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bstract

Private labels or store brands have witnessed considerable growth in the last few decades, especially in grocery products. However, market shares
f store brand vary considerably across categories, markets, and countries. A natural question of interest to academics and practitioners is what
actors influence store brand market shares. Drawing on a utility framework, we develop 21 consumer, manufacturer, retailer, and product-market
haracteristics that can influence store brand share. We test the empirical generalizability of the effect of these determinants through a meta-analysis

f data from 54 individual and aggregate market studies. Twenty of the 21 determinants show significant, empirically generalizable effects. We
iscuss the key findings, their implications, and directions for future empirical research.

 2014 New York University. Published by Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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Introduction

Store brands (SBs) have been growing in sales across the
lobe over the last two or three decades. In the United States,
upermarket sales of SBs increased 5.1 percent in 2011, pushing
B dollar share up half a point to 19.5 percent, a record high
Nielsen/PLMA 2012). By comparison, sales of national brands
NBs) gained only 2 percent over the same period in the U.S. SB
nit share in 2011 rose to 23.6 percent, compared to about 15
ercent in the 1980s. SB shares are even higher in Europe, and
re also growing in Asia and Australia (Kumar and Steenkamp
007). However, market shares of SBs are not uniform across
ategories or countries. For example, in 2012, SB market share
or the United Kingdom was twice that for the U.S., and SB share
n the U.S. was more than twice the share for most countries in
sia. Within the U.S., average SB share for all packaged foods

as three times as much as in household goods and five times

he SB share in personal care products (Euromonitor 2012). SB
hares also vary by retailer and across geographic regions within
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 country. This variation in market share raises an important
uestion as to what factors influence consumer choice and thus
ggregate market share of SBs.

Sethuraman (1992) and Hoch and Banerji (1993) were among
he first to provide a comprehensive empirical analysis of the
eterminants of SB share. Since that time, a large body of empir-
cal research has emerged addressing two questions: (i) At the
ndividual or household level, what factors influence SB prone-
ess and choice vis-à-vis NBs? and (ii) At the aggregate market
evel, what are the determinants of SB share? In this study,
e attempt to draw empirical generalizations from this body
f literature.

In particular, we identify 54 empirical studies that provide
nformation on the antecedents of SB proneness, choice, and
arket share. These studies yield several directional empiri-

al generalizations related to whether a particular factor, on
ggregate, positively influences SB choice or share, negatively
nfluences it, or does not have a significant influence. We then
elve deeper into the data and the studies and offer additional
nsights into the strength of the relationship, the moderators
f the effect, and other aspects of the relationship that can be
leaned from the meta-analysis data.
The rest of the paper is divided as follows. We first present
 utility framework and identify potential determinants of SB
hare which we investigate in our meta-analysis. Next, we

ed.

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jretai.2014.04.002&domain=pdf
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escribe the procedure for compiling and meta-analyzing the
ata from published literature. We then present and discuss the
esults of our meta-analysis. We conclude by summarizing the
ey results and stating their implications, as well as offering
irections for future research.

Framework

We draw on a consumer utility maximization framework to
evelop the potential determinants of SB share. Consumers will
uy SBs if they perceive the SB to be of better value than
Bs. Perceived value arises from non-price utility for the brand

owing to perceived quality and imagery) and (dis)utility for
rice. We identify 21 potential determinants of SB share from
he drivers of price utility and nonprice utility, as represented in
ig. 1.2

rivers  of  price  utility

Price utility in the context of NB-SB competition is directly
riven by the price of SBs relative to NBs, temporary price
romotions offered for both NBs and SBs, and consumer price
ensitivity. Generally, NBs are the higher-priced brands and SBs
re the lower-priced options, so that the NB-SB price differential
p(NB)-p(SB)] is generally positive. Hence, the higher the NB-
B price  differential  [p(NB)-p(SB)], the higher the temporary SB
rice discounts  and the lower NB  price  discounts, the higher the
elative SB value and the greater the likelihood of SB purchase
nd the higher the SB share. Moreover, for a given price dif-
erential, higher consumer  price  sensitivity  implies higher price
isutility for NBs, resulting in larger SB share.

The NB-SB price differential is determined by the conduct
f both retailers, who sell NBs and SBs, and manufacturers,
ho market their NBs through the retailers. In particular, if

etailers increase the NB-SB price differential by increasing
B price  promotions  (e.g. temporary price discounts), then SB
hare will increase. If retailers or manufacturers increase NB
rice promotions, then SB share will decrease. Retailers’ and
anufacturers’ price decisions with respect to NBs and SBs, in

urn, depend on competitive and other marketplace factors. Raju,
ethuraman, and Dhar (1995a) show that when price  competi-

ion or  cross-price  sensitivity  among  NBs  is high, manufacturers

nd retailers reduce the price of NBs. The decreased NB price,
n turn, depresses the price differential between NBs and SBs,
esulting in smaller SB share. Price competition may also be

2 The 21 drivers do not represent an exhaustive list of all variables that can
otentially influence SB share. These variables were selected based on two
riteria: (i) availability of sufficient data for meta-analysis and (ii) consistency
ith the utility framework. For example, NB-SB price competition potentially

ffects price disutility and increases SB share; however, we could not test the
ffect of that variable due to lack of data. Ethnicity is a potentially interesting
emographic variable which may influence SB share; but we did not include the
ariable in the meta-analysis since there was no clear link between ethnicity and
onsumer utility. In the same vein, due to lack of data and/or theory, we do not
ighlight potential nonlinearities or (reverse) causal paths relating to the effect
f the determinants in Fig. 1 on SB share.
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timulated by the number  of  NBs. Other things equal, more NBs
eans less quantity sold of each brand and hence a stronger pres-

ure to reduce NB prices. This in turn closes the NB-SB price
ap, resulting in smaller SB share. Higher NB  concentration  can
lso lead to smaller SB share. Higher NB concentration implies
hat a few NB manufacturers garner a large share of the market,
nd thus market power, resulting in wider distribution and more
rice control. NB manufacturers may leverage this price control
o influence the NB-SB price differential in their favor, result-
ng in lower SB share. Retail  concentration  (total share held by
op retailers), on the other hand, works in the opposite direction
nd gives market power to retailers. If there are a few retailers
ho are very strong, these retailers can then use the power of

heir size to obtain better terms for NBs as well as develop their
wn differentiated SBs (e.g. Marks and Spencer in the U.K.)
nd hence manipulate the price differential in their favor and
ncrease SB share.

