that private labels are also explicitly mentioned in Troiville et al.ôs 

framework (2019). This repeated reference underlines their central role in the construction of 

retailer equity and interrogates about the reciprocal relationship between private label brand 

equity and retailer influence.  

2.2.4 Private label brand equity 

Except for their acknowledged role in building retailer brand equity (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004) 

or their strategic impact on retailer and store loyalty (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2014), private 

labels are rarely examined alongside the concept of brand equity.  

Three legitimate questions hence arise regarding the relationship between private labels and 

retailer brand equity: like retailers, can private labels also be considered to have brand equity? 

How is private label brand equity built up? And what role does the retailer play in its 

development? 
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If previous chapters of this literature review, that present private labelsô evolution and their 

legitimacy gain as fully-fledged brands, allow to quickly answer the first question in the 

affirmative, addressing the two others is more complex.  

Among the few frameworks dedicated solely to private label brand equity, the one proposed by 

Jara (2009) provides valuable insights (Figure 21). Private label brand equity is decomposed in 

three components translated from French as óattentionô (or consideration), ópositive attitudeô 

(that can be associated with trust or loyalty), and óbrand imageô. This last component is itself 

divided into two sub-parts, óproduct effectô and óbrand effectô. óProduct effectô corresponds to 

all the inherent characteristics of the private label product (in block 1, ñingredients and 

composition; financial, taste, and psychological benefits; helps with decision-making). On the 

contrary, óbrand effectô refers more to store and retailer management (in block 2, ñanimations; 

promotions; cleanliness; merchandising; staff competence; modernityò and in block 3, 

ñattractive, practical, and informative packaging; brand name recognition; brand personalityò). 

Thus, this model also provides evidence of the retailerôs influence, and that of their brand equity, 

on private label brand equity. 
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Figure 21. ñThe conceptualisation of brand equity of PLò, Jara (2009), (French (original) & 

English (translated) versions) 

Sarkar et al. (2015) support some arguments put forward in Jaraôs model, confirming in 

particular the key role of private label product's naming strategies and packaging in shaping 

certain dimensions of its brand equity. 

 

Figure 22. ñConsumer-based brand equity: extended model of Nam et al.ò, Molinillo et al. 

(2015) 
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Molinillo et al. (2015) take another line of thought and suggest considering private labels as an 

additional service offered by retailers and accordingly study their brand equity from this angle. 

To support this approach, they develop an extended version of Nam et al.ôs (2011) model 

(Figure 22). This framework enables the observation of ñ[private label] brand equity trends 

from the customersô viewpointò (Molinillo et al., 2015), while incorporating both the 

ñcognitiveò and ñsymbolic aspect of brandsò in one unique scheme. However, it does not 

provide any additional proof of the retailer implication in the development of its private labels 

brand equity.  

Finally, to complement the ñproduct, brand, and market level factorsò often mentioned in the 

literature to explain private label brand equity, Cueno et al. (2012) introduce additional 

ñconsumer level factorsò. More precisely, their findings suggest that incorporating consumer 

segmentation analysis is essential to gaining a more comprehensive understanding of private 

label brand equity and going beyond the traditional focus on the retailer effect.  

In conclusion, due to their significant divergence, none of these models has been unanimously 

adopted by scholars, leaving a substantial gap in the literature that this thesis aims to address.  

2.3 Summary and ground for hypotheses 

After analysing numerous studies and decrypting diverse frameworks, it is necessary to position 

the present thesis within this complex landscape.  

To ensure this study on private label brand equity remains both precise and concise, some of 

the most widely recognized models have been selected as references to build the foundations 

of its analytical framework. In this chapter we present an extended model of Figure 5 (Figure 

23). 

At first, we choose to define brand equity on a single basic for both retailer and private label 

positions, to uniformise our findings. Consumer-based brand equity model appears to be the 

most adapted model, for the wide knowledge at our disposal, and the fact that this consumer 

perspective is well tailored to the FMCG industry.  

To do so in an easier way, we need a general basis, that is why we select Aakerôs framework 

and thus integrate five dimensions in our model: brand awareness, brand associations, perceived 

quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary assets. Keller's model is also included as an 

underlying element, in an attempt to compensate for the lack of specificity of these generalist 

models for the agri-food industry. 
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The aim of this study is to determine and test the influence of some factors in shaping private 

label success (here associated with private label brand equity outcomes and consumer purchase 

intention), more precisely what we consider as the ómost directô factors, translated into product 

features on one side and brand features on the other side.  

Regarding private label typologies, the structure is built upon three main layers as follows:  

¶ Price-quality positioning: Economy PL / Value or Standard PL / Premium PL. For 

practical reasons other types of PL such as ógeneric PLô or ósmart PLô are not included.  

¶ Branding strategy: Store-banner branding / Stand-alone branding 

¶ Product categories: High-involvement / Low-involvement  

Concerning retailer brand equity, which corresponds to the brand features or effects ï as 

retailers manage branding for their private labels ï, we restrict our study only to a trivial 

distinction between traditional retailer and hard-discounter.  

These direct factors are surrounding by other, more indirect ones (consumer classification, store 

equity, etc.), that we do not include in our analysis while positioning them on the overall 

framework we produce.  

Finally, we also search to determine the major outcomes of the private label brand equity 

process, but do not focus specifically on them.  

 

Figure 23. Private Label Brand Equity ï Extended Framework. 
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Based on this comprehensive model, it derives a simplified framework that forms the core of 

this study's analytical structure (Figure 24). 

 

Figure 24. Private Label Brand Equity ï Analytical Framework. 

In addition to this analytical framework, two main research questions guide our research, as 

well as four sub-questions and nine hypotheses, progressively addressing deeper layers and 

aspects of our main research question. 

RQ1. What are the main reasons explaining the success of Private Labels in the 

FMCG industry in France? 

RQ1.1: Why do consumers choose to buy FMCG private label products rather than national 

branded ones?  

This sub-question aims to explore the diverse reasons (price, quality, convenience, curiosity, 

retailersô image, etc.) explaining why consumers select private labels products to satisfy their 

needs and desires. The goal is to confirm that, beyond price, other factors must be considered, 

and thus to justify the need for our research.  

Moreover, after identifying these reasons, the other objective is to be able to establish a ranking 

based on this information, in order to better understand the motivations of a consumer to choose 

or not this type of product, and thus guide professionals in the FMCG industry, whether they 

work for private labels or national brands, in their strategies.  

More precisely, this study attempts to test intuitions. On one hand, since it is generally agreed 

that price is the most important factor in the decision to buy a private label product, this study 

seeks to validate or invalidate this opinion. On the other hand, in a sector dominated by a few 
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giant companies, this study seeks to understand the influence of retailers and of their image on 

consumer choice of private label. 

H1.1A: Price sensitivity is the primary factor influencing consumer intention to purchase 

FMCG private label products over national brands.  

H1.1B: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they perceive 

their brand equity as high.  

H1.1C: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they perceive 

the brand equity of the associated retailer as high.  

 

RQ2. To what extent does the retailer effect drive consumer purchase intention and 

shape the brand equity of their private labels (success factors) in the FMCG industry? 

Due to the intrinsic link between private labels and the retailer that own and manage them, it is 

necessary to assess the latterôs role in the brand equity formation of its private labels.   

RQ2.1: How does the ótypeô of retailer impact the retailer brand equity and consequently 

the brand equity of its private labels? 

To start, the first external factor studied in this thesis is the global strategy of the retailer, 

considered as the wider scope that can influence private labels: the ótype of retailerô.  

In this study, a distinction is made between traditional retailers and hard discounters, whose 

business models are very different, logically impacting their decisions on private label products. 

H2.1A: Traditional retailers have higher perceived brand equity than hard discounters.  

H2.1B: Brand equity of traditional retailers impacts more the brand equity of their private 

labels and their success, than the brand equity of hard discounters does. 

 

Among the decisions made by retailers toward its private labels, we distinguish three main ones 

regarding their strategical features: price-quality positioning, branding strategy, and product 

category, to which the following hypotheses correspond. 

RQ2.2: In what way does retailer brand equity impact the different types of private labels?  
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H2.2A: Store-banner private labels are more impacted by the retailer brand equity than 

stand-alone private labels. 

H2.2B: Value private labels are more sensitive to retailer brand equity than both economy 

and premium private labels. 

 

RQ2.3: Which FMCG categories of private label products are the most sensitive to retailer 

brand equity?  

H2.3: High-involvement PL products are most sensitive to retailer brand equity than low-

involvement PL products.  

 

Finally, the last axis to analyse is the approximative quantification of retailer effect on each of 

the dimensions of their private labels, that are neither equally impacted by retailer decisions nor 

equally impactful for the private label brand and products, or the retailer itself.  

RQ2.4: Which dimensions of the brand equity of private labels are most influenced by 

retailer brand equity? 

H2.4:  Retailer brand equity has a stronger positive effect on private label brand awareness 

and perceived quality than on private label brand associations and brand loyalty. 
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY 

After setting the hypotheses, this chapter covers the research and analysis methods used in the 

study. The first section recalls the context, case details, objectives, and boundaries of the thesis. 

To complete this section, the second one explains more in details the choice of an exclusive 

quantitative approach for data collection, and the third one specifies the different steps and 

methods followed to achieve a relevant questionnaire design. Finally, the two last sections focus 

on collected data, at first by discussing their reliability and validity, and then by detailing the 

data analysis process implemented to evaluate the various hypotheses of this study.  

3.1  Research context 

In 2024, private label brands accounted for more than a third of FMCG sales (35.8%), a figure 

that reflects an impressive increase in their presence in this sector in recent years (Parigi, 

CIRCANA, 2025). ñOver the past three years, [on average], private labels have gained 2.5 

points of market share compared to national brands in fast-moving consumer goods, and in 

around 15 segments, the gain is even greater than 10 pointsò (Sicard, Lin®aires, 2024). More 

specifically, in the same year, private labels accounted for over 80% of the market share for 

discount retailers and around 40% for each of the traditional retailers (Dauvers, Nielsen IQ, 

2024; Appendix 5).  

This increase is commonly explained by the inflationary context (Dauvers, Opinionway for 

Bonial, 2025; Appendix 6), which seems to encourage consumers to buy cheaper products, 

often associated with private labels (Dauvers, a3distrib, 2024; Appendix 7).  

This thesis aims to provide answers to three interrelated questions.  

The first objective is to understand what criteria drive consumers to increasingly choose private 

label instead of national brands, beyond the financial criterion, which is firmly rooted in popular 

opinion.  

The second objective is to determine the weight of private label brand equity among these 

determining factors. More globally, the aim is to rank the criteria that positively influence this 

phenomenon: identify and order the criteria which significantly influence the choice of private 

labels, compared to the ones that do not impact this purchase decision, but without including 

the ones which restrict it.  

Finally, the last layer of study consists in understanding, if the study reveals the influence of 

private label brand equity on consumersô choice, and how does this brand equity is built with a 

greater emphasis on the relationship between the retailer and the brand equity of its private 

labels.  
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This research employs a unique quantitative approach, with several methodologies sufficiently 

developed to provide an overall comprehensive analysis of the research problem and to serve 

as a basis for further other quantitative and qualitative studies. 

The quantitative method adopted in this thesis is the construction of a complex scheme that 

mixes ñclassicò questions, with more ñconcreteò ones, associated to various case studies 

featuring private label products. This part of the survey is described more in detail in the third 

section of this chapter.  

This approach serves as a basis for testing assumptions and measuring hypotheses validity, 

supplementing or modifying the initial analytical framework, comparing results with existing 

literature and findings, and finally gathering detailed insights and formulating managerial 

implications in the FMCG industry.  

3.2  Data collection 

This thesis relies mainly on primary data, which is information collected firsthand by the 

researcher specifically for the purpose of the study.  

In the context of this thesis, primary data is gathered exclusively via a detailed questionnaire, 

designed to investigate consumer perceptions and attitudes toward private label brands in the 

French FMCG sector, available both in print and digital format.  

First, the choice of a questionnaire-based approach is justified by the efficiency and the 

scalability of this method. Questionnaire also enables the collection of large-scale data that is 

essential for identifying broad consumer behavioural trends. Finally, this method seems to be 

particularly relevant for studying private labels as it has already been widely used in similar 

marketing research concerning diverse sectors including the FMCG industry, as empirically 

illustrated in the literature review of Wu et al (2021) (Figure 25). 

As previously explained, questionnaire was published in a dual format.  

On one hand, the online version of the questionnaire was created thanks to the software 

Qualtrics, that has been chosen due to its numerous features and ease of use. Following the 

creation of the questionnaire on the platform, a redirect link was automatically generated and 

then shared ñmanuallyò with potential respondents. 

On the other hand, a paper version was also distributed to allow consumers without access to 

electronic devices ï such as phones, computers, etc. ï or those not fully comfortable using one, 

to respond to the survey.  



ΣΦ 
 

 

Figure 25. óPL research methodology classificationô, Wu et al. (2021) 

The survey was distributed using a nonprobability sampling method, including but not limited 

to convenience sampling and self-selection. Both methods involve recruiting participants who 

are easily accessible and willing to respond due to favourable conditions: access to necessary 

resources, awareness concerning the survey, geographical proximity, availability at a given 

time, personal interest to participate in the research, etc. (Bucher, 2023). While this 

nonprobability approach may limit the statistical generalizability of the findings because of the 

inability to apply randomization theory and the potential for sampling bias, it remains 

commonly used in consumer behaviour research (Malhotra, 2021).  

In practice, the questionnaire was shared online through both personal and professional 

networks, using social media platforms (LinkedIn and WhatsApp) and offline via word-of-

mouth invitations.  

This thesis benefits from a reduced sampling bias due to the nature of its research topic. Indeed, 

the analysis is focused on French consumers who do grocery shopping, which encompass a 

very broad segment of the population: in this sense, nearly everyone can be considered a 

potential consumer and, by extension, a potential respondent. However, to ensure data relevance 

and respondent qualification, participants were first required to confirm that they were aged 18 

or over and that they voluntarily consented to complete the questionnaire. Once they had 

validated this first step, they were asked to complete other screening questions, to then analyse 

their profiles and detect potential bias or irrelevant answers.  



ΤΜ 
 

The data collection took place over a period of almost three months, from June 10th to August 

9th, 2025. During this period, a total of 231 responses were collected in total, including 209 

responses via the online questionnaire and 22 via the printed one, and all responses via the paper 

questionnaire were manually entered into Qualtrics to facilitate the final analysis.  

However, after a preliminary check was carried out, some responses were eliminated from the 

final sample because of usability issues. Among the 231 responses, 42 were incomplete, 

meaning that the participants had started to answer the survey but did not complete it entirely. 

These incomplete entries were therefore excluded from the final analysis. Thus, the final sample 

to be analysed comprises 189 responses that will allow to address the research questions of this 

study. 

3.3  Questionnaire design 

The questionnaire, detailed in Appendix 8, is organized into four distinct parts, preceded by a 

brief introductory page containing explanations and consent questions.  

The first section explores consumersô food shopping habits, as well as the stores they are 

familiar with and regularly visit for their groceries, with a focus on Leclerc, Carrefour and Lidl 

as explained in part 1.7 Delimitations. The second section introduces questions concerning 

private label brands. It begins with two questions designed to evaluate consumersô existing 

knowledge regarding private label brands, without providing any definition. Then, after 

answering this ñtestò, respondents are given the definition of private label brands, accompanied 

by another series of general questions on this type of product. The third section examines more 

precisely some specific private label brands, once more with an emphasis on those of Leclerc, 

Carrefour and Lidl. This section has the particularity of being split into a ñtheoreticalò part and 

a more ñpracticalò one, attempting to reproduce concrete scenarios experienced by respondents 

during their groceries. This latter part, more playful, is intended to encourage respondents to 

complete the entire survey despite its length. Finally, the last section, made only of five 

screening questions, builds the demographic profile of respondents.  

The survey is composed of 30 questions, including single-choice questions, multiple-choice 

questions, Likert scale questions and one ranking question. Some questions are also split into 

sub-questions, bringing the total to 101 questions. 

Among these questions, 9 are illustrated and 8 of them are case studies scenarios (questions 18 

to 25). The products selected for these questions were carefully chosen to provide the more 

precise insights for each criterion studied in the framework: type of retailer, price-quality 

positioning, branding strategies, and product categories. Each criterion is tested independently 
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by modifying only one variable at a time. To avoid bias and confirm findings, each criterion is 

tested through at least two questions.  

Questions 18 and 19 highlight the same product for each distributor, with the same branding 

strategy (stand-alone branding), and the same positioning to observe whether one retailer is 

preferred and to analyse this in relation to respondentsô preferences regarding types of retailers 

(Figure 26).  

 

Figure 26. Milk scenario ï ótype of retailerô criterion 

Questions 20 and 21 focus on óbranding strategyô criterion. Question 20 illustrates this criterion 

via similar products, sold by the same retailer but not exactly with the same positioning (as a 

retailer wonôt propose two identical products within its assortment), and with different branding 

strategies. While question 21 uses two similar products, with the same positioning, but not sold 

by the same retailer, and with different branding strategies too (Figure 27).  

 

Figure 27. Orange juice scenario ï óbranding strategyô criterion 
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Questions 22 to 24 each present three similar products, sold by the same retailer (successively 

Lidl, Carrefour and Leclerc), with the same branding strategy (either stand-alone or store-

banner branding), but with different positioning strategies (economy PL, value PL and premium 

PL) (Figure 28).  

 

Figure 28. Chips scenario ï óprice-quality positioningô criterion 

Finally, question 25 allows to better understand óproduct categoriesô criterion with four Likert 

scale sub-questions. The objective is to measure respondentsô likelihood to choose each product, 

either sugar (low-involvement product) or smoked salmon (high-involvement product), 

knowing that each duo of products has a similar positioning, different branding and different 

selling retailer. Differences in choice patterns could confirm that product category impacts 

private label brand equity (Figure 29). 

 

Figure 29. Sugar and smoked salmon scenarios ï óproduct categoriesô criterion 
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3.4  Reliability and validity  

Ensuring the reliability and validity of findings is a fundamental requirement in empirical 

studies, as these criteria determine the credibility and accuracy of the results. In this thesis, 

several methods are implemented to strengthen both aspects during the creation of the survey, 

its distribution to respondents, and the analysis of responses, thus guaranteeing that the 

conclusions drawn from the collected data are trustworthy and aligned with the research 

objectives. 

On one hand, validity refers to the extent to which a measurement accurately captures or reflects 

the concept it claims to measure.  

In this research, from the creation of the questionnaire, content validity is ensured by designing 

the structure and questions of the survey in accordance with the Private Label Brand Equity 

Framework (Figure 24) presented in the last chapter (2.3 Summary and ground for hypotheses). 

The survey covers all key brand equity dimensions repeatedly though several questions: 

perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, and brand associations. Validity is also 

reinforced by ensuring the relevance of the sampling through the use of consent and screening 

questions, and by maintaining consistent measurement conditions across all survey formats, 

whether completed online or in printed form (identical question wording, sequence, and 

formats).  

On the other hand, reliability refers to the degree to which a measurement produces consistent 

and stable outcomes over repeated applications under similar conditions.  

To ensure high reliability, the questionnaire of this thesis incorporates valuable measurement 

scales, particularly Likert scales that enable respondents to rate more precisely their 

perceptions, preferences, etc., thereby reducing variability in interpretation. Internal 

consistency is assessed by calculating Cronbachôs alpha for multi-item constructs. Moreover, 

additional measures included clear and standardized instructions are provided to all participants, 

ensuring that both online and paper respondents received identical guidance for completing the 

survey. Furthermore, to obtain optimal responses and ensure all aspects of the survey are easily 

understandable, a few relatives were asked to be beta testers, and their feedback were integrated 

to adjust the final version of the questionnaire.  

In total, 189 valid responses were obtained through both the online survey and the printed 

version, providing a robust dataset for statistical analysis. This dual distribution method 

enhanced accessibility and reduced potential exclusion of participants. The aim was to reach 

the saturation point, conceptualised by Eisenhardt (1989): new data is collected until the volume 
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and diversity of responses were sufficient to identify stable patterns, ensuring that further 

responses would probably not provide new insights, ñwhen marginal improvement becomes 

smallò. 

3.5  Data analysis 

The aim of the quantitative survey data analysis is to test the validity of the nine hypotheses 

detailed in the subpart 2.3 Summary and ground for hypotheses. To address them, both 

descriptive and analytical techniques are applied, using the statistical software Jamovi (Jamovi 

Project, 2023). The process begins with exporting the raw data first from Qualtrics to Microsoft 

Excel, and then the final dataset of 189 valid answers to Jamovi. 

The first stage of analysis involves descriptive statistics, aimed at summarizing the 

demographic profile of respondents (e.g., age, gender, SES, income and number of people in 

the household), their groceries habits, their preferences in terms of retailers, and their 

perceptions of private label brands. This step provides an overview of the sample characteristics 

and key trends in consumer behaviour. During this stage, validity and reliability checks are 

conducted, including the calculation of Cronbachôs alpha for multi-item constructs. 

The second stage of analysis develops inferential statistical analysis to test the research 

hypotheses and identify significant patterns beyond the descriptive summaries. The choice of 

analytical techniques is determined by the nature of the variables and the type of relationship 

examined. In this thesis, we use the following techniques: 

- Descriptive variables: to describe and summarize the main characteristics of the dataset. 

- Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity: to check whether data are correlated or not. 

- Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy: to evaluate the intensity of 

correlation between variables. 

- Shapiro-Wilk Test: to detect whether a variable is normal or not. 

- Chi-square (ɢĮ) test: to assess whether there is a statistically significant association 

between two categorical variables. 

- T-Test: to compare means of a continuous variable between two independent groups. 

- ANOVA Test: to compare means of a continuous variable across more than two groups. 

- Pearson Correlation / Spearman Correlation: respectively to evaluate the strength and 

direction of linear relationships between continuous and normal variables, or ordinal 

and non-normal variables. 

- (Robust) Linear Regression: to test predictive relationships between independent and 

dependent variables. 
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In this thesis, the dependent variables are those measuring private label ñsuccessò, 

corresponding to both consumer purchase intention and private label brand equity, as these are 

the outcomes the research aims to explain. The independent variables include demographic 

factors (age, gender, income), shopping behaviour variables (store type, purchase frequency), 

price-quality positioning, branding strategy product categories, type of retailer and retailer 

brand equity variables. Finally, the control variables encompass several factors among which 

demographic variables, as well as groceries frequency or private label purchases frequency.  

The data analysis approach of this thesis, by combining descriptive and inferential statistics, 

enables both a broad understanding of the sample and a detailed testing of the theoretical 

relationships proposed in the research framework.  
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4. FINDINGS 

In this section, we apply the different research methods detailed in the last chapter with the aim 

of addressing the research questions underlying this thesis.  

The first part defines the contours and features of the studied sample thanks to several 

descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and normality tests. These preliminary tests ensure 

subsequent robust and meaningful statistical analyses for each hypothesis, that we detail in the 

second part. Finally, we challenge these statistical considerations by analysing respondentsô 

answers to empirical case studies. 

4.1  General analysis 

This section summarizes all the characteristics of the dataset and provides a broad 

understanding of the respondents' profiles, their consumption habits, and their knowledge about 

retailers and private labels.  

4.1.1 Descriptive statistics 

Initially 231 answers were collected via the questionnaire. Among these 231 answers, we 

exclude all invalid or incomplete answers, leaving the final dataset with 189 answers. As our 

study focuses on three major retailers ï Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl ï, we also consider 

Q3_Knowledge_retailers as a discriminant criterion: respondents indicating that they had never 

heard about all these three retailers are excluded from the final dataset as their opinion on 

retailer brand equity cannot be considered reliable (Appendix 9).  

With data from 183 respondents, this thesis explores heterogeneous participant profiles. 

First, 64.5% of the respondents are assigned as women (n = 118) and 35.5% as men (n = 65) 

(Appendix 10).  

  

Figure 30. Age distribution of the respondents  

Most of the participants are aged between 18 and 24 years old (31.7%; n = 58), followed by 

those aged 45 to 54 years old (19.1%; n = 35) and 54 to 65 years old (15.3%, n = 28). 
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Considering the number of participants, the age of respondents remains well distributed (Figure 

30, Appendix 11). 

Then, concerning socio-economic status, executives and intellectual professions, as well as 

students are overrepresented (27.9% each; n = 51), closely followed by employees (24.0%; n = 

44) (Appendix 12).  

Regarding average income, participants from all categories are well represented (Appendix 13). 

Finally, with respect to household size, representativeness decreases as the number of household 

members increased (Appendix 14).   

Focusing on groceries habits, 71.6% of the respondents declare that they are responsible for 

grocery shopping in their household (n = 131) (Appendix 15). A majority of respondents states 

that they do their groceries two or three times per month (20.2%; n = 37) to twice a week 

(26.2%; n = 48) (Figure 31, Appendix 16).  

  

Figure 31. Frequency of respondentsô grocery shopping. 

Among the 183 respondents, 143 respondents answer that they do their groceries at least at 

Carrefour, Leclerc, or Lidl. Only 5 participants do their grocery shopping at the same time in 

these three supermarkets (Appendices 17, 18 & 19). 

The five main criteria driving the respondentsô choice of supermarket for their grocery shopping 

are practicality, variety of products, price, habit, and quality of products (Appendices 20, 21, 

22, 23 & 24).  

Even if most of the respondents have a neutral opinion concerning hard discounters (39.3%; n 

= 72), the general trend of answers tends to be positively oriented (Appendix 25). 

Focusing more specifically on private labels, several interesting insights emerge from the 

dataset. First, 131 out of 183 respondents state that they know what a private label brand is 

before being provided with a definition (Appendix 26). However, when confronted with a 
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concrete situation ï as illustrated in Question 9 ï, only 11 participants correctly identify all 

private label products, whereas 57 correctly identify three of the four. This point questions about 

the knowledge of respondents regarding private labels. However, since the correct definition is 

subsequently provided, we do not consider this to be a blocking issue, but merely an insight to 

monitor. 

Conversely, respondentsô frequency of private label purchase reinforces the relevance of the 

sample for this study. Indeed, among the 183 respondents, no one has answered that he ñneverò 

buys private label products (Appendix 27). Most of them buy these products occasionally or 

even frequently (41.5% each; n = 76) (Figure 32; Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for Q10_PL_frequency (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = occasionally; 

4 = frequently; 5 = always) 

  

Figure 32. Respondentsô frequency of PL purchase. 

Finally, on average, participants of the study say that they have heard about more than seven 

different private label brands of Leclerc, Carrefour, or Lidl (Mean = 7.19) (Appendix 28).  
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These two last parameters are good indicators to evaluate respondentsô objectivity when judging 

private labels brand equity.  

4.1.2 Factor analysis 

One core concept tested in this thesis is brand equity. Given that brand equity is a 

multidimensional concept, we developed specific items to capture its key components: brand 

awareness, perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations. Thus, this study applies 

factor analysis to verify the structure of the constructs we built in the questionnaire and assess 

if whether these items group together consistently represent their intended dimensions. 

Brand equity is assessed through two questions in the survey (Q7 and Q17), each divided into 

twenty-four sub-questions. These sub-items are organized into three sets of eight questions 

distributed evenly among the three distributors studied, Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl. These 

series of questions are designed to capture the four components of brand equity with two 

questions allocated to each dimension. This structure is chosen to ensure the reliability of 

measurement while keeping the questionnaire concise and manageable for respondents. 

Nevertheless, we acknowledge that including more questions for each dimension would have 

been preferable, as it would have strengthened the robustness and accuracy of the results. 

Q7 and Q17 are structured in the same way: four pairs of questions, with the first two addressing 

brand awareness, the next two focusing on perceived quality, followed by brand loyalty, and 

finally brand associations. The questions use the same wording to ensure that respondents 

interpret them consistently and to avoid introducing bias in the answers. 

The prerequisite for performing factor analysis is to ensure that the variables are sufficiently 

correlated and that the dataset has enough shared variance for reliable factor extraction. To 

check these parameters, we first conduct Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity, and then Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 

On the one hand, we use the Bartlettôs Test of Sphericity to determine whether factor analysis 

is feasible, as it requires correlated data. The test examines the null hypothesis that the 

correlation matrix of the dataset is an identity matrix. Accepting this hypothesis means that the 

variables are unrelated (if p > 0.05), whereas rejecting it indicates that the variables are 

interrelated and thus suitable for factor analysis (if p < 0.05). 

On the other hand, after confirming the possibility of conducting a factor analysis, we apply the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy to evaluate whether the correlations 

between variables are strong enough to ensure appropriate and useful factor analysis. 
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As shown in the following tables, Bartlettôs Test significant level of p < 0.001 for all constructs 

and high KMO values respectively of 0.828, 0.794, 0.881, 0.889, 0.856, and 0.899 confirm that 

the data meet the necessary conditions for performing factor analysis.Ш 

Therefore, for each brand equity construct we conduct exploratory factor analysis using 

Principal Axis Factoring with Promax rotation to bring out a specific factor structure among the 

selected variables. 