Consumer price sensitivity, in turn, is posited to vary depend-
ng on (i) consumer demographics, (ii) perceived risk, and (iii)
hopping trip/behavior. Consumer demographics often related
o price sensitivity are household income and household size.
or a given household size, lower income implies less afford-
bility for the higher-priced NBs and greater price sensitivity.
y purchasing lower-priced SBs, lower-income households may

tretch their limited budgets. In a similar vein, for a given
ousehold income, the greater the size of the family, the tighter
he monetary resources leading to higher price sensitivity and
ence the propensity to purchase the lower-priced store brands
Richardson, Jain, and Dick 1996).

Disutility of uncertainty reflects both the likelihood of mak-
ng a mistake and the consequences of making a mistake
Erdem and Keane 1996). Sinha and Batra (1999) propose
hat if the perceived  risk  of purchasing a brand in a given
ategory is less, consumers are more motivated to find lower
rices for greater monetary savings, exhibit greater price sen-
itivity, and are thus more likely to purchase the lower-priced
Bs.

Perceived risk, in turn, is influenced by perceived quality
ariability and familiarity with store brands. Higher perceived
uality variability in brands creates greater uncertainty as to
hether the generally lower-priced store brand is of good quality,

esulting in greater perceived likelihood of making a mistake,
nhancing perceived risk (Batra and Sinha 2000). Increases in
erceived risk will deter SB purchases and diminish SB share.
amiliarity  with  SBs, on the other hand, reduces the perceived
isk of purchasing SBs (Richardson, Jain, and Dick 1996). If
onsumers become familiar with SBs through trial or inspection,
hen perceived risk will be reduced and they will be more likely
o opt for the store brand (Fitzell 1992).

Among the shopping trip characteristics, the average size of
he shopping basket and shopping trip frequency play a role
n influencing consumer price sensitivity and thus SB share.
onsumers with high quantity requirements, which are related
o both basket  size  and trip  frequency, are more likely to shop
or economical alternatives, which results in significant savings
e.g. Baltas 1997). Such consumers are thus more likely to buy
he lower-priced SBs.
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Fig. 1. Determinants of store brand (SB) share. *(+) implies the determinant has a positive effect on the immediately preceding factor; (−) implies the determinant
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as a negative effect. However, we do not test these antecedent or causal paths i
nd SB share. For example, SB familiarity is negatively related to perceived r
ositively related to SB share through disutility for NB price. Therefore, SB fam

rivers  of  non-price  utility

Non-price utility comprised quality utility (utility from
erceived quality) and nonquality utility (utility from imagery).
he perceived  quality  of SBs relative to NBs has been exten-
ively discussed as the key determinant of SB share (see,
.g. Bettman 1974; Erdem, Zhao, and Valenzuela 2004; Hoch
nd Banerji 1993; Steenkamp and Geyskens 2014). Higher SB
erceived quality  leads directly to higher utility for the SB and
igher SB share. Higher perceived quality of SB in turn may
e driven by the level of consumer education. It is generally
elieved that the objective quality of SBs has improved and is
lose to, if not equal to or greater than, the objective quality
f comparable NBs. This objective quality is often reflected in
nformation provided in the packaging. Educated consumers are
illing and able to read these labels or access other product-

elated cues. They therefore act as “smart consumers” and are
ore prone to saving money without compromising on quality

y buying the SBs.
The traditional view holds that SBs are generally of lower

uality than NBs. Quality  sensitive  consumers are therefore
ore likely to prefer the higher-quality NBs (Ailawadi, Neslin,

nd Gedenk 2001). Finally, brand image, the impression in con-
umers’ minds of a brand’s total personality, plays a major role
n the choice between NBs and SBs (Sethuraman 2003). SB
mage, developed through advertising and consistent quality,
ill positively affect SB share. On the other hand, NB image,
eveloped through NB advertising and differentiation, will neg-
tively impact SB share.

Because SBs are closely associated with the store that
ells the brand, (nonprice) SB utility may be intrinsically

elated to store loyalty. Store-loyal consumers are believed
o trust their preferred store and hence the SBs it offers
Bonfrer and Chintagunta 2004; Richardson, Jain, and Dick

m
i
a
o

 meta-analysis but use them to derive the relationship between the determinant
erceived risk is negatively related to price sensitivity, and price sensitivity is
ty is positively related to SB share, as indicated in Table 1.

996). Moreover, the ability to buy a trusted, single brand
cross a wide range of product categories reduces uncer-
ainty and enhances the utility of the shopping experience
Ailawadi, Pauwels, and Steenkamp 2008).

Procedure

ata  compilation

We adopt procedures commonly used in meta-analysis for
ompiling studies from the literature. First, we searched online
ortals such as Social Science Citation Index, Google Scholar,
BI/Inform, and Lexis/Nexis using key words – “store brands,”

private labels,” “retailer brands” – and identified all empiri-
al studies published in academic journals. We identified other
mpirical studies from references in these publications. We
eviewed all the identified papers and selected those that are
ppropriate for our meta-analysis.

We tracked all empirical studies that captured SB sales per-
ormance as either SB proneness, SB choice, or SB market share.
f those studies, we selected all those that provided an empirical

stimate of the effect of at least one determinant variable on any
ne of the three measures of SB performance. This procedure
ielded 54 studies, which are listed in Appendix Table A1.

We coded the following data from each study: (i) study
dentification (authors, year published, journal, etc.); (ii) depend-
nt variables (SB proneness/choice/share); (iii) independent
eterminant variables (e.g. income, price differential); (iv) oper-
tionalizations of the dependent and independent variables; (v)

easures related to magnitude and/or direction of the effect of

nfluencing factors on SB share; (vi) measures related to vari-
nce and/or statistical significance of the effect of determinant
n SB share; (vii) other study characteristics (e.g. type of data
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 actual or survey, number of observations used for estimating
he effect, type of product, etc.).

ethod  for  empirical  generalization

Ideally, we would like to assess the following for each deter-
inant: (i) direction of the relationship or effect; (ii) statistical

ignificance of the effect; (iii) magnitude or strength of the effect;
iv) nonlinearity of the effect; (v) other factors that moderate
r influence the effect and, where appropriate, (vi) direct and
everse causality of the effect. However, the nature and paucity
f data does not permit an assessment of all six aspects for every
eterminant. In particular, each study provides information on
nly a small subset of the hypothesized variables, and very few
xplore moderating factors or reverse causality. So we meta-
nalyze data on each determinant separately, using the following
rocedure:

. Compile all studies that estimated the relationship between
the potential determinant (and its various operationaliza-
tions) and SB share (and its various operationalizations).
For example, potential determinant NB-SB price differential
was operationalized in different studies as percent difference
between SB price and average NB price or percent difference
between SB price and leading NB price. Dependent variable
SB share was operationalized in these studies as SB unit
volume share, SB dollar share or SB versus NB choice. All
these studies were included together as the basis for meta-
analyzing the effect of that determinant on SB share. The
list of studies used in the meta-analysis for each determinant
variable is given in Appendix Table A2.

. Collect all observations from these studies that provide direc-
tion, magnitude, or significance of the effect. If a study
reported sign, magnitude, or significance results for multi-
ple categories or multiple markets using multiple models,
each estimate was considered a separate observation, con-
sistent with the spirit of meta-analysis (Assmus, Farley, and
Lehmann 1984).

. Provide summary statistics of the direction of the effect
across all observations using Empirical support or E-score
(Sethuraman 2009). The Empirical support score is measured
as the number of observations with significant positive effects
(minus) the number of empirical observations with signifi-
cant negative effects.3 A large positive E-score indicates that

there are many more observations with positive effect than
negative effect implying a strong positive influence of the
determinant on SB share. We compute both the raw E-score

3 Some independent variables were measured in discrete categories (e.g.
ncome: <25 K$, 25–50K$, >50K$, etc.). The coefficients corresponding to
ach of these income categories were recorded. The effect was deemed positive
r negative by comparing it to the base category. For example, if the base cat-
gory is >50K$ and the coefficient corresponding to SB choice probability for
5–50K$, is, say 0.2, then the choice probability is higher for the lower income
roup or income has a negative effect on SB choice. Each binary comparison is
reated as an observation.

N
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and the E-ratio or normalized E-score (Raw E-score/total
number of effect observations).

. Provide summary statistics of the effect using Rosenthal z-
scores (Gielens 2012). The Rosenthal z-statistic (Rosenthal
1991) is commonly used to provide a magnitude of the
directional effect in the form of z-scores. It is obtained by
computing the one-tailed z-score (based on the expected or
hypothesized direction) for each effect, summing them to
obtain a net z-score and dividing by the square root of the
number of observations used in the aggregation.4 A relatively
high E-score generally corresponds with a relative large z-
score. We compute the unweighted Fisher z-score (treating
all effect observations as independent and assigning them a
weight of 1) and weighted z-score (treating multiple observa-
tions from same data as nonindependent and assigning them
a weight equal to 1/# of nonindependent observations – for
example, if three effect estimates are from the same data, the
weight for each observation is 1/3).

. Estimate the average magnitude of the effect, if data are avail-
able. In particular, where possible, we compute the elasticity
measure as the percent change in SB share for 1 percent
change in the independent determinant variable.

. To account for nonlinearity in effects, (a) identify those (few)
studies that explicitly test for nonlinearity and report their
findings and (b) look at results for models with discrete cate-
gories (e.g. low/medium/high income) to see if nonlinearity
or nonmonotonicity can be detected.

. To account for reverse causality, where appropriate, see if
any article investigating the effect has addressed this aspect.

. To account for other factors that might moderate the strength
of the effect, we regress the Fisher z-scores against some
predictors such as type of data (recency, geographic location),
measure of dependent variable (share or choice or proneness),
and any other suitable predictors for which data are available.
This analysis was only performed for those drivers for which
more than fifteen observations were available.

. To identify interactions, if any, look for pertinent findings
from the individual studies.