Ш 

 

Table 2. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_LCL1 to Q7_LCL8 

When testing Leclerc brand equity with factor analysis, we obtain three distinct factors instead 

of the four initially expected (Table 2, Appendix 29). This result suggests that respondents did 

not clearly distinguish between each theoretical component of brand equity. In particular, brand 

awareness appears to have been merged with perceived quality. This table also shows that brand 

loyalty emerges as the main factor influencing Leclerc brand equity, followed by the 

combination of perceived quality and brand awareness, and finally by brand associations. It 

should be noted that most factor loadings are considered practically significant (Ó 0.5), except 

for the brand awareness items (Q7_LCL1 and Q7_LCL2). If we set a fix number of 4 factors, 

we almost retrieve the expected results with correlations between each pair of questions 

(Appendix 29).  
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Table 3. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_CRF1 to Q7_CRF8 

Factor analysis applied to Carrefour brand equity gives similar results, with also three factors 

identified out of the four expected (Table 3, Appendix 30). However, in this case, the mixed 

components are perceived quality and brand associations (which are often presented as similar 

items of brand equity within the literature), and they represent the main influencing factor 

loading, before brand loyalty, and brand awareness. Once again, with 4 fixed factors, the 

distinction between the initial items is perfectly applied (Appendix 30).  

 

 

Table 4. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q7_LIDL1 to Q7_LIDL8 

Similarly, for Lidl brand equity factor analysis (Table 4), we obtain three factors, merging the 

same way as for Carrefour. The four-fixed factor analysis identifies a óperceived qualityô 

question as a óbrand associationsô one but still provides interesting insights (Appendix 31).  

 

 

Table 5. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_LCL1 to Q17_PL_LCL8 
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Table 6. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_CRF1 to Q17_PL_CRF8 

 

 

Table 7. Bartlettôs Test and KMO test for Q17_PL_LIDL1 to Q17_PL_LIDL8 

Regarding the brand equity of the private labels of Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl, factor analyses 

reveal between two and three different factors (Tables 5,6 & 7), where óperceived qualityô and 

óbrand associationsô items are always merged (Appendices 32, 33 & 34). These results do not 

support a reliable analysis of four distinct factors.  

Although factor analyses do not confirm the existence of four different components in 

respondentsô evaluation of retailersô or private labelsô brand equity, we test the validity of our 

initial model using Cronbachôs alpha analysis for all pairs of factors (Table 8). This analysis is 

used to assess the internal consistency of a set of items, indicating how reliably they measure 

the same underlying construct. A value of Ŭ Ó 0.7 is generally used as the standard threshold for 

certifying acceptable reliability, reflecting sufficient internal consistency of the construct.  

Table 8. Cronbachôs alpha tests for: 

Q7_LCL1 and Q7_LCL2 | Q7_LCL3 and Q7_LCL4 

     

Q7_LCL5 and Q7_LCL6 | Q7_LCL7 and Q7_LCL8 
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Q7_CRF1 and Q7_CRF2 | Q7_CRF3 and Q7_CRF4 

     

Q7_CRF5 and Q7_CRF6 | Q7_CRF7 and Q7_CRF8 

     

Q7_LIDL1 and Q7_LIDL2 | Q7_LIDL3 and Q7_LIDL4 

     

Q7_LIDL5 and Q7_LIDL6 | Q7_LIDL7 and Q7_LIDL8 

      

Q17_PL_LCL1 and Q17_PL_LCL2 | Q17_PL_LCL3 and Q17_PL_LCL4 

      

Q17_PL_LCL5 and Q17_PL_LCL6 | Q17_PL_LCL7 and Q17_PL_LCL8 
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Q17_PL_CRF1 and Q17_PL_CRF2 | Q17_PL_CRF3 and Q17_PL_CRF4 

     

Q17_PL_CRF5 and Q17_PL_CRF6 | Q17_PL_CRF7 and Q17_PL_CRF8 

     

Q17_PL_LIDL1 and Q17_PL_LIDL2 | Q17_PL_LIDL3 and Q17_PL_LIDL4 

     

Q17_PL_LIDL5 and Q17_PL_LIDL6 | Q17_PL_LIDL7 and Q17_PL_LIDL8 

     

Except for the brand awareness items of Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl (Q7_1 and Q7_2 for each 

retailer), all constructs exhibit good (Ŭ Ó 0.8) or even excellent (Ŭ Ó 0.9) internal consistency, 

despite of being composed of only two questions each. This observation supports the decision 

to retain all variables in the analysis and to continue considering brand equity as a four-

dimensional concept.  

4.1.3 Normality tests 

In statistical analysis, the validity of parametric tests and models relies on the normality of data. 

In this part, we conduct different normality tests to ensure that the data we have collected adhere 

to a normal distribution. Normality evaluation concerns non-binary and continuous variables: 

scale and ordinal variables, as well as composite scores. 

A total of 111 variables is involved, among which 78 relied on either retailers or private labels 

brand equity constructs. More precisely, before conducing the different normality tests, we 
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create new variables derivate from initial items to make appear brand equity dimensions: 

Q7_X_BA; Q7_X_PQ; Q7_X_BL; Q7_X_BS; Q17_PL_X_BA; Q17_PL_X_PQ; 

Q17_PL_X_BL, and Q17_PL_X_BS. BA variables stand for ñbrand awarenessò, PQ for 

ñperceived qualityò, BL for ñbrand loyaltyò, BS for ñbrand associationsò, and finally BE for 

ñbrand equityò. The four first constructs mentioned are calculated with the means of question 

pairs (1st and 2nd for BA, 3rd and 4th for PQ, 5th and 6th for BL, and 7th and 8th for BS). BE 

variables are computed on the means of all eight questions composing each of the six sets 

(Q7_LCL; Q7_CRF; Q7_LIDL; Q17_PL_LCL; Q17_PL_CRF; and Q17_PL_LIDL).  

All along the resultsô analysis, we reserve the right to create additional variables, in particular 

those derived from the averages of variables tested in this section. 

First, we use Shapiro-Wilk (SW) test (Shapiro and Wilk, 1965), ñthe most powerful testò (Mohd 

Razali and Bee Wah, 2011) to detect whether a variable is normal or not, where the null 

hypothesis states that ñthe sample distribution is normalò (Ghasemi and Zahediasl, 2012). 

Accepting this hypothesis means that the variable is normal (if p > 0.05), whereas rejecting it 

indicates that the variable is not drawn from a normally distributed population (if p < 0.05). 

Among all the variables we tested, the null hypothesis is accepted only once, for 

Q17_PL_CRF_BE, considered as a normal variable, with p = 0.079. Shapiro-Wilk testôs null 

hypothesis is rejected for all other variables as p < 0.036 (Appendix 35): these variables are 

considered non-normal.  

However, Shapiro-Wilk test is known for its high sensitivity to normality deviation (Ghasemi 

and Zahediasl, 2012), depending on datasets size. Here, the rejection of SWôs null hypothesis 

suggested that the studied sample is probably too large (n = 183) to provide reliable results.  

Thus, we implement another approach, that better tolerate slight deviations from normality, to 

evaluate the collected data. The interpretation of the results relies on Skewness, |z-skewness|, 

Kurtosis, and |z-kurtosis| values.  

Z-scores are obtained following Kimôs (2013) procedure, ñby dividing the skew values or 

excess kurtosis by their standard errorsò. Considering our medium-sized sample (50 < n = 183 

< 300), we reject the null hypothesis at absolute z-value over 3.29, significant at p < 0.001 

(Kim, 2013; Ghasemi and Zahediasl, 2012).  

With this method, among the 111 tested variables, we obtain results evaluating 68 normal 

variables, and 43 non-normal ones (spotted in red) (Appendix 36).  

Specific attention is given to variables used for retailers and private labels brand equity 

constructs (Q7 and Q17). Indeed, with this method, all six BE variables are assessed as normally 
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distributed, but nine of their BA or BL variablesô components are flag as non-normal ones (Table 

9).  

 

Table 9. Z-scores normality test for brand equity constructs. 

However, considering parametric testsô ñrobustness [é] to violations of the scaling and 

normality assumptionsò (West et al., 1995), we decide to verify data distribution using visual 

inspection measures: histograms and Q-Q plots (Appendix 37). 

The nine histograms clearly show the non-normality of these variables. Nevertheless, Q-Q plots 

of Q7_CRF_BL, Q7_LIDL_BL, Q17_PL_LCL_BA, and Q17_PL_LIDL_BA present 

similarities with theoretical quantiles. For our study, considering that with a large sample of 183 

individuals, parametric tests remain robust to moderate violations of normality, z-skewness or 

z-kurtosis values between 3.29 and 4 (if skewness < 2 and kurtosis < 7), are considered as 

tolerable deviations. Beyond this threshold, non-parametric methods are preferred. 

4.2  Hypotheses testing 

This second section encompasses all tests carried out to analyse if the numerous hypotheses 

structuring this thesis are either rejected, partially supported, or fully supported.  

Variables Skewness Standard error (skew) z-skewness Kurtosis Standard error (kurt) z-kurtosis
Q7_LCL_BA -0,8011 0,180 -4,4506 -0,0672 0,357 -0,1882
Q7_LCL_PQ -0,1683 0,180 -0,9350 -0,7389 0,357 -2,0697
Q7_LCL_BL 0,5885 0,180 3,2694 -1,1268 0,357 -3,1563
Q7_LCL_BS -0,2349 0,180 -1,3050 -0,3224 0,357 -0,9031
Q7_LCL_BE 0,1252 0,180 0,6956 -0,8212 0,357 -2,3003
Q7_CRF_BA -1,3416 0,180 -7,4533 1,3512 0,357 3,7849
Q7_CRF_PQ -0,2350 0,180 -1,3056 -0,3612 0,357 -1,0118
Q7_CRF_BL 0,1293 0,180 0,7183 -1,3615 0,357 -3,8137
Q7_CRF_BS -0,1041 0,180 -0,5783 -0,3783 0,357 -1,0597
Q7_CRF_BE -0,1302 0,180 -0,7233 -0,5362 0,357 -1,5020
Q7_LIDL_BA -0,9969 0,180 -5,5383 0,3085 0,357 0,8641
Q7_LIDL_PQ -0,0355 0,180 -0,1972 -0,5089 0,357 -1,4255
Q7_LIDL_BL 0,6374 0,180 3,5411 -0,9697 0,357 -2,7162
Q7_LIDL_BS -0,0525 0,180 -0,2917 -0,5978 0,357 -1,6745
Q7_LIDL_BE 0,0661 0,180 0,3672 -0,5930 0,357 -1,6611
Q17_PL_LCL_BA 0,2416 0,180 1,3422 -1,1760 0,357 -3,2941
Q17_PL_LCL_PQ -0,2215 0,180 -1,2306 -0,4393 0,357 -1,2305
Q17_PL_LCL_BL 0,7874 0,180 4,3744 -0,7523 0,357 -2,1073
Q17_PL_LCL_BS -0,0941 0,180 -0,5228 -0,5675 0,357 -1,5896
Q17_PL_LCL_BE 0,3804 0,180 2,1133 -0,7160 0,357 -2,0056
Q17_PL_CRF_BA -0,0665 0,180 -0,3694 -0,9093 0,357 -2,5471
Q17_PL_CRF_PQ -0,3398 0,180 -1,8878 -0,1863 0,357 -0,5218
Q17_PL_CRF_BL 0,4396 0,180 2,4422 -0,7594 0,357 -2,1272
Q17_PL_CRF_BS -0,2599 0,180 -1,4439 -0,3092 0,357 -0,8661
Q17_PL_CRF_BE -0,0680 0,180 -0,3778 -0,5020 0,357 -1,4062
Q17_PL_LIDL_BA 0,6029 0,180 3,3494 -0,9683 0,357 -2,7123
Q17_PL_LIDL_PQ 0,0749 0,180 0,4161 -0,8378 0,357 -2,3468
Q17_PL_LIDL_BL 0,9469 0,180 5,2606 -0,5714 0,357 -1,6006
Q17_PL_LIDL_BS 0,3038 0,180 1,6878 -0,9732 0,357 -2,7261
Q17_PL_LIDL_BE 0,5476 0,180 3,0422 -0,8290 0,357 -2,3221
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4.2.1 Hypothesis 1.1A 

H1.1A: Price sensitivity is the primary factor influencing consumer intention to purchase 

FMCG private label products over national brands.  

To answer this hypothesis, we focus on two main questions, Question 12, which is a ranking of 

several criteria, and Question 13 which presents several Likert scales for different affirmations. 

This double format allows to strengthen our validation tests.  

For Question 12, we asked respondents to rank from 1 to 7 the following choice criteria that 

drive them to buy private labels:  

- Product: quality, flavour, ingredients, packaging...  

- Price: generally cheaper than national brands  

- Advertising: TV, social networks, promotional offers... 

- The supermarket: reputation, perceived quality, loyalty, habit, image, values of the 

retailer...  

- External factors: inflation, media scandals... 

- Word of mouth: recommendation from one or more relatives/friends, general 

popularityé  

- Other (please specify): é 

We decompose the answers into 7 different variables and name the one related to price as 

Q12_Price (Table 10).  

      

Table 10. Descriptive statistics and frequencies of Q12_Price (1 = 1st criterion; 2 = 2nd criterion; 

3 = 3rd criterion; 4 = 4th criterion; 5 = 5th criterion; 6 = 6th criterion; 7 = 7th criterion)  
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Among the 183 respondents, almost 70% declare that price is their main criterion of choice 

when considering whether to buy private label products. 24,0% (n = 44) choose Product, 3,3% 

(n =6) choose Retailer, the same percentage select Advertising, while only 1,6% (n = 3) go for 

Word-of-Mouth, 1,1% (n = 2) for Other, and finally 0,5% (n = 1) for External Factors. 

Question 13 ï Q13_Price ï also refers to price as key choice criterion: ñI choose private label 

(PL) products because they are cheaper than national brands equivalentsò (Table 11). 

     

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of Q13_Price (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). 

This affirmation, strongly agreed by most of the respondents (mean = 5.92; median = 7), seems 

to strengthen the first observations.  

To statistically validate this point, we decide to apply Spearmanôs correlation test, that enables 

to quantify the correlation between two non-normal variables (Q12_Price is an ordinal variable, 

whereas Q13_Price is a continuous non-normal variable) (Table 12).  