Results

First we present the results for price, then the consumer vari-
bles, the product-market characteristics, and the retailer and
anufacturer promotions as listed in Tables 1 and 2.

ational  brand  –  store  brand  price  differential
Demand and utility theories strongly support a positive rela-
ionship between the NB-SB price differential, deemed the
ore selling proposition of SBs, and SB share. Overall, the

4 Most studies provided t-tests, standard errors, or actual significance levels (p-
alues) from which t-statistics could be computed. From these t-tests, based on
he expected direction of the effect, we computed a one-tailed p-value which was
hen changed to a one-tailed z-value for aggregation. In a few cases, authors only
eported whether the effect was significant at, for instance, p < .05 or not. In those
ew cases, we assumed p = .05 (z = 1.645) if significant or z = 0 if nonsignificant.
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Table 1
Empirical generalization results.

Determinant variable Sign # obsns. (studies) E-score (+, −, 0) E-score ratio z-Score (weighted) Elasticity (# obsns.)

1. NB-SB price differential + 58 (9) +11 (23,12,23) .19 6.18 (8.5) .10 (6)

Consumer – demographic
2. Household income − 40 (16) −12 (7,19,14) −.31 −19.8 (−13.9) −.13 (29)
3. Household size + 38 (12) +4 (10,6,22) .11 3.1 (2.7) n.a.
4. Household education + 16 (9) +9 (10,1,5) .56 19.2 (10.0) n.a.

Consumer – perceptual
5. Price sensitivity + 39 (13) +31 (31,0,8) .80 21.5 (20.5) .45 (15)
6. Perceived risk − 69 (13) −38 (3,41,25) −.55 −24.4 (−12.1) −.002 (19)
7. Perceived quality variability − 18 (7) −9 (0,9,9) −.50 −9 (−7.4) −.18 (14)
8. SB familiarity + 37 (8) +29 (30,1,6) .78 33.0 (19.3) n.a.
9. SB quality + 48 (11) +33 (33,0,15) .69 35.2 (12.6) .09 (5)
10. Quality sensitivity − 4 (3) −4 (0,4,0) −1 −6.5 (−5.5) n.a.
11. SB image + 14 (7) +11 (12,1,3) .79 9.7 (9.6) n.a.

Consumer – shopping behavior
12. Basket expenditure + 15 (2) −6 (0,6,9) −.40 −4.8 (−.67)a n.a.
13. Trip frequency + 21 (9) +14 (14,0,7) .67 10.6 (6.9) n.a.
14. Store loyalty + 6 (5) +4 (5,1,0) .67 8.0 (8.2) n.a.

Product-market characteristics
15. Number NBs − 45 (6) −39 (0,39,6) −.87 −10.8 (−5.2) −.22 (12)
16. Category price elasticity − 6 (3) −6 (0,6,0) −1 −5.24 (−4.0) −.05 (5)
17a. NB concn. – share top NBs − 5 (2) −4 (0.4.1) −.8 −5.06 (−4.6) −.34 (3)
17b. NB concn. – var. NB shares 34 (1) +16 (21,5,8) .47 2.81 (2.8) n.a.
18. Retail concentration + 40 (4) +13 (14,1,25) .35 10.5 (8.0) .37

Retailer and manufacturer promotions
19. Retail promotion – SB + 67 (11) +28 (30,2,35) .42 15.2 (7.4) .10 (4)
20. Retail promotion – NB − 47 (7) −19 (2,21,24) −.40 −23.9 (−29.1) −.31 (4)
21. Manufacturer advertising − 46 (6) −17 (2,19,25) −.37 −8.67 (−6.1) −.17 (9)

a All Fisher z-scores are significant at p < .01, except this score (−.67). n.a. = not able to compute elasticities due to lack of primary data.

Table 2
Moderating effects.

Determinant
variable

Main effect Data: USA (vs.
non US)

Data: recent 5
years (vs. non
recent)

Model: price
included (vs.
excluded)

DV: share (vs.
other)

DV: choice
(vs. other)

1. NB-SB price differential + More positive n.s. n.a. Less positive n.a.
2. Household income − n.s. More negative n.s. n.s. n.s.
3. Household size + n.s. n.s. More positive More positive n.s.
4. Household education + Less positive More positive n.s. n.s. More positive
5. Price sensitivity + n.s. n.s. Less positive n.a. n.s.
6. Perceived risk − n.s. Less negative More negative n.s. More negative
7. Perceived quality var. − More negative Less negative n.s. n.s. n.s.
8. SB familiarity + More positive n.s. n.s. n.a. n.s.
9. SB quality + n.s. n.s. More positive n.s. More positive
10. Quality sensitivity − n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
11. SB image + More positive n.s. n.s. n.a. n.a.
12. Basket expenditure + n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
13. Trip frequency + Less positive Less positive n.s. n.s. More positive
14. Store loyalty + n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
15. Number NBs − n.a. n.a. n.s. n.a. n.a.
16. Category price elasticity − n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
17a. NB concn – share top NBs − n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
17b. NB concn – var. NB shares n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
18. Retail concentration + Less positive More positive n.a. n.a. n.a.
19. Retail promotion – SB + Less positive Less positive More positive Less positive n.a.
20. Retail promotion – NB − n.s. n.s. More negative n.a. n.a.
21. Manufacturer advertising − n.s. n.s. More negative n.a. n.a.

Note: n.s. = non significant; n.a. = data not available.
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elationship is positive with an elasticity of .10 (a 1 percent
ncrease in percent price differential increases percent market
hare by .1 percent).

Interestingly, this determinant has one of the lowest E-ratios
n our meta-analysis (.19). In fact, in a majority of the obser-
ations, the effect is non-significant or even negative. Past
iterature and our moderator analysis (Table 2) suggest that a
umber of factors moderate the effect including (i) longitudinal
ersus cross-sectional studies; (ii) within-category versus cross-
ategory studies, (iii) accounting for endogeneity/inclusion of
uality as covariate in the estimation of price effect; (iv) price
ifferential with leading national brand versus other national
rands; (v) country of study; (vi) share versus choice study; and
vii) size of price differential.

With respect to the first three factors, Raju, Sethuraman, and
har (1995a,b) show analytically that when the quality differ-

ntial between NB and SB is low in a category, retailers can set
 low price differential and still get high market share in equi-
ibrium, resulting in a negative relationship across categories.
his suggests that researchers estimating price effects using
ross-category analysis must endogenize the price differential
nd/or use good measures of quality differential as covariates.
ven in carefully designed models incorporating quality dif-

erential, researchers have found the price differential effect to
e weak and category-dependent (e.g. Dhar and Hoch 1997).
o obtain an initial assessment of the confounding effect of
uality differential, we regressed the price differential effects
measured by z-score) on a dummy variable capturing whether
uality was included in the regression in the original study to
ontrol for the potential confounding effect. While our regres-
ion results do not provide statistical support for (inclusion of)
uality differential moderating the effect of price differential
n SB share, further research is required as only two stud-
es incorporated quality when estimating price differential
ffect.

One study (Wang, Kalwani, and Tolga Akçura 2007) finds
he relationship between the price differential between SB and
leading) NB to be strongly positively related to SB share in all
he five categories it analyzed. Theoretical arguments, backed
y empirical evidence, suggest that stores position their brands
o target the leading NB (Scott-Morton and Zettelmeyer 2004;
ayman, Hoch, and Raju 2002). Therefore, it is likely that SB
hare is more sensitive to its price differential with the leading
B than the average of all the NBs.
In a moderator analysis (Table 2), we find the price differ-

ntial effect is more pronounced in the U.S. than in Europe,
ndicating that in the U.S., SBs are still perceived more as
rice fighters. In a global context, Steenkamp and Geyskens
2014) find that an increase in the price differential increases
B share, but this effect is smaller in richer countries, perhaps
ecause consumers in richer countries are less price sensitive.
ome researchers have observed that the price differential effect
ay work only in a specified range – between 5 percent and

5 percent (Sethuraman 1992). While this nonlinearity in the

rice differential effect could not be tested due to lack of data,
esearchers using price experiments have suggested that price
ifferentials may be less important than quality differentials

b
a
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n determining SB share, and that retailers may be under-
ricing their SBs at the expense of profits (Hoch and Lodish
998).

emographics

Another popular myth debunked in our meta-analysis is that
Bs are bought primarily by low-income and large households.
t is true that the overall main effect of income on SB share is
egative and the effect of household size is positive (Table 1),
ut the E-ratios are low, suggesting the presence of moderators
nd non-linear effects.

Education can lead to non-linear income effects. Fitzell
1992) and others opine that the low-income, less educated con-
umers do not recognize the quality of SBs, attribute imagery
o NBs, and therefore buy less SBs. This perception and behav-
or lead to a nonlinear income effect with SB share lower for
ow- and high-income consumers and higher for middle-income
onsumers. While we did not have adequate observations for
esting a nonlinear income effect and past studies (Frank and
oyd 1965; Dick, Jain, and Richardson 1995) provide mixed
vidence, our result lends credibility to the notion that lack
f education, lack of SB familiarity, and lack of positive SB
mage (all of which have a strong positive effect on SB share in
his meta-analysis) may be the reasons for why lower-income
onsumers are less prone to purchasing SBs. This finding has
mplications for retailers and public policy makers in educating
nd making low-income consumers familiar with SBs in gro-
ery products. For example, WalMart and others could give a
iscount on SBs to food stamp purchasers, or the government
ould send educational materials and SB coupons to households
elying solely on Social Security payments. A case in point is
ealth insurance companies only accepting payment for generics
n certain prescription drugs.

Additionally, our moderator analysis (Table 2) revealed that
he effect of income becomes more negative if the study was
erformed from data in the last five years, suggesting that
ncome-driven price sensitivity with respect to purchase of SBs
s increasing over time.

With respect to household size, nearly 60 percent of the obser-
ations are nonsignificant, while 15 percent of the observations
ave the opposite sign. One reason for the lack of a strong effect
ay be the lack of statistical power of the studies due to noise

n the data or poor operationalization of the household size vari-
ble as families with children, families with no children, and so
orth. An alternate explanation is that large households may be
ore deal-prone instead of SB-prone, and such consumers are
ore likely to purchase NBs when they are promoted than to

urchase SBs.
The effect of education on SB choice or share is positive

nd significant. The effect is significantly lower in U.S.-based
tudies, while it is significantly higher in more recent studies
nd when choice is used as a dependent variable. These findings
e the “smart” alternative to NBs, thereby potentially indicating
 perceived quality issue.
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onsumer  perceptions

Interestingly, all consumer perceptual variables have high E-
atios (over .5), confirming the old adage “perception is reality,”
ven when it comes to SB purchase. Consumers will purchase
ore SBs if they perceive that the quality is higher, quality varia-

ion is lower, have a positive image of SBs, and think that SBs are
ot risky. These findings indicate that, especially in mature gro-
ery products, the future of SBs and NBs will continue to depend
n how retailers and NB executives manage these perceptions.
he results underscore the need for retailers to implement non-
rice marketing tactics (such as advertising and sampling) to
nhance SB perceptions and for researchers to study the impact
f these tactics on SB share.

A comparison of absolute empirical generalization measures
f the perceived quality effect and price differential effect in the
able below validates the assertion of Hoch and Banerji (1993)
hat quality is a more “important” determinant of SB share than
rice differential.

ffect E raw E ratio z
rice differential 11 .19 6.18
erceived quality 33 .69 35.2

Although the price differential between NBs and SBs is not
 robust influencer of SB share, consumer price sensitivity is
 consistent major determinant of household purchases. Com-
ined with the strong results found for SB quality, risk, and
mage, this meta-analysis validates the notion that consumers
eek value when purchasing SBs (Richardson, Jain, and Dick
996). That is, consumers look for good (low) prices without
ompromising quality.