 

Table 12. Spearmanôs correlation between Q12_Price and Q13_Price. 
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We observe that Q12_Price and Q13_Price are negatively correlated (ɟ = -0.497), significant at 

p < 0.001. Concretely, the more people consider price as their top criterion for buying private 

label products, the more they also agree with the affirmative proposition of question 13. The 

negative correlation can easily be explained by the fact that the two variables were created based 

on reverse scales (ñ1ò stated as the strongest answer for Q12, and as the weakest for Q13).  

Also, it is interesting to note that people buying most frequently private labels tend to consider 

more price as their top criteria of choice. This finding is corroborated by the fact that among 

the seven criteria proposed, Q10_Frequency is only correlated only with Q12_Price (ɟ = -0.327, 

significant at p < 0.001) (Appendix 38).  

Similarly, Q10_Frequency is correlated with Q13_Price (ɟ = 0.354, significant at p < 0.001; 

respondents that frequently buy private label products agree to say that they buy these products 

because they are cheaper than national brands), and Q29_Income (ɟ = -0.211, significant at p < 

0.004; people with lower revenues buy more frequently private labels than those with higher 

revenues) (Appendix 39).  

Finally, to determine whether price sensitivity (Q12_Price and Q13_Price) explains purchase 

intention (Q13_Intention_PL) better than the other factors, we do linear regression tests. First, 

we conduct a multiple linear regression analysis, treating ordinal variables (Q12_X) as 

continuous to allow parametric estimation of linear effects (we assume that this approximation 

is correct when ordinal scales have sufficient categories and are approximately interval in 

nature). We remove Q12_Other from the analysis, to make it easier to interpret.  

Although the initial model satisfies the assumptions of normality (SWôs p = 0.082) and non-

collinearity (VIF Ò 5), the overall F-test is not significant (p = 0.114 > 0.05), indicating that the 

different criteria collectively did not explain the dependent variable (Table 13; Appendix 40). 
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Table 13. Multiple linear regression aiming to determine which factors influence the most 

private label purchase intention (Q12).  

Among the tested predictors, only Q12_Price has a statistically significant effect on the 

dependent variable, Q13_Intention_PL (t-test, p = 0.007). Therefore, the model is reduced to a 

univariate regression including only Q12_Price. While this simplified model yields a significant 

effect, the assumption of normality of residuals is no longer satisfied (SWôs p = 0.002) 

(Appendix 41).  

To address this violation, a robust linear regression is performed, using Bootstrap (BCa) and 

HC3 optional parameters. This approach is chosen for its resistance to heteroscedasticity and 

non-normal residuals and confirms that Q12_Price significantly and negatively predicts the 

dependent variable (ɓ = ï0.203, p = 0.023), with an adjusted RĮ of 0.036 (Appendix 42). 

Although the explanatory power of the model remains low, Q12_Price is the only variable 

among those tested that shows a consistent and statistically robust effect on the dependent 

variable. 

To verify and potentially extend this result, we run a second linear regression with the variables 

from Question 13. We select Q13_Price (equivalent to Q12_Price), Q13_Retailer (equivalent 
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to Q12_Retailer), and Q13_Confidence, mixing elements of Q12_Product, Q12_Advertising, 

Q12_Retailer and Q12_WOM. This linear regression is confirmed to be normal (SW test, p = 

0.086) and non-collinear (VIF < 2), and the F-test is significant at p < 0.001. All the conditions 

are met to obtain a relevant predictive model (Table 14).  

 

 

 

Table 14. Multiple linear regression aiming to determine which factors influence the most 

private label purchase intention (Q13).  

Among the three predictors, only Q13_Price and Q13_Confidence are statistically significant 

(p < 0.001 and p = 0.004, respectively), both showing a positive effect on Q13_Intention_PL. 

In this model, which achieves a relatively high adjusted RĮ of 0.215, Q13_Price has a stronger 

effect on the dependent variable (ɓ = 0.395) compared to Q13_Confidence (ɓ = 0.260).  

Alone, Q13_Price also obtains significant results, with an adjusted RĮ of 0.187 (ɓ = 0.438) 

(Appendix 43). 

These analyses confirm Hypothesis 1.1A, which we therefore accept. 
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4.2.2 Hypothesis 1.1B 

H1.1B: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they perceive their 

brand equity as high.  

This second hypothesis explores another potential reason explaining why consumers prefer 

choosing private labels instead of national brand equivalent products. To examine the link 

between private labels brand equity and consumers purchase intention, we perform a linear 

regression between Q13_Intention_PL and PL_BE (combination of Q17_PL_LCL_BE, 

Q17_PL_CRF_BE and Q17_PL_LIDL_BE). The results are significant and show that 

respondentsô intention to purchase private labels is highly related to the intensity of their brand 

equity. The adjusted RĮ = 0.613, indicating that private label brand equity explains about 61.3% 

of the variance of the associated consumer purchase intention, with a standardized ɓ = 0.784 

(Table 15). 

 

 

Table 15. Linear regression aiming to determine the general influence of private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards private labels. 

To strengthen our finding, we focus then on six different variables: Q13_Intention_LCL, 

Q13_Intention_CRF, Q13_Intention_LIDL, Q17_PL_LCL_BE, Q17_PL_CRF_BE, and 

Q17_PL_LIDL_BE. In total, we run three different regression tests, each time analysing the 

influence of estimated brand equity of one retailer private labels on respondentsô purchase 

intention towards these same products.  

Here are the results of the linear regressions (Tables 16, 17 & 18).  
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Table 16. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Leclerc private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards Leclerc private labels. 

 

 

Table 17. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefour private label brand 

equity on respondentsô purchase intention towards Carrefour private labels. 
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Table 18. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl private label brand equity 

on respondentsô purchase intention towards Lidl private labels. 

All models satisfy the assumption of normality (ShapiroïWilk test, p = 0.273; p = 0.984; p = 

0.098) and in every case the F-test is significant at p < 0.001. The adjusted RĮ values are also 

high (adjusted RĮ were equal to 0.608, 0.507 and 0.696), indicating that the models explain a 

substantial proportion of the variance in purchase intention. 

When interpreting the results, we observe that private label brand equity strongly influences 

respondentsô purchase intention. Indeed, for Lidl, the unstandardized coefficient is ɓ = 0.985 

(SE = 0.048, t = 20.43, p < 0.001), with a standardized coefficient of ɓ = 0.835, reflecting a 

very strong effect. For Leclerc and Carrefour, the unstandardized coefficients are respectively 

ɓ = 0.971 (SE = 0.058, t = 16.85, p < 0.001) and ɓ = 0.952 (SE = 0.070, t = 13.71, p < 0.001), 

with standardized coefficients of ɓ = 0.781 and ɓ = 0.714, also pointing to strong but 

comparatively slightly weaker effects. The comparison shows that while all retailers benefit 

significantly from private label brand equity in driving purchase intention, the effect seems 

stronger for Lidl.  

Hypothesis H1.1B states that consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when 

they perceive their brand equity as high. Our regression analyses indicate a positive and 

significant relationship between perceived brand equity of private labels (BE) and purchase 

intention for the same Leclerc, Carrefour and Lidl private labels, thereby supporting the 

hypothesis overall. However, an interesting retailer-specific pattern emerges. We observed that 

the mean of Carrefour private label brand equity is higher than the mean of Leclerc equivalent 

variable, itself higher than Lidl one (Table 19). 
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Table 19. Descriptive statistics of Q17_PL_LCL_BE, Q17_PL_CRF_BE and 

Q17_PL_LIDL_BE 

While the mean brand equity of Carrefour and Leclerc private labels is higher than that of Lidl, 

the standardized regression coefficient (ɓ) is larger for Lidl (ɓ = 0.835) than for the other 

retailers (Leclerc ɓ = 0.781, and Carrefour ɓ = 0.714). The differences in the impact of brand 

equity on purchase intention across Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl can be interpreted in several 

ways. We retain two main explanations. First, the intercept for Carrefour (ɓ  = 0.650, p = 0.027) 

is higher than that of Lidl (ɓ  = 0.469, p = 0.010), suggesting that Carrefour consumers start 

from a slightly higher baseline purchase intention, leaving less room for brand equity to further 

increase their intention. Second, the diversity of consumer profiles and expectations, combined 

with differences in private label and retailer positioning (value-oriented, mid-range, or hard-

discount), may contribute to the observed disparities in the results. 

4.2.3 Hypothesis 1.1C 

H1.1C: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they perceive the 

brand equity of the associated retailer as high.  

After having confirmed H1.1B, we evaluate a similar while more indirect hypothetic 

relationship, between retailer brand equity and consumer purchase intention. We apply the same 

analysis methodology, using linear regression with the general variables (Table 20), followed 

by the three same specific Q13_Intention variables, plus Q7_LCL_BE, Q7_CRF_BE and 

Q7_LIDL_BE (Tables 21, 22 & 23).  

The general model already provides significant high results, with an adjusted RĮ = 0.491, and a 

standardized ɓ = 0.703. 
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Table 20. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards private labels. 

 

 

Table 21. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Leclerc brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Leclerc private labels. 

 

 

Table 22. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefour brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Carrefour private labels. 
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Table 23. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl brand equity on 

respondentsô purchase intention towards Lidl private labels. 

As for H1.1B, the normality assumption is verified for all analyses (SW p = 0.084; p = 0.565; 

p = 0.252) as well as the F-test, significant at p < 0.001. We observe similar trends as for the 

previous hypothesis: high values of adjusted RĮ (equal to 0.478, 0.316 and 0.612), and strong 

influence of the independent variables on the dependent ones, with a higher effect for Lidl brand 

equity variable (unstandardized ɓ = 1.093, SE = 0.064, t = 16.97, p < 0.001, standardized ɓ = 

0.784).  

Although high and validating hypothesis H1.1C, these results show that distributor brand equity 

has less influence on the purchase of their private label products than the brand equity of those 

products themselves. Here again, the coefficient is higher for Lidl, which has lower average 

brand equity than the other two retailers (Table 24). 

 

Table 24. Descriptive statistics for Q7_LCL_BE, Q7_CRF_BE, and Q7_LIDL_BE 

4.2.4 Hypothesis 2.1A 

H2.1A: Traditional retailers have higher perceived brand equity than hard discounters. 

Hard discounters are commonly perceived as retailers focused on low prices and efficiency, 

achieving cost savings partly at the expense of brand equity driversô development. In contrast, 

traditional retailers emphasize brand image, store atmosphere, customer loyalty, assortment 

variety, etc., leading consumers to attribute them higher brand equity. 
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The aim of this hypothesis is to test this common idea and to better understand the difference 

of perceived brand equity between traditional retailers (here Leclerc and Carrefour) and hard 

discounters (represented by Lidl in this thesis). The results will serve as the first milestone for 

interpreting the role that the type of retailers may play on the construction of private labels 

brand equity and on consumer purchase intention.  

We apply a paired-sample t-test to compare perceived brand equity for traditional retailers 

(Carrefour and Leclerc) and the hard discounter (Lidl). The ShapiroïWilk test indicates that the 

differences are considered as normally distributed, with p = 0.146. Results show that perceived 

brand equity is significantly higher for traditional retailers (mean = 4.71, standard deviation = 

0.961) than for Lidl (mean = 4.05, standard deviation = 1.494), t(182) = 6.30, p < 0.001. The 

effect size is moderate, Cohenôs d = 0.466, 95% CI [0.313, 0.618], indicating that the difference 

is meaningful (Table 25).  

 

 

 

Table 25. Paired t-test between Traditional_BE and Q7_LIDL_BE 

To strengthen these results, we then conduct an ANOVA test for which the assumption of 

sphericity is tested using Mauchlyôs test, significant at p = 0.057. More precisely, we process to 

a repeated measures ANOVA that reveals a significant effect of retailer type on private label 

brand equity (F = 21.5, p < 0.001, ɖpĮ = 0.106). Post-hoc tests with both Bonferroni and Holm 

corrections indicate that both Carrefour (mean difference (MD) = 0.744, p < 0.001) and Leclerc 

(MD = 0.592, p < 0.001) have higher brand equity than Lidl, while no significant difference is 
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revealed between Carrefour and Leclerc (p > 0.05), thus suggesting that traditional retailers 

outperform hard discounters in terms of brand equity (Table 26). 

 

 

 

 

Table 26. Repeated measures ANOVA with Q7_LCL_BE, Q7_CRF_BE and Q7_LIDL_BE 

These two different tests both support the acceptation of hypothesis H2.1A. 

4.2.5 Hypothesis 2.1B 

H2.1B: Brand equity of traditional retailers impacts more the brand equity of their private labels 

and their success, than the brand equity of hard discounters does. 

As we assume that retailer brand equity influences the brand equity of their private labels and 

that traditional retailers generally possess higher brand equity than hard discounters, we expect 

these differences to be reflected in their private labels. To properly test this hypothesis, the 

analysis is divided into three parts.  

First, we perform a linear regression allowing us to validate that the brand equity of retailers 

(Retailer_BE, mean of the three brand equity variables of Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl) has a 

great influence on the brand equity of their private labels (PL_BE, mean of the three private 
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labelsô brand equity variables of Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl) (adjusted RĮ = 0.597, and 

standardized ɓ = 0.774, Appendix 44). Second, we examine the influence of traditional retailer 

versus hard-discounter brand equity on the brand equity of their private labels. Third, we 

analyse the impact of the same independent variables on private label success, which we 

measure through consumersô purchase intention. For both parts, we conduct regression 

analyses.  

Before running the more specific regression analyses, we create two new variables, 

Traditional_PL_BE, representing the average brand equity of traditional retailersô private labels 

(calculated from Q17_PL_LCL_BE and Q17_PL_CRF_BE), and Traditional_PL_Int, 

representing the average consumersô purchase intention for private labels of traditional retailers 

(Q13_Intention_LCL and Q13_Intention_CRF). The first variable is then compared to 

Q17_PL_LIDL_BE, which captures the brand equity of Lidlôs private labels, and represents the 

brand equity of hard-discountersô private labels in this thesis (Tables 27 & 28). Whereas the 

second is compared to Q17_Intention_LIDL.  

 

 

Table 27. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of traditional retailer brand equity 

on the brand equity of their private labels. 
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Table 28. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Lidl brand equity on the brand 

equity of Lidl private labels. 

By analysing the tables 27 and 28, we highlight that both the brand equity of private labels of 

traditional retailers and hard discounters are strongly influenced by the brand equity of the 

different retailers. Indeed, for traditional retailers, the unstandardized coefficient is ɓ = 0.875 

(SE = 0.071, t = 12.33, p < 0.001), with a standardized coefficient of ɓ = 0.676 and an adjusted 

RĮ = 0.453, and for Lidl, the unstandardized coefficient is ɓ = 1.009 (SE = 0.046, t = 22.09, p < 

0.001) with a standardized coefficient of ɓ = 0.854 and an adjusted RĮ = 0.728.  The second 

linear regression satisfies the normality assumption (SW p < 0.001), however the first does not 

(p = 0.019). Despite the non-validity of the Shapiro-Wilk test, regarding our sample (n = 183), 

the general aspect of the Q-Q plots graph (Appendix 45), and the global robustness of the 

regression analysis, we consider that it remains valid.  