Our moderator analysis with respect to consumer percep-
ual variables reveals several additional insights (Table 2). First,
he strong positive effect of price sensitivity appears to prevail
cross a wide range of study characteristics and market con-
itions. Second, the effect of perceived risk on SB share is
ignificantly less negative in more recent studies, suggesting
hat SBs may be increasingly perceived as less risky options.
hird, the effect of quality variation on SB share is significantly
ore negative in the U.S. and less negative in more recent stud-

es. As with perceived risk, this finding seems to suggest that
erceived SB quality variation is more of an issue in the U.S.
han in Europe but, overall, SBs are perceived to be becoming
ore reliable over time. Fourth, the effect size of SB familiarity

s significantly more positive in U.S.-based studies, suggesting
hat SBs may not have the same (brand) appeal there as they
o in other parts of the world, most notably in Europe. Fifth,
he effect size of SB quality on SB share is significantly more
ositive when choice is used as a dependent variable and price
s a covariate. The latter effect points out that it is as important
o include price as a covariate when studying quality effects as
t is to include quality as a covariate when studying price differ-
ntial effects (discussed earlier). Finally, the effect of SB image

n SB share is significantly higher in U.S.-based studies, again
einforcing the notion that SBs still hold an inferior position in
he U.S.

(
p
(
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hopping  trip  variables

Shopping basket expenditure is the only variable among the
1 we analyzed for which the expectation – that households
ith higher shopping expenditure are more likely to buy SBs

 is not validated. This occurrence may be because of reverse
ausality – that households may lower their expenditure by buy-
ng low-priced SBs, other things being equal – or because of
B deal-proneness – households with large expenditure out-

ays may seek and purchase more NBs when they are on deal.
n contrast, shopping trip frequency is an important driver of
B share. The result that purchase frequency may be a more

mportant lever than purchase size to build SB volume has impor-
ant implications for retailers, as stimulating shopping frequency

ay require different approaches and strategies than stimulating
hopping expenditure. However, the effect of shopping fre-
uency is significantly lower in more recent studies, but higher
hen choice was used as dependent variable.
An overall positive relationship between store loyalty and

B share is supported by the empirical evidence (Table 1). Past
iterature has attempted to refine this overall finding. Ailawadi,
auwels, and Steenkamp (2008) explicitly account for simul-

aneity between store loyalty and SB share. They find that for two
utch retail chains (a premium and a value-oriented chain), store

oyalty not only impacts SB share, but that SB share also influ-
nces store loyalty at the same time. The relationship between
hese constructs is further complicated as it was found to be
urvilinear by Ailawadi, Pauwels, and Steenkamp (2008) for the
ore premium chain, but not for a more value-oriented chain.

roduct-market  characteristics

Competition from NBs, both in the form of number of NBs
nd NB-NB price competition, negatively affects SB share. Fur-
hermore, Hoch and Banerji (1993) find that the correlation
etween number of manufacturers and SB share is negative
−.63) and stronger than the correlation between number of
anufacturers and share of top two NBs (−.21 and −.03).
hat is, SB shares are disproportionately decreased if there is
rand proliferation. These findings give strong credibility to the
conomic theory that item proliferation can limit private label
rowth (Schmalensee 1978). The negative effect of NB-NB price
ompetition on SB share implies that when two NBs (e.g. Coke
nd Pepsi) are competing intensely on price, it may be better for

 retailer to leverage the NB-NB competition to obtain higher
rofits than to engage in NB-SB competition to promote SB
hare (Lal 1990; Kumar and Steenkamp 2007).

The relationship between NB concentration and SB share
s not as unequivocal. Higher NB concentration in the form of
umulative brand shares of the top three or four NBs results
n lower SB share. However, according to Steenkamp and
eyskens (2014), the negative effect of NB concentration on SB

hares is dampened when the markets (countries) are efficient

as opposed to those with poor infrastructure and administrative
rocedures), but enhanced for countries that are secular-rational
as opposed to traditional-religious).
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Dhar and Hoch (1997) view NB concentration in terms of the
ariance in NB shares and offer a different perspective. Accord-
ng to these researchers, if there are ten brands on the market,
ith one or two brands being big players with large market shares

nd others small players with low shares, then variance of NB
hares will be higher. In this market, the retailer can position its
B against the big players, ignore the minor brands, and still get

 decent market share. Conversely, if there are ten brands on the
arket, each with about 10 percent market share, it is difficult

or SBs to focus on one set of brands, leading to diffused mar-
eting and smaller shares. As a result, variance in NB shares
ampens the number of brands effect. Dhar and Hoch (1997)
nd a strong positive effect of NB share variance on SB share
ased on analysis of 34 categories.

It appears that NB concentration may be a double-edged
word for the NB manufacturers trying to reduce SB share. On
he one hand, high shares concentrated among a few NBs may
ndow NB manufacturers with the ability to negotiate better
erms with retailers, forcing retailers to provide shelf space and
romote the dominant brands, resulting in lower SB share. On
he other hand, if there are one or two NBs that are dominant,
hen it may be easier for the retailer to position the SBs against
hese large NBs and gain substantial market share.

Unlike in the case of NB concentration, the expected positive
elationship of retail concentration with SB share is validated for
oth share of top retail firms and variance in retail market shares.
B share has often been described as a purely supply-driven
henomenon, meaning that SB share will be high in markets
here retailers are dominant. As soon as retailer power develops,
B share will increase. However, this driver has a relatively

ow E-ratio (.35), demonstrating that the effect may depend on
ther factors (moderators). Our moderator analysis (Table 2)
hows that the overall significant positive relationship between
etail concentration and SB share is less positive in the U.S. This
ay partly explain why SB shares are higher in Europe than in

he U.S. It is well known that retail concentration in Europe
s higher than in the U.S. This gives the big retailers leverage
oth in dealing with the NB manufacturers and in developing
heir own strong SB program. In a global context, Steenkamp
nd Geyskens (2014) find that the effect of retail concentration
s moderated by country characteristics. In particular, they find
hat the positive effect of retail concentration on SB share is
tronger in countries characterized by a low degree of market
fficiency and secular-rational culture.

etailer  and  manufacturer  marketing  mix

We combined all types of retail promotions – price discount,
oupon, display, feature – in our analysis because (i) many
tudies reported just one measure of promotion intensity that
ncluded more than one type of promotion and (ii) there were
ery few observations to analyze by individual promotion type.

Notable among the variables with modest E-ratios are the

romotion variables. All of them have E-ratios around .40.
he occurrence of nonsignificant results may be attributed to
easures used in the estimation (percent sold on deal) and

ggregation of data across categories, retailers and promotional
 Retailing 90 (2, 2014) 141–153

nstruments. Nevertheless, given that the asymmetric price tier
ffect theory (Blattberg and Wisniewski 1989) has been inter-
reted to imply that promotions do not generally help a SB
ncrease its sales, it is useful to note that, in aggregate, SB
etail promotions “work” from a share standpoint, but so do
ompetitive NB retail promotions.

Previous research and our moderator analysis qualify the pro-
otion effects. With respect to NB retail promotions, a recent

mpirical generalization study by Gielens (2012) shows that
nly the market leader’s price promotions appear to negatively
ffect SB share. Promotion efforts by the second and third NB in
he category hardly affect SB share. Our results (Table 2) show
hat the effect of SB retail promotion on SB share is less posi-
ive in the U.S., in recent times, and when share (as opposed to
hoice) is used as the dependent variable, but more positive when
rice is included as a covariate. The presence of moderators
uggests that SB retail promotion can vary significantly across
arketplace and method variables, and that marketers and mod-

lers should be cognizant of such differences when assessing the
ffect of SB retail promotions.

As predicted, there is a strong significant negative effect of
B advertising on SB share. However, while the overall rela-

ionship is negative, the effect is nonsignificant in a majority of
he observations (25 out of 46). Individual studies offer further
nsights into the above general finding. Lamey et al. (2012) find
hat NB manufacturers are pro-cyclical in their advertising. That
s, they advertise more during expansion and less during contrac-
ion. In the contraction periods, when NBs decrease advertising,
B share increases in the short run. Some of this temporary
B share increase may lead to permanent increases in SB share
fter the recession. Steenkamp and Geyskens (2014) find that
B advertising is an effective marketing weapon for limiting
rivate label shares mainly in large (populous) countries like the
.S., but is not effective in smaller countries.

Conclusion

Research in understanding the determinants of SB sales per-
ormance has come a long way in terms of types of variables
nvestigated, data used, and sophistication of empirical models.

e drew upon this rich and varied body of work to test the
mpirical generalizability of the effect of several determinants
n SB share. In total, we meta-analyzed 54 studies relating dif-
erent metrics of SB proneness, brand choice, and market share
o 21 potential drivers. We employed three different metrics –
mpirical validation (E) score, Fisher z-score, and elasticity –
o quantify the overall relationship between the potential drivers
nd SB share (Table 1). We also performed limited moderator
regression) analysis with available data (Table 2). Key results
re as follows.

Result  highlights
1. The NB-SB price differential has a positive (but not strong)
overall effect on SB share and the effect is moderated by
several factors. In particular, the effect is stronger (more
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positive) when the focal NB is the leading brand and in the
U.S. than in Europe.

2. The conventional belief that SBs are predominantly pur-
chased by low-income, large households is not validated.
Collectively, our results lend credibility to the notion that
lack of education, lack of SB familiarity, and lack of positive
SB image (all of which have a strong positive effect on SB
share) may be the reasons for why lower-income consumers
are less prone to purchasing SBs. This finding has impli-
cations for retailers and public policy makers interested in
educating and making low-income consumers familiar with
SBs.

3. The relationship between education and SB share is fairly
strong and positive. It is more positive in Europe than in the
U.S. market, suggesting that SBs may not be considered a
“smart” alternative in U.S., as much as it is in Europe.

4. All consumer perceptual variables we analyzed have high
empirical generalization scores. Consumers will purchase
SBs if they perceive the quality is higher and quality varia-
tion is lower, if they have a positive image of SBs, and if they
think SBs are not risky. These findings indicate that, espe-
cially in mature grocery products, the future of SBs and NBs
will continue to depend on how retailers and NB marketers
manage perceptions, potentially signaling the growing role
of SB advertising in coming years.

5. Perceived SB quality has a stronger effect on SB share than
the NB-SB price differential across all empirical generaliza-
tion measures, confirming the notion that consumers seek
value when purchasing SBs without compromising much
on quality.

6. Shopping expenditure does not affect SB choice, but
shopping trip frequency does. Retailers interested in boost-
ing SB share may want to focus on stimulating shopping
frequency.

7. The strong negative effect of number of NBs on SB share
gives credibility to the economic theory that item prolifer-
ation can limit SB growth and highlights the importance of
product assortment for retailers.