The comparison shows that while the impact of the brand equity of both type of retailers 

significantly influences the different private labels brand equity, the impact is higher for Lidl 

than for Leclerc and Carrefour. This contradicts the initial hypothesis. However, we have toШ

remain cautious about the fact that the number of retailers included into each studied group is 

not equal, explaining maybe part of the differences.  

 

 

Table 29. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of traditional retailersô brand 

equity on consumersô purchase intention for private labels of traditional retailers. 
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Similarly, by comparing the tables 29 and 23, we notice that the correlation between the brand 

equity of Lidl and consumersô purchase intention for Lidl private labels (unstandardized ɓ = 

1.093, SE = 0.0644, t = 16.97, p < 0.001, standardized ɓ = 0.784 and adjusted RĮ = 0.612) is 

higher than for traditional retailers (unstandardized ɓ = 1.11, SE = 0.0644, t = 16.97, p < 0.001, 

standardized ɓ = 0.623, and adjusted RĮ = 0.385). On this aspect, we also reject our initial H2.1B 

hypothesis (Appendix 46).  

Finally, we note that, overall, retailer brand equity explains 62.6% of the variance of private 

label brand equity. In this model, the brand equity of private labels is also more strongly 

influenced by the brand equity of hard discounters (standardized ɓ = 0.373) than by that of 

traditional retailers (standardized ɓ = 0.573) (Table 30). 

 

 

Table 30.. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of the brand equity of different 

types of retailers on the brand equity of private labels. 

4.2.6 Hypothesis 2.2A 

H2.2A: Store-banner private labels are more impacted by the retailer brand equity than stand-

alone private labels. 

Because brand equity is closely tied to brand name and image, we suppose that store-banner 

private labels are more likely to benefit from retailer brand equity. Conversely, stand-alone 

private labels rely primarily on their own branding and positioning rather than on the retailerôs 

reputation. To test this hypothesis, we focus only on Carrefour private label products, as it is 

the only brand among the three we study in this thesis that combines both store-banner and 

stand-alone brands (Tables 31 & 32).  
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Table 31. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefourôs brand equity on 

its stand-alone private labels. 

 

 

Table 32. Robust linear regression aiming to determine the influence of Carrefourôs brand equity 

on its store-banner private labels. 

When we juxtapose the first linear regression analysis and the second robust one (model chosen 

due to the non-normality of residuals), we note that the effect of Carrefourôs brand equity on its 

private labels is higher for the store-banner products than for the stand-alone ones (standardized 

ɓ = 0.631 and adjusted RĮ = 0.395 for store-banner PLs vs. standardized ɓ = 0.498, and adjusted 

RĮ = 0.244 for stand-alone PL). We assume that respondents have a correct understanding of 

the difference between store-banner and stand-alone branding. Indeed, these results corroborate 

the hypothesis H2.2A.  
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Moreover, this result is duplicated when the focus is on the brand equity of private labels. 

Indeed, consumersô purchase intention toward store-banner private labels, itself more strongly 

influenced by the retailer brand equity, significantly impacts the overall brand equity of private 

labels, unlike consumersô purchase intention toward stand-alone private labels (Table 33). 

 

 

Table 33. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of different branding strategies 

on the brand equity of private labels. 

4.2.7 Hypothesis 2.2B 

H2.2B: Value private labels are more sensitive to retailer brand equity than both economy and 

premium private labels. 

Since value private labels are often perceived as equivalents or imitations of national brand 

products (ñme-tooò) and their positioning emphasizes the balance between quality and price, 

their primary point of differentiation lies in the brand equity of the endorsing retailer, probably 

as consumers rely on the retailerôs reputation as a signal of trust and reliability.  

Based on this assumption, we attempt to quantify and rank the influence of retailer brand equity 

on these different types of private labels. 
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Table 34. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its economy private labels. 

 

 

Table 35. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its value private labels. 

 

 

Table 36. Robust linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity 

on its premium private labels. 

The economy PL model gives the following results (Table 34): unstandardized ɓ = 1.029, SE = 

0.148, t = 6.936, p < 0.001, standardized ɓ = 0.453 and adjusted RĮ = 0.201.  
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For the value PL model, we obtain these values (Table 35): unstandardized ɓ = 0.999, SE = 

0.111, t = 9.007, p < 0.001, standardized ɓ = 0.515 and adjusted RĮ = 0.261. 

Finally, the results of the premium PL model are summarized as follow (Table 36): 

unstandardized ɓ = 0.591, SE = 0.147, t = 4.020, p < 0.001, standardized ɓ = 0.302 and adjusted 

RĮ = 0.086. 

Overall, retailer brand equity has a significant impact across the different price-positioned 

private labels. Although the results are slightly higher for value PL compared to economy and 

premium PL, the difference is not strong enough to confirm hypothesis H2.2B with absolute 

certainty. Nevertheless, we accept H2.2B, while acknowledging its potential limitations and 

emphasizing the need for it to be tested again in a future. 

Regarding the impact of this same criterion on private label brand equity, we observe that in 

addition to being the private label positioning type most influenced by retailer brand equity, 

value PL is also the type that mostly influences the brand equity of private label brands 

(standardized ɓ = 0.4184) (Table 37). 

 

 

Table 37. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of the brand equity of different 

price-positioning strategies on the brand equity of private labels. 

4.2.8 Hypothesis 2.3 

H2.3: High-involvement PL products are most sensitive to retailer brand equity than low-

involvement PL products. 
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Commonly, we assume that high-involvement PL products are more affected by retailer brand 

equity because consumers invest greater time and effort in evaluating these products and 

therefore rely more on retailer cues to reduce perceived risk. 

To test this hypothesis, we regroupe the different types of private labels into two main 

categories: low-involvement vs. high-involvement products. The first variable Q11_LOW_PL 

includes Q11_Commodities, Q11_Sweet_Groceries, Q11_Dairy_Goods, Q11_Frozen_Goods, 

and Q11_Fruits. For the second one, Q11_HIGH_PL, we find Q11_Meat, Q11_Organic, 

Q11_Premium, and Q11_Specialized. 

We conduct one regression analysis per variable (Table 38).  

 

 

 

 

 

Table 38. Linear regressions aiming to determine the influence of retailer brand equity on both 

low-involvement and high-involvement private labels.  

The normality assumption is verified for Q11_LOW_PL model (SW p = 0.138), but not for 

Q11_HIGH_PL (SW p = 0.037), however we consider that the linear regression is robust 
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enough to properly analyse this variable anyway. Both F-test are significant at p < 0.001, and 

the tests reveal moderate to low values of adjusted RĮ (equal to 0.362 and 0.197). We notice 

that the effect of retailer brand equity on their low-involvement private label products 

(standardized ɓ = 0.605) is higher than for the high-involvement ones (standardized ɓ = 0.449).  

If we also test some representative products of each category ï Commodities and Organic 

products ï, we obtain similar results: respective standardized ɓ of 0.514 vs. 0.387 (Appendices 

47 & 48). 

We indeed accept the hypothesis H2.3.  

In addition, we note that low-involvement private label products have a significant effect on 

private label brand equity (standardized ɓ = 0.616), whereas it is not the case for high-

involvement effect (p > 0.05) (Table 39). 

 

 

Table 39. Linear regression aiming to determine the influence of purchase involvement on the 

brand equity of private labels. 

4.2.9 Hypothesis 2.4 

H2.4:  Retailer brand equity has a stronger positive effect on private label brand awareness and 

perceived quality than on private label brand associations and brand loyalty. 

We consider that brand awareness and perceived quality are the most influential components of 

private label brand equity. Brand awareness acts as the entry point that enables consumers to 

identify and recognize the brand, which is particularly important for private labels trying to 

stand out in stores, and perceived quality is a key driver for consumer purchase intention, 

directly addressing value-for-money concerns. Conversely, the component of brand 

associations often struggles to differentiate from perceived quality, while brand loyalty may 
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require a level of engagement that is too demanding for some consumers. Therefore, regarding 

private labels, retailer brand equity is expected to exert a stronger effect on brand awareness 

and perceived quality than on brand associations and brand loyalty. 

 

 

Table 40. MANCOVA test between PL_BA, PL_PQ, PL_BL, PL_BS and Retailer_BE. 

We begin by conducting a MANCOVA test, that works as a diagnostic test to confirm that 

retailer brand equity impacts the different components of the private labels brand equity 

components overall (Table 40). The combination of the multivariate and univariate tests 

confirms that retailer brand equity has a significant effect not only on all components of private 

label brand equity taken together, but also on each of them separately (F Ó 126).  

In order to quantify and compare the strength of these effects, we conduct four linear 

regressions. The results, however, contradict our initial hypothesis.  
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Table 41. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BA (brand awareness) 

 

 

Table 42. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_PQ (perceived quality) 

 

 

Table 43. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BL (brand loyalty) 
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Table 44. Linear regression testing the influence of Retailer_BE on PL_BS (brand associations) 

All regressions are found to meet the assumptions of normality (including the one testing 

perceived quality), and all show significant effects (p < 0.001). Nevertheless, the highest 

standardized ɓ and adjusted RĮ values are obtained for the second and the last regressions (Table 

42 and Table 44), corresponding to perceived quality and brand associations. This outcome both 

partially validates and refutes our initial hypothesis attesting that retailer brand equity has a 

stronger influence on brand awareness and perceived quality. We also notice that the intensity 

gaps between each correlation are small.  

4.3 Case studies insights 

As a reminder, our questionnaire is composed of several sections, the last of which includes 

questions in the form of more empirical and concrete case studies. They present visuals of 

several products to recreate a choice situation, as if the respondents were shopping in a 

supermarket. 
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Table 45. Descriptive statistics for variables Q18_Milk, Q19_Honey, Q20_Cider, Q21_Juice, 

Q22_Chocolate, Q23_Chips, and Q24_Jam. 

By analysing the frequency statistics of each question (Q18_Milk to Q24_Jam) (Table 45), we 

understand which option is preferred by respondents.  

The two first questions are related to the ótype of retailerò parameter. According to the results, 

the most chosen products are product C for the first question and product B for the second one. 

These two products are both Carrefour products. Respondents mainly chose these options even 

if they do not name directly with the retailer brand, and they are more expensive. This result 

questions about the link between this choice and the type of retailer owning these products, but 

also between the product and the retailer specifically: Carrefour itself may explain more the 

choice of the respondents than the category of retailers it belongs to.  

Questions 20 and 21 address the branding factor of private labels, distinguishing between store-

banner and stand-alone branding. Q20_Cider presents the case of two products from the same 

retailer (Carrefour), with different branding strategies and different positioning, while 

Q21_Juice illustrates the example of two products from different retailers (Carrefour and 

Leclerc) with different branding strategies too but similar positioning. For the first question, 

stand-alone product is more chosen, but we can question this result in the light of both the 

positioning and the product proposed here (alcohol). For the second question, product A, store-

banner option, is the most selected one. These results cannot be exploited to determine if the 

branding strategy impact or not consumer intention to purchase private label products.  

The three following questions, Q22 to Q24, are dedicated to the study of the positioning factor. 

For Q22_Chocolate, product A ï the economy option ï is the most chosen, for Q23, it is product 

C ï the premium option ï, as well as for Q24, with product B. One observation that emerges 

from this analysis is that, in any case, value private label product is not the most popular choice 

among these options. 

To understand if the perceived brand equity of retailers impacts these decisions, we conduct a 

ɢĮ test between the results of each question, compared to Retailer_BE_categ, a derivate of 
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Retailer_BE split into terciles: low (Retailer_BE < 4.25), moderate (Retailer_BE < 4.93), and 

high (Appendix 49). At the end, results seem independent.  

A paired t-test of Wilcoxon, for non-normal variables, is also applied for sugar and salmon 

variables. The results show that low-involvement products are more chosen than high-

involvement ones (average difference = 0.500) (Table 46). 

 

Table 46. Wilcoxon t-test for LOW_sugar and HIGH_salmon variables. 

However, when comparing the results of the respective linear regressions between Retailer_BE 

and either LOW_sugar or HIGH_salmon, the difference of results are not significant 

(Appendices 50 & 51).  

Confronting theoretical and empirical results is essential to properly identify the phenomena 

that underlie consumersô behaviour. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This last chapter synthesizes the findings of the study and develops insights, conclusions, and 

recommendations relevant for both theoretical research and managerial practice. The main 

research question is addressed through detailed discussion of the sub-questions, enriched by a 

revision of the analytical framework. Finally, the chapter acknowledges the studyôs limitations 

and suggests directions for further investigation.  

5.1 Summary of the findings 

The final aim of this thesis is to complement and reorganize the key findings that explain the 

recent success of private label brands and products among consumers within the highly 

competitive FMCG landscape.   

To frame this wide subject, we have developed two main research questions, divided into five 

sub-questions and nine hypotheses. 

The first main research question is: ñWhat are the main reasons explaining the success of 

Private Labels in the FMCG industry in France?ò 

We address this research question by studying the following sub-question, ñWhy do consumers 

choose to buy FMCG private label products rather than national branded ones?ò, and the three 

resulting hypotheses: 

- H1.1A: Price sensitivity is the primary factor influencing consumer intention to 

purchase FMCG private label products over national brands.  

- H1.1B: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they 

perceive their brand equity as high. 

- H1.1C: Consumers are more likely to purchase private label products when they 

perceive the brand equity of the associated retailer as high.  

After a thorough analysis of the responses related to these interrogations, collected through a 

detailed questionnaire, we have reached the following conclusions: 

Firstly, consumers appear to prioritize their decision-making criteria when purchasing private 

label products in a clearly defined order. Price emerges as the most decisive factor. Indeed, 

almost 70% of the 183 respondents declared that it is their main decision criteria. Regression 

analysis (Appendix 43) supports this finding with an RĮ of 0.187, indicating that price explains 

about 18.7% of the variance in consumersô purchase intention for private labels. This key 

criterion is followed by product-related attributes such as quality, ingredients, or packaging. 

The role of the retailer that owns the private labels comes next (linear regression illustrated with 

Table 14 indicates that price and confidence into the retailer together explains 21.5% of the 
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model), ahead of advertising efforts. Word-of-mouth influences are considered as the fifth 

criterion, while external factors (such as inflation or media scandals) occupy the antepenultima 

position of the global ranking. Finally, other factors, such as ñdesireò, ñlack of choiceò, 

ñpracticality (buying in bulk)ò, etc., are also taken into account, but only at the margin. 

Secondly, the brand equity of private labels is a key determinant to their success, as consumers 

purchase intention grows accordingly to its increasing intensity. By performing a linear 

regression, we learn that the brand equity of private labels plays a highly significant role in 

private labels success as it explains about 61.3% of the consumer purchase intention variance 

(Table 15). The correlation effect seems even stronger when the brand equity of the private label 

is initially low.  

Lastly, similar results are observed for the impact of retailer brand equity on consumer purchase 

intention, although with a slightly weaker influence (Table 20). Hence, these findings reinforce 

the initial ranking, as private label brand equity is closely tied to product characteristics, 

whereas retailer brand equity corresponds to the óretailerô criterion, which respondents 

considered less important than the product itself when purchasing private labels 

The second main research question, ñTo what extent does the retailer effect drive consumer 

purchase intention and shape the brand equity of their private labels (success factors) in 

the FMCG industry?ò, requires the evaluation of four sub-questions and six hypotheses. We 

explore them successively.  

The first sub-question, ñHow does the ótypeô of retailer impact the retailer brand equity and 

consequently the brand equity of its private labels?ò is divided into two hypotheses:  

- H2.1A: Traditional retailers have higher perceived brand equity than hard discounters. 

- H2.1B: Brand equity of traditional retailers impacts more the brand equity of their 

private labels and their success, than the brand equity of hard discounters does. 

We have collected four key insights from the analysis of these hypotheses.  

On the one hand, the validation of the first hypothesis confirms that, in general, traditional 

retailers have higher perceived brand equity than hard discounters. More precisely, in our study, 

the difference in average is very pronounced between Carrefour and Lidl, and slightly more 

moderate while still remarkable between Leclerc and Lidl.  

On the other hand, in addition to confirming that retailer brand equity impacts that of their 

private labels (Appendix 44), we have demonstrated, by rejecting the second hypothesis, that 

the effect on private labels brand equity, as well as on consumers' intention to purchase these 
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private label brands, is stronger when it comes from a hard discounter retailer than from a 

traditional retailer (Tables 23 & 28).  

The second sub-question, ñIn what way does retailer brand equity impact the different types of 

private labels?ò also explores two underlying questions: 

- H2.2A: Store-banner private labels are more impacted by the retailer brand equity than 

stand-alone private labels. 

- H2.2B: Value private labels are more sensitive to retailer brand equity than both 

economy and premium private labels. 

Based on our observations, both hypotheses are validated. 

First, store-banner private labels, because they carry the retailerôs name, are more strongly 

influenced by the retailer brand equity than stand-alone private labels (Table 33). 

Second, value private labels, which are the most directly exposed to competition from national 

brands due to their intermediate positioning, rely most on their brand equity as a means of 

differentiation on the shelves, and consequently on its components, including the retailer brand 

equity (Table 35). 

Unlike the previous research sections, only one hypothesis is formulated to address the third 

sub-question, ñWhich FMCG categories of private label products are the most sensitive to 

retailer brand equity?ò: 

- H2.3: High-involvement PL products are most sensitive to retailer brand equity than 

low-involvement PL products. 

Several analyses were carried out and the results obtained contradict the initial hypothesis. 

Indeed, it appears that for private labels, low-involvement products are more influenced by the 

retailer brand equity than high-involvement products (Table 39). This can be explained by the 

fact that private label assortments generally contain a majority of low-involvement products, as 

they are less expensive to produce and therefore more affordable for consumers. Furthermore, 

private labels are often associated with this category of products, which suggests that this result 

may also be partly driven by cognitive bias. 

Lastly, the fourth sub-question, ñWhich dimensions of the brand equity of private labels are 

most influenced by retailer brand equity?ò, is answered by a single hypothesis:  

- H2.4:  Retailer brand equity has a stronger positive effect on private label brand 

awareness and perceived quality than on private label brand associations and brand 

loyalty. 
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The analysis and rejection of this hypothesis lead to the following results: retailer brand equity 

influences perceived quality and brand associations more strongly than brand awareness and 

brand loyalty (Tables 41, 42, 43 & 44). It is not surprising that these two dimensions, often 

confused, are once again associated with each other. However, all components remain strongly 

and similarly influenced by the retailer brand equity (0.407 Ò adjusted RĮ Ò 0.547; 0.641 Ò 

standardized ɓ Ò 0.741). This suggests that even greater precautions and synergies in line with 

the retailer brand equity are required from private labels to achieve higher levels of brand equity. 

The results of all the analysis are summed up in the following table (Table 47): 

Hypothesis Description Results Details 

H1.1A Price is the main factor 

influencing consumersô 

purchase intention toward 

PLs. 

Supported Descriptive statistics and 

significant positive correlation 

confirm that price is the main 

criterion of choice.  

H1.1B Higher private label BE 

increases purchase 

intention. 

Supported Significant positive correlation and 

high RĮ value indicate that PL BE 

strongly influences consumersô 

purchase intention. 

H1.1C Higher retailer BE increases 

purchase intention. 

Supported Significant positive correlation and 

high RĮ value indicate that retailer 

BE also ï but slightly less than PL 

BE ï influences consumersô 

purchase intention. 

H2.1A Traditional retailers have 

higher perceived BE than 

hard discounters. 

Supported Significant comparisons support 

that traditional retailers have 

higher perceived BE than hard 

discounters. 

H2.1B BE of traditional retailers 

influences more the BE of 

their PLs than BE of hard 

discounters. 

Not 

supported 

Higher significant positive 

correlation highlighted between 

hard discounter brand equity (BE) 

and PL BE. 
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H2.2A Retailer BE impacts more 

store-banner PLs than stand-

alone PLs.  

Supported Significant positive correlations, 

with modest gap, confirm that 

store-banner PLs are more 

impacted by retailer BE. 

H2.2B Retailer BE impacts more 

value PLs than economy or 

premium PLs. 

Supported Significant positive correlations, 

with modest gap, confirm that 

value PLs are more impacted by 

retailer BE. 

H2.3 Retailer BE impacts more 

high-involvement PLs than 

low-involvement PLs.  

Not 

supported 

Significant positive correlation and 

high RĮ prove the inverse 

relationship: retailer BE impacts 

more low-involvement PLs. 

H2.4 Retailer BE impacts more 

PL brand awareness and 

perceived quality. 

Not 

supported 

Significant positive correlation and 

high RĮ refute the hypothesis: 

retailer BE impacts more PL 

perceived quality and brand 

associations. 

Table 47. Summary of the results 

Analysing these hypotheses yields the following insights and key findings.  

First, we need to distinguish the direct effects of retailer brand equity on private label brand 

equity from the indirect ones.  

Among the direct effects, the type of retailer criterion is the one that mostly explains the model 

(adjusted RĮ = 0.787), followed by the branding strategy (adjusted RĮ = 0.564), the purchase 

involvement (adjusted RĮ = 0.464), and finally the positioning strategy (adjusted RĮ = 0.371). 

Secondly, another main conclusion emerging from these hypotheses is that, since the branding, 

price-positioning, and purchase-involvement strategies of private labels differently influence 

the overall construction of private label brand equity, and as these strategies themselves depend 

on retailer brand equity, we assume that, by extension, the latter factor also exerts a significant 

influence on the overall model.  

The intensity of the indirect effects on private label brand equity remains more complicated to 

quantify.  

These conclusions lead us to reorganize the analytical framework (Figure 33). 
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Figure 33. Private Label Brand Equity ï Final Framework. 

5.2 Theoretical contributions 

This thesis offers a new perspective on the brand equity of private labels. Indeed, the brand 

equity of private labels must be considered with great caution, as it involves multiple levels of 

analysis: on the one hand, through the lens of the retailer own brand equity influence, but also 

independently from it. Both analytical structures surrounding retailer brand equity and private 

label brand equity need to be adapted, which implies that different frameworks can be used to 

describe the same concept within a single model.  
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Moreover, increasingly, private labels are evolving into fully-fledged brands, with their own 

strategies, identities, dedicated teams, and budgets, as demonstrated by retailersô short and long-

term strategic plans (e.g. Carrefour, Groupement Mousquetaires, etc.). This dissertation opens 

the way for a deeper reflection on all the factors involved in private labelsô conquest of the 

market, while also highlighting the importance of maintaining a sufficiently high level of 

competition from national brands to meet consumer expectations. This rise in power must 

therefore occur gradually and be supported by strong retailers, willing to take risks and invest 

heavily. 

 

The purpose of this section is to confront the findings of this study with the different theoretical 

frameworks and concepts mobilized in the literature review, and to discuss the nuances that 

arise from this comparison. This approach allows us to narrow the scope of the study to the 

most critical factors explaining the success of private labels, those emphasized both in the 

literature and in our results, which emerge through the dual lens analysis of private label and 

retailer brand equity.  

RQ1. What are the main reasons explaining the success of Private Labels in the FMCG 

industry in France? 

The literature identifies a wide range of drivers explaining the success of private labels. To deal 

with this complexity, this study focuses on three key factors influencing consumer purchase 

intention towards private label brands: price, the brand equity of private labels, and the brand 

equity of retailers. 

Initially, in our study, price emerges as the primary selection criterion for most consumers 

(almost 70%) or, at the very least, belongs to their top three criteria. This finding, based on 

declarative data, aligns with earlier research that described private labels as ñlow price/low 

quality alternativesò (Cuneo et al., 2012). 

However, this result is later complemented and nuanced by further insights. First, product 

quality appears as the second most important criterion after price (24%). Second, in the set of 

seven empirical questions designed to replicate a supermarket shopping situation (Q18 to Q24), 

the cheapest product is chosen only once. On the contrary, the most expensive products are the 

most frequently selected. This result corroborates the arguments put forward by Gielens et al. 

(2021), who characterize current private label products of ñlower-priced-than-national brand 

but acceptable-qualityò options, and confirms that private labels can no longer be reduced to a 
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purely price-based positioning. As emphasized by Geyskens et al. (2018), ñprivate labels have 

progressively evolved into products offering quality comparable to, or even exceeding, that of 

national brandsò. 

Secondly, our research demonstrates the importance of considering private labels brand equity 

not merely as an underlying factor of private label success model, as it is sometimes treated in 

the literature, but rather as a key determinant (private label brand equity explains about 61.3% 

of the variance in consumer purchase intentions). As discussed in section 2.2.4 Private Label 

Brand Equity, despite the central role of brand equity in the evaluation of brands more generally, 

the lack of theoretical works dedicated specifically to private label brand equity tends to 

minimize its prevalence in the academic debate. Our findings counterbalance this gap by 

providing empirical evidence of its decisive influence. 

Finally, beyond the well-established link between retailers and their private labels, as illustrated 

by Molinillo et al. (2015), this research deepens the understanding of how the retailer brand 

equity impacts both directly and indirectly the success of private labels. Indeed, not only does 

retailer brand equity directly affect purchase intentions (accounting for approximately 49.1% 

of the consumer purchase intentions variance), but it also amplifies the brand equity of private 

labels themselves. Given that private label brand equity strongly influences the success of 

private label, retailer brand equity can therefore be considered to exert a doubled effect 

compared to other factors. Moreover, since retailers are the primary decision-makers in setting 

private labelsô price, retailer brand equity indirectly also reinforces the influence of the most 

decisive factor, price. 

Overall, with respect to the first research question of this thesis, our analysis underscores the 

necessity of considering not only the plenty of factors that influence private label success, but 

also all the interactions existing among them.  

 

RQ2. To what extent does the retailer effect drive consumer purchase intention and shape 

the brand equity of their private labels (success factors) in the FMCG industry? 

The literature identifies retailer as a key actor defining private labelsô strategies. With this 

second research question, we investigate the extent to which retailer, and more precisely retailer 

brand equity, also interact and shape the different determinants of private label brand equity 

and, ultimately, consumer choice. To address this question, four hypotheses were tested, all 
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focused on the ñretailer effectò dimensions, the three last of which specifically focused on 

ñproduct effectsò: type of retailer, priceïquality positioning, branding strategy, and the level of 

consumer involvement. 

The first hypothesis addresses an uncommon and underestimated parameter of the literature: 

the type of retailer. In fact, this factor is absent from most analyses of the articles included in 

the 2.2.3 Retailer brand equity part, at the maximum implicitly studied. Yet, our research shows 

that it is an important criterion to consider because it partly explains the intensity of retailer 

brand equity (usually higher for traditional retailers) and highlights that private labels of hard-

discount retailers are more sensitive to the brand equity level of their retailer in comparison to 

private labels of traditional retailers. 

The second hypothesis explores branding strategies and focuses on the difference between 

store-banner branding and stand-alone branding. On the one hand, the findings confirm that 

store-banner private labels benefit more strongly from the retailer brand equity effect than 

stand-alone ones. This result resonates with Geyskens et al.ôs (2018) framework, which argues 

that branding strategies should be adapted depending on the intensity of retailer equity: the 

higher it is, the most probable private labels will be store-banner branded. However, our study 

goes a step further by highlighting the reciprocal dynamic between the two constructs. Indeed, 

on the other hand, adopting a store-banner branding strategy not only reinforces private label 

brand equity but also feeds back into strengthening retailer brand equity itself (private label 

brand equity influences the retailer brand equity with the same intensity, 0.774), creating a 

virtuous cycle.  

Interesting findings also stand out with the examination of private label priceïquality 

positioning using the typology proposed by Geyskens et al. (2010). Our significantly different 

results confirm the suitability of this framework in analysing private labels, as the segmentation 

between economy, value, and premium tiers reflects specific consumer behaviours and distinct 

effects on private label brand equity. Interestingly, while premium private labels continue to 

gain visibility in the literature, our results emphasize the persisting and even central role of 

value and economy private labels in shaping the global success of these products. Indeed, these 

two tiers of private labels are respectively the first and second most influential ones for private 

label brand equity, before premium private labels. This nuance complements both Geyskens et 

al.ôs (2010) and Gielens et al.ôs (2021) typologies by suggesting that, despite the sophistication 

of the market and the increasing presence of premium (and smart) PLs, the success of private 

labels remains strongly anchored in their initial value proposition. The correct way to interpret 
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it, is to consider that each tier fulfils distinct consumer needs and plays a different while not 

equally important role. 

The role of consumer involvement is also investigated, comparing low-involvement with high-

involvement product categories. Contrary to the common assumption that high-involvement 

products have a stronger impact on brand equity, our results show that low-involvement 

products actually contribute more significantly to the brand equity of private labels. When 

contextualized within Gielens et al.ôs (2021) typology, this result appears coherent. Economy 

and value private labels are generally considered low-involvement products, whereas premium 

private labels are categorized as high-involvement products. However, based on our previous 

findings, value and economy PLs have a stronger influence on retailer brand equity. Thus, it 

makes sense that low-involvement products also follows this tendency. This result challenges 

the established assumption that low-involvement products, often associated with lower margins, 

should be less strategically invested in by retailers. On the contrary, they appear to represent a 

foundational component of private label brand equity. 

Finally, beyond these ñretailer effectò hypotheses, the study provides new insights by 

quantifying and ranking the specific effects of retailer brand equity on each dimension of private 

label brand equity. Whereas prior research has mainly focused on conceptualising the 

relationship between the brand equity of retailer and private label (Molinillo et al., 2015; Jara, 

2009), this study provides an empirical hierarchy of their interdependencies. This quantitative 

contribution complements existing conceptual models and highlights the need for future 

research to further explore the intensity and directionality of these effects across different retail 

channels and product categories. 

Globally, our findings demonstrate that retailer brand equity not only drives consumer purchase 

intention directly but also operates indirectly by shaping the equity of private labels in particular 

through priceïquality positioning, branding strategy, and product involvement. These 

contributions highlight the complexity of the retailer effect and its central role in decoding the 

success of private labels in the FMCG industry. 

 

MRQ. Decoding the success of private labels in the FMCG industry. 

At a broader level, the findings of this thesis confirm the central role of private labels as strategic 

assets for retailers, improving retailer margins, supporting competitive differentiation, 
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reinforcing retailer positioning, etc., but especially highlight the reciprocal relationship: 

retailersô strategies are at the core of private labels success.  

However, the results also arise certain theoretical tensions. For instance, although Aakerôs 

(1991) brand equity model provides a useful entry point, its application reveals limitations: 

some dimensions of the model are not fully understood by respondents and struggle to capture 

the complexity of the PLïretailer dynamics (4.1.2 Factor analysis). Based on this observation, 

we suggest future research to test the applicability of Kellerôs (1993) customer-based brand 

equity model, or even to develop a hybrid conceptualization, integrated for example Jaraôs 

(2009) model, which already structures well our final analytical framework (retailer effects and 

product effects).  

5.3 Managerial implications 

The theoretical dynamics of private label brand equity highlighted in this thesis also carries 

several important implications for managers operating in the FMCG industry. The findings 

confirm that private labels can no longer be considered as secondary choices or marginal 

alternatives: they have become strategic assets that reshape the competitive balance between 

retailers and national brands. This new competitive position requires careful management and 

high consideration from private label managers, and retail chain managers, as well as national 

brand managers.  

For private label managers, the results reaffirm that the strength of private labels goes well 

beyond price competitiveness. While affordability remains a key driver, consumers increasingly 

expect private labels to deliver quality, innovation, transparency, and consistency with their 

personal values. This shift requires managers to increase the investment on private labels by 

emphasizing innovation, design, and communication. Firstly, diversification can be pursued 

through the development of premium ranges, organic and ecological lines, regional products, 

or dietary-specific options such as plant-based, vegan, and gluten-free assortments. Secondly, 

the design part implies that marketers adopt more attractive, sustainable, and trend-conscious 

visual brand identities (packaging, logo, colours, etc.) to stand out on the shelves and reinforce 

perceptions of quality. Combined with strong communication on transparency and authenticity; 

while avoiding greenwashing, such strategies can elevate private labels to brands on their own, 

thus strengthening consumer trust and loyalty. 

For retail chain managers, the findings of this thesis highlight the importance of considering 

private labels as an integral part of the retailerôs overall brand identity and development strategy. 

Beyond ensuring alignment between the retailerôs positioning and its portfolio of private labels, 
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managers should actively highlight private labels within the broader retail strategy. When 

developing private label products, managers have to maintain coherence across their assortment 

and different private label tiers (economy, standard, and premium), prevent from 

cannibalization and ensure brands and productsô alignment with the CSR policy of the company. 

Indeed, the consistency between corporate communication, the retailerôs values and 

positioning, and its concrete actions is key to building a solid and positive reputation. In parallel, 

when activating private label brands, managers can leverage solutions such as loyalty programs, 

promotional strategies, in-store displays, cross-category bundling, or dedicated advertising 

campaigns, to increase private labelsô visibility and long-term shopper attachment. Thus, retail 

chain managers can transform these products into strategic assets that drive differentiation. 

At the operational level, store managers must apply the global strategy defined by the retail 

chain top management while balancing the presence of private labels and national brands on 

the shelves, and relaying insights gathered directly from the field back to headquarter.  

Conversely, in this context of growing competition from increasingly innovative private labels, 

national brand managers face a crucial challenge: maintaining the leadership of their brand and 

remaining the number one choice for consumers. To achieve this, managers need both to 

reaffirm their brandsô unique value proposition by emphasizing their expertise, heritage and 

storytelling, capacity for innovation, emotional ties with consumers, etc., and to collaborate 

directly with the retailersô representatives (agreements, partnerships, etc.). 

However, differentiation cannot be pursued effectively without a deep understanding of 

evolving consumer habits. For this reason, conducting regular consumer studies, via 

quantitative surveys or experimental research, should be a top priority. Insights can be further 

enriched by attending professional conferences and drawing on the expertise of panels or 

external specialists, who provide detailed findings on emerging trends. 

This recommendation should not only guide national brand managers in refining their 

strategies, but it should also benefit all stakeholders of the private labelôs ecosystem seeking to 

implement a consumer-centric strategy. 

Finally, across all these managerial perspectives lies a transversal imperative: the integration of 

ethical, social, and ecological considerations. By challenging each other, private labels and 

national brands have become the key actors of innovation ï particularly in ethical 

transformations ï within the FMCG industry: sustainable packaging, local and fair sourcing, 

recycling, food waste reduction, products with wholesome ingredients, etc. In addition, retailers 

also have the unique leverage of setting standards throughout their supply chains, enabling them 
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to shape future trading conditions and limit excesses. Together, these commitments help 

strengthen the credibility of the retailer, its private labels, and its competitors. 

In conclusion, the managerial implications of this thesis highlight the need for a redefinition of 

strategies in the FMCG sector, driven by coopetition, innovation, and ethical responsibility. 

5.4 Limitations of the research 

Like any empirical research, this thesis is subject to several limitations that should be 

considered when interpreting the findings. These limitations do not undermine the validity and 

relevance of the results, but they highlight boundaries and suggest axes of improvement for 

future research. 

A first limitation is linked to the scope of the study itself.  

Primarily, the analysis is focused only on three retailers (Leclerc, Carrefour, and Lidl), which 

inevitably reduces the generalizability of the conclusions. Although these retailers were selected 

for their representativeness and leadership in terms of market shares in the French FMCG 

industry, they cannot fully reflect the whole diversity of retail strategies that exist in France or 

in other countries. In fact, each retailer has its own positioning, communication style, consumer 

profile, etc., which means that the impact of brand equity may differ significantly from one 

retailer to another, and even more from one country to another. 

Beyond the sample of retailers, another limitation concerns the theoretical lens adopted to frame 

the analyses. Among the theories reviewed and discussed in the literature, only some were 

selected to build our study, based on their relevance and adaptability to our research objectives. 

Thus, our study relies for example on Aakerôs brand equity model or on Geyskens et al.ôs price-

positioning typology of private labels. They are widely recognized and robust frameworks, but 

other approaches, such as Kellerôs Customer-Based Brand Equity model or Yoo and Donthuôs 

Multidimensional Consumer-Based Brand Equity model, could have also provided 

complementary insights. By privileging certain conceptual models over others, the analysis 

necessarily narrows its perspective.  

In addition, although the thesis seeks to explore exhaustively several factors influencing private 

label brand equity, the focus remains on what we qualify as retailer effects and product effects. 

Other dimensions, such as ñbrand effectsò or ñconsumer effectsò, remain unaddressed in the 

scope of this study. 

Another limitation arises from the methodologies of data collection.  
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First, biases could have been introduced into the study due to the profiles of respondents: 

cultural and regional contexts, as well as shopping habits, purchasing power, family structure, 

personal values and convictions, etc., were not captured in detail in the study whereas they may 

help understand differently some behaviours. A specific caution concerns the geographical 

scope of our study: while all respondents live in France, no further information was collected 

about their region or degree of urbanization, factors that can strongly shape the retail landscape 

and consumer perceptions. 

The method of data collection further reinforces these boundaries. The study relies mainly on 

an online survey, complemented only marginally by printed questionnaires. While this method 

offers efficiency and access to a broad pool of respondents, it can also be restrictive. Indeed, 

online surveys tend to exclude individuals without regular internet access, which introduces a 

risk to skew the sample toward younger, more connected, and more urban respondents. 

Furthermore, the absence of direct and interactive research methods, such as interviews or focus 

groups, makes it impossible to clarify potential misunderstandings and to guarantee a sustained 

level of attention for respondents when answering the survey. 

Moreover, the study is based on declarative data, meaning the results rely on what respondents 

say about their perceptions and behaviours. Such data are by nature subjective and can be biased 

by social desirability, memory errors, or different interpretations of the questions. Even though 

the questionnaire was carefully designed to be clear and accessible, there is always a risk of 

inconsistent answers.  

Finally, some statistical limitations must be acknowledged. 

During the data analysis, a few issues have emerged, mainly related to the relatively limited 

sample size (n = 183). This constraint contributed in particular to deviations from normality in 

the data distribution, which may affect the robustness of certain statistical tests. 

In addition, some results remain difficult to interpret, especially when differences between 

groups are small, and should therefore be considered with caution. 

Overall, although we manage to address these limitations as best as possible, they provide useful 

lessons for future research to avoid similar shortcomings.  

5.5 Further research 

Finally, while this thesis provides valuable insights into the factors shaping private label brand 

equity, with a specific highlight on the influence of the retailer as the parent brand (via brand 

endorsement, halo effect, etc.), there remain many avenues for future research to refine, deepen 

and broaden a complete understanding of this complex subject.  
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The limitations outlined above naturally suggest a range of possible improvements, from 

relatively straightforward adjustments to more ambitious extensions of the research. 

A first step would be to enrich the methodological design beyond a single quantitative approach. 

Instead, future studies could combine a similar detailed survey with at least another qualitative 

method, such as in-depth interviews or focus groups, in order to better capture the meanings, 

emotions, and narratives that consumers attach to private labels, thereby adding interpretive 

depth to the statistical findings. 

Another direct improvement would be to expand both the size and diversity of the sample. In 

fact, increasing the number of respondents and ensuring high heterogeneity in age, income, 

geographical background, and shopping habits would allow for more robust statistical analyses 

and more generalizable conclusions. 

The scope of retailers studied in the thesis could also be reconsidered. To better reflect the 

diversity of private label strategies, future research could include a broader range of players, 

from premium retailers (e.g., Monoprix), to other hard discounter stores (e.g., Aldi, Action), 

specialized retailers (e.g. Picard Surgel®s, Biocoop, etc.), online platforms (e.g., La Fourche), 

or even non-food retailers (e.g. Action, Sephora, etc.). At the same time, narrowing down the 

analytical scope to a single retailer or to one specific product category could generate highly 

detailed insights into consumer perceptions and managerial practices, enabling more precise 

and targeted recommendations. 

Reshaping the retailer scope also means adapting it to the different regions or countries where 

the future studies will be conducted. For instance, in Finland, it would be interesting to study 

retailers such as Prisma, K-Market, or S-Market, which apply strategies that differ from those 

of French retailers. Some of them sell both their own brands but also private label products 

from other retailers (e.g., X-Tra, Pirkka, Coop, or Carrefour Classicô). This example also 

illustrates that, more broadly, beyond retailers, cross-cultural expansion represents a promising 

direction for further research. The present study is limited to the French FMCG industry, but 

cultural differences strongly influence consumersô perceptions of private labels and attitudes 

toward national brands. In some countries, private labels are associated with low price and low 

quality, while in others they are perceived as trustworthy alternatives to national brands. 

Conducting comparative studies across different markets and cultures would allow to test the 

generalizability of the findings and highlight the role of cultural factors in shaping private label 

brand equity. 
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More broadly, at the theoretical level, further research could complement the current fields 

covered by this thesis. A first avenue would be to deepen the study of the underexplored 

dimension of Aakerôs brand equity model, ñother proprietary assetsò, in the context of private 

labels, with the aim of making emerge new insights. A second avenue would consist in adopting 

alternative theoretical frameworks in order to compare the results and either identify which 

model better fits the study of private label brand equity or develop a new framework that merges 

the most relevant characteristics of existing approaches. Lastly, another avenue would be to 

pursue the research beyond the sole prism of retailer effects and product effects, and include 

brand-related effects (e.g., promotion, merchandising, assortment, etc.), consumer-related 

effects (e.g., typology of consumer profiles), and even outcomes of private label brand equity 

(e.g., willingness to pay, long-term loyalty, advocacy, WOM, etc.). Such approaches would 

provide a more holistic understanding of the dynamics shaping these strategic brands. 

In parallel, it is important to account for the dynamic evolution of retailer strategies. In recent 

years, in France, retailers have increasingly invested in communication and marketing 

campaigns to highlight their private labels, positioning them not only as cheaper alternatives 

but also as strong, innovative, trendy, and socially responsible brands (Appendices 52 & 53). 

Future studies could specifically examine the impact of these campaigns on consumer 

perceptions, trust, and loyalty, as well as their contribution to the development of private label 

brand equity and their concrete business impact (e.g., sales, market shares, etc.). This 

perspective would also make it possible to connect academic findings with managerial 

practices, thereby reinforcing the practical relevance of the research. 

Finally, an emerging and increasingly relevant area for future research concerns the role of 

ethical considerations. Consumers now expect brands to demonstrate ecological responsibility, 

social engagement, transparency, and innovation in packaging, sourcing, or product 

development. Private labels must also address these essential concerns to remain competitive 

and avoid deteriorating their brand equity. Investigating more precisely how these ethical 

dimensions influence brand equity would enrich the academic discussion while directly 

responding to one of the most pressing challenges faced by retailers and managers today. 

In conclusion, future research can build on this thesis in several directions. More diverse 

research methods, larger and broader samples, scope expansion to additional retailers and 

different cultural contexts, alternative theoretical integration, examination of evolving 

marketing campaigns, and a focus on emerging ethical issues all represent meaningful ways to 
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produce richer, more reliable, and more actionable insights to decode the successful dynamics 

leveraging private labels, a phenomenon that continues to reshape the FMCG industry. 
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Appendix 8: Quantitative survey (English version) 
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 bƻƴŜ 

vр όa/vύϝΥ ²ƘȅΚ ό/ƘŜŎƪ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇƭȅύ 

 /ƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴŎŜ όƭƻŎŀǝƻƴΣ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 

 tƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

 [ƻǿ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ 

 ±ŀƭǳŜǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

 wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴ ōȅ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜǎκŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ 

 DŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅ 

 9ũŜŎǝǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǝƻƴ όŀŘǾŜǊǝǎƛƴƎΣ ǇǊƻƳƻǝƻƴǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 

 {ƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ 

 Iŀōƛǘ 

 hǘƘŜǊ όǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅύ Υ ψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ 

vс ό{/vύϝ Υ Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŀǊŘπŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ [ƛŘƭΣ !ƭŘƛ ƻǊ bŜǧƻΚ  

 ±ŜǊȅ ƴŜƎŀǝǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

 wŀǘƘŜǊ ƴŜƎŀǝǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

 bŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

 wŀǘƘŜǊ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

 ±ŜǊȅ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ 

 

vт ϝΥ CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ о ōǊŀƴŘǎΣ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ м όҐ ǇƻƻǊύ ǘƻ т όҐ 

ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘύΦ 

[ŜŎƭŜǊŎΥ 

мκ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 

нκ ²ƘŜƴ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ƳƛƴŘΦ 

 

оκ L ŬƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

όƘȅƎƛŜƴŜΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǝƻƴΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΣ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

пκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ƻũŜǊǎ ƎƻƻŘπǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅΣ ŦǊŜǎƘƴŜǎǎΣ ƴŜǿ ƛǘŜƳǎΣ 

ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

рκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎƘƻǇ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 



ΝΡΦ 
 

сκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όƭƻȅŀƭǘȅ 

ŎŀǊŘΣ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

тκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǝƻƴΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

уκ L ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƭƻǎŜƴŜǎǎΣ 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΣ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

 

/ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΥ 

фκ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 

млκ ²ƘŜƴ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ƳƛƴŘΦ 

 

ммκ L ŬƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

όƘȅƎƛŜƴŜΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǝƻƴΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΣ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

мнκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ƻũŜǊǎ ƎƻƻŘπ

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅΣ ŦǊŜǎƘƴŜǎǎΣ 

ƴŜǿ ƛǘŜƳǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

моκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎƘƻǇ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 

мпκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όƭƻȅŀƭǘȅ 

ŎŀǊŘΣ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

мрκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

όǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǝƻƴΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

мсκ L ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƭƻǎŜƴŜǎǎΣ 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΣ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

 



ΝΣΜ 
 

[ƛŘƭΥ 

мтκ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 

муκ ²ƘŜƴ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ƳƛƴŘΦ 

 

мфκ L ŬƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

όƘȅƎƛŜƴŜΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǝƻƴΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΣ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

нлκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ƻũŜǊǎ ƎƻƻŘπ

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅΣ ŦǊŜǎƘƴŜǎǎΣ 

ƴŜǿ ƛǘŜƳǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

нмκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎƘƻǇ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦ 

 

ннκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όƭƻȅŀƭǘȅ 

ŎŀǊŘΣ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

ноκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

όǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǝƻƴΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

нпκ L ǘǊǳǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ όǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƭƻǎŜƴŜǎǎΣ 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΣ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ΝΣΝ 
 

tŀǊǘ нΥ 
vу ό{/vύϝ Υ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ άǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭέ ƛǎΚ  

 ¸Ŝǎ 

 bƻ 

 L ŀƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ 

 

 
 

vф ό{/vύϝ Υ !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ у ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳŀƎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΚ  

 м 

 н 

 о 

 п 

 р 

 с 

 т 

 у 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ΝΣΞ 
 

! ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ƛǎ ŀ ōǊŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ ƻǊ [ƛŘƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊϥǎ ƻǳǘƭŜǘǎΦ 

vмл ό{/vύϝ Υ ²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎΣ Ƙƻǿ ƻƊŜƴ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ōǳȅ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΚ 

 bŜǾŜǊ 

 wŀǊŜƭȅ 

 hŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ 

 CǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ 

 !ƭǿŀȅǎ 

vмм όa/vύϝ Υ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōǳȅ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ όt[ύ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

[ŜŎƭŜǊŎΣ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ ƻǊ [ƛŘƭΚ 

мκ .ŀǎƛŎ ŦƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όǇŀǎǘŀΣ ǊƛŎŜΣ ƅƻǳǊΣ ŜǘŎΦύ  

нκ {ǿŜŜǘ ƎǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όŎƻƻƪƛŜǎΣ ŎƘƻŎƻƭŀǘŜΣ 

ŎŜǊŜŀƭǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύШ 

оκ 5ŀƛǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎШ 

 

пκ CǊƻȊŜƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ  

 

рκ CǊǳƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŜƎŜǘŀōƭŜǎ 

 

сκ aŜŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŬǎƘŜǎ 

 

тκ hǊƎŀƴƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ  

 

уκ tǊŜƳƛǳƳ ǊŀƴƎŜǎ 

 

фκ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ όǾŜƎŜǘŀǊƛŀƴΣ ǎǳƎŀǊπŦǊŜŜΣ 

ƎƭǳǘŜƴπŦǊŜŜΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 

vмн όa/vύϝ Υ CƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴόǎύ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛǘǎ 

ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ όǿŜƭƭπƪƴƻǿƴύ ōǊŀƴŘΚ tƭŜŀǎŜ Ǌŀƴƪ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ƴƻǎǘ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ όŦǊƻƳ м ǘƻ тύΥ 

ψψ tǊƻŘǳŎǘΥ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƅŀǾƻǳǊΣ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎΣ ǇŀŎƪŀƎƛƴƎΦΦΦ 

ψψ tǊƛŎŜΥ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ōǊŀƴŘǎ 

ψψ !ŘǾŜǊǝǎƛƴƎΥ ¢±Σ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ǇǊƻƳƻǝƻƴŀƭ ƻũŜǊǎΦΦΦ 

ψψ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘΥ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǝƻƴΣ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƭƻȅŀƭǘȅΣ ƘŀōƛǘΣ ƛƳŀƎŜΣ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊΦΦΦ 

ψψ 9ȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΥ ƛƴƅŀǝƻƴΣ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǎŎŀƴŘŀƭǎΦΦΦ 



ΝΣΟ 
 

ψψ ²ƻǊŘ ƻŦ ƳƻǳǘƘΥ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǝƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǝǾŜǎκŦǊƛŜƴŘǎΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΧ 

ψψ hǘƘŜǊ όǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅύΥ ψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ 

 

vмо ϝ Υ tƭŜŀǎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ όм Ґ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ 

ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΣ т Ґ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜύΦ 

мκ L ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ όt[ύ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ 

ŀǊŜ ŎƘŜŀǇŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƴŀǝƻƴŀƭ ōǊŀƴŘǎ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘǎΦ 

нκ L ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǿƘƻǎŜ 

ōǊŀƴŘ ƴŀƳŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ǳƴŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ōǊŀƴŘΦ 

оκ L ŀƳ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŜƴǘǊȅπƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻũŜǊŜŘ ōȅ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΣ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ ƻǊ [ƛŘƭΦ 

пκ L ŀƳ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘπǊŀƴƎŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻũŜǊŜŘ ōȅ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΣ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ ƻǊ [ƛŘƭΦ 

рκ L ŀƳ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ǇǊŜƳƛǳƳ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ 

ƻũŜǊŜŘ ōȅ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΣ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ ƻǊ [ƛŘƭΦ 

сκ aȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ 

ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜƭƭǎ ƛǘΦ 

тκ ¢ƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻȅŀƭǘȅ L ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ 

ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƳŜ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

уκ L ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 

фκ L ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 

млκ L ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ [ƛŘƭ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 

 

 

 

 



ΝΣΠ 
 

tŀǊǘ оΥ 
vмп όa/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦΚ ό/ƘŜŎƪ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇƭȅύ  

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ /ƭŀǎǎƛŎ 

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ {Ŝƴǎŀǝƻƴ 

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ 9ȄǘǊŀ 

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ {ŞƭŜŎǝƻƴ 

 /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ .Lh 

 {ƛƳǇƭ 

 9ŎƻҌ 

 aŀǊǉǳŜ wŜǇŝǊŜ 

 .Lh ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ 

 9ƴǾƛŀ 

 5ŜƭǳȄŜ 

 {ƻƴŘŜȅ 

 bƻǎ ǊŞƎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴǘ Řǳ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ 

 wŜƅŜǘǎ ŘŜ CǊŀƴŎŜ 

 {ŀǾŜǳǊǎ ŘŜ ƴƻǎ ǊŞƎƛƻƴǎ 

 hǘƘŜǊ όǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅύΥ ψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ 

 bƻƴŜ 

vмр ό¢ŜȄǘύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ōǳȅΚ bŀƳŜ р ōǊŀƴŘǎ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳΦ 

 

 

 

 

vмс ϝ Υ LƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ 

ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎΣ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ м όǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅύ ǘƻ т όǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƪŜƭȅύ 

мκ CǊƻƳ ŀ ǘǊŀŘƛǝƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ŎƘŀƛƴ ό[ŜŎƭŜǊŎΣ 

/ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΣ !ǳŎƘŀƴΣ LƴǘŜǊƳŀǊŎƘŞΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 

нκ aƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŦǊƻƳ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΦ 

 

оκ aƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŦǊƻƳ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΥ ŀ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ ōǊŀƴŘΦ 

 

пκ aƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŦǊƻƳ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΥ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 

ƭŀōŜƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻũŜǊŜŘ ōȅ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ 

ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŎŀǊǊȅƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ƴŀƳŜΦ 

 

рκ CǊƻƳ ŀ ƘŀǊŘπŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ ό[ƛŘƭΣ 

!ƭŘƛΣ bŜǧƻΣ ŜǘŎΦύ 



ΝΣΡ 
 

сκ aƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŦǊƻƳ [ƛŘƭΦ 

 

vмт ϝ Υ LƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ όм Ґ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΣ 

т Ґ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜύ 

мκ L ŀƳ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ όt[ύ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

нκ L Ŏŀƴ ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ƴŀƳŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ t[ 

ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

оκ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ 

 

пκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ t[ǎ ƻũŜǊ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

рκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōǳȅ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 

сκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΩǎ 

t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

тκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎΩǎ t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ  

 

уκ [ŜŎƭŜǊŎ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ 

 

фκ L ŀƳ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ όt[ύ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

млκ L Ŏŀƴ ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ƴŀƳŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ t[ 

ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

ммκ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ 

мнκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ t[ǎ ƻũŜǊ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ 

ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

моκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōǳȅ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 



ΝΣΣ 
 

мпκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ 

/ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΩǎ t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

мрκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊΩǎ t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ  

 

мсκ /ŀǊǊŜŦƻǳǊ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ 

 

мтκ L ŀƳ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ [ƛŘƭΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ όt[ύ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

муκ L Ŏŀƴ ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ƴŀƳŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ [ƛŘƭ t[ 

ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

мфκ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ [ƛŘƭ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ 

 

нлκ Lƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ [ƛŘƭ t[ǎ ƻũŜǊ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

нмκ L ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōǳȅ [ƛŘƭ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

 

ннκ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ƭƻȅŀƭ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ [ƛŘƭΩǎ 

t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ 

ноκ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǝǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ [ƛŘƭΩǎ t[ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ  

 

нпκ [ƛŘƭ t[ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ΝΣΤ 
 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƭŜǘϥǎ ƳŀƪŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎΦ tƭŜŀǎŜ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ŎƭƻǎŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ 

vму ό{/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 

 

vмф ό{/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 



ΝΣΥ 
 

vнл ό{v/ύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

vнм ό{/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 



ΝΣΦ 
 

vнн ό{/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 

 

 

vно όa/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ  

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 

 



ΝΤΜ 
 

vнп όa/vύϝ Υ ²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōǳȅΚ 

 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 

vнр ϝ Υ hƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ м όǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅύ ǘƻ т όǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƪŜƭȅύΣ Ƙƻǿ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƛǎ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ǇƻǿŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǳƎŀǊ ŀƴŘ ǎƳƻƪŜŘ ǎŀƭƳƻƴ όŜŀŎƘ ƻƴŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ 

ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎύΚ 

 

мκ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ ! 

 

нκ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ . 

 

оκ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ / 

 

пκ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ 5 

 



ΝΤΝ 
 

tŀǊǘ пΥ 

tƭŜŀǎŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǝƻƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜǧŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ǇǊƻŬƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ Řŀǘŀ ǿƛƭƭ 

ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŬŘŜƴǝŀƭΦ 

vнс ό{/vύϝ Υ Iƻǿ ƻƭŘ ŀǊŜ ȅƻǳΚ 

 муπнп ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ 

 нрπоп ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ 

 орπпп ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ 

 прπрп ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ 

 ррπсп ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ 

 ср ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ 

vнт ό{/vύϝ Υ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΚ 

 CŜƳŀƭŜ 

 aŀƭŜ 

 hǘƘŜǊ κ bƻƴπōƛƴŀǊȅ 

 tǊŜŦŜǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

vну ό{/vύϝ Υ ¢ƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƻŎƛƻπǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƻƴƎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅΚ 

 CŀǊƳŜǊ 

 /ǊŀƊǎƳŀƴΣ ǎƘƻǇƪŜŜǇŜǊ ƻǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǿƴŜǊ 

 9ȄŜŎǳǝǾŜΣ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴ 
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Appendix 9ЮШFrequencies of Q3_Knowlegde_retailers 

 

 

Appendix 10. Frequencies of Q27_Gender 
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Appendix 12. Frequencies of Q28_SES 
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Appendix 15. Frequencies of Q1_Groceries_manager 
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Appendix 19. Frequencies of Q4_Groceries_Lidl 
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Appendix 23. Frequencies of Q5_Price 
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Appendix 27. Frequencies of Q10_PL_frequency 

 

 

Appendix 28. Descriptive statistics for Q14_PL_known 
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Appendix 30. Factor analysis of Carrefourôs brand equity questions 
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Appendix 32. Factor analysis of Leclercôs private labels brand equity questions 
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Appendix 34. Factor analysis of Lidlôs private labels brand equity questions 

 

 

Appendix 35. Results of the ShapiroïWilk normality test 
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