8. The strong negative effect of NB-NB price competition
on SB share implies that retailers should leverage NB-NB
price competition for profits in some categories rather than
engaging in NB-SB competition to promote SB share or
profits.

9. NB concentration has a negative relationship with SB share
when measured as share of top NBs, but a positive relation-
ship when measured as variance in share across all NBs.
The finding suggests that high market share by one or two
NBs enable retailers to position their SBs against these NBs
and gain share.

0. Retail concentration is positively related to SB share, which
may partly explain higher SB share in Europe, where retail
concentration is higher than in the U.S.

1. Overall, NB and SB promotions and NB advertising do

influence SB shares, but the empirical generalization scores
are moderate, suggesting that they may work in some cases
but not others. In particular, promotions by leading NBs are
likely to be more effective in curtailing SB share than other

5
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NBs, and SB promotions are less effective in the U.S. than
in Europe, perhaps because of perceived quality.

Even though, empirical research on SBs has spanned nearly
0 years, we have only scratched the surface of what needs to
e learnt about SBs. There are numerous avenues for further
esearch. Some important areas are highlighted below.

uture  research  suggestions

. More  studies  needed  on  profit. Only a few studies such as
Ailawadi and Harlam (2004), Pauwels and Srinivasan (2004),
and ter Braak, Dekimpe, and Geyskens (2013) address SB
profitability by studying SB gross margins. This lack of
empirical work does not reflect a lack of academic interest or
managerial importance, but rather highlights the difficulty in
obtaining good profit data, as most retailers are reluctant to
share this type of information. Still, more research along these
lines would allow for deeper insights into how SB strategies
affect the retailer’s bottom line at both the SB and category
level.

. Include  more  consumer  variables  in  Choice  and  Share  stud-
ies. Whereas demographic information is often ignored in
choice-related studies, attitudinal metrics are almost never
included in share-based studies. Obviously, the lack of
reliable consumer information merged with more readily
available scanner panel data or store-based information
reduces the ease of incorporating consumer-related infor-
mation. As a matter of fact, few behavioral metrics are
incorporated in the extant literature (e.g. usage situation – are
SBs more likely to be purchased for specific consumption
moments, whereas NBs are more preferred in other situa-
tions?). Also, little is known about how consumers’ SB and
NB usage may complement rather than substitute for each
other. Deeper insights in the role that both SBs and NBs
play in consumers’ consumption patterns may help retailers
and manufacturers co-promote SBs and NBs and grow the
category.

. Include  more  product  characteristics  in  empirical  studies.
Dhar and Hoch’s (1997) comprehensive empirical study
across 34 product categories found significant cross-category
variation in the effect of determinants such as price and con-
centration on SB share. However, few studies have estimated
how the effects of SB drivers systematically vary with prod-
uct characteristics such as functional versus hedonic, durable
versus nondurable.

. Include  more  promotion  variables. There is a dearth of
research dealing with understanding what type of promo-
tions (e.g. discounts, coupons, sampling) are effective for
what type of SBs (regular or premium), in what type of cate-
gories (e.g. functional or hedonic) and when (e.g. proactively
or defensively).
. Study  SB  advertising  and  innovation. As retailers increas-
ingly position their SBs as brands in their own right in all
price-quality tiers (Geyskens, Katrijn, and Gijsbrechts 2010),
SB advertising and product innovation efforts will become
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more important and salient. Little is known about how pre-
mium SBs should be priced and positioned.

. Where  appropriate,  account  for  nonlinearity,  endogeneity,
and reverse  causality  in  estimation  models. Even in the
variables we meta-analyzed, there are potential issues of
nonlinearities (e.g. income effect), endogeneity (e.g. price
differential), and reverse causality (e.g. store loyalty). Unfor-
tunately, we could not study these effects due to paucity of
data. If theory or prior expectations lead the researcher to
believe that one or more of these effects may exist, it would be
useful to study these effects, even though the estimation pro-
cedure may become more complex (e.g. use of instrumented
variables or simultaneous equation systems).
. Study  variation  of  effect  over  time. At present, few insights are
available on how consumer effects vary over time. As SBs
mature in more and more countries, the impact of several

able A1
eta-analysis studies.
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consumer characteristics may diminish (e.g. risk aversion),
while the impact of others may increase (e.g. innovative-
ness). If retailers and manufacturers want to successfully
target consumers, they need insights that are updated over
time.

. Incorporate  role  of  the  retailer. Finally, the role of the retailer
has been vastly unexplored. Although several characteristics
capturing the retail structure at a more aggregate level have
been considered, little is known about what makes an indi-
vidual retailer more or less successful than its rivals. Just like
results have been replicated across categories and countries,
future research should aim for replications across retailers as
well as identify characteristics that make some retailers more
successful at gaining SB shares than others.
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(3), 360–367
ce of store brands: a cross-country analysis of consumer store-brand
Research 41 (1), 86–100
cross-country analysis of umbrella branding for national and store brands.
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-prone grocery customers really different? Journal of Advertising Research, 5
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Table A1 (Continued)

# Study reference

S24 Garretson, J. A., Fisher, D., & Burton, S. (2002). Antecedents of private label attitude and national brand promotion attitude:
similarities and differences. Journal of Retailing, 78 (2), 91–99

S25 Geyskens, I., Gielens, K., & Gijsbrechts, E. (2010). Proliferating private-label portfolios: how introducing economy and premium
private labels influences brand choice,Journal of Marketing Research,47 (5),791–807

S26 Glynn, M. S., & Chen, S. (2009). Consumer-factors moderating private label brand success: further empirical results. International
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 37 (11), 896–914

S27 Hansen, K., Singh, V., & Chintagunta, P. (2006). Understanding store-brand purchase behavior across categories. Marketing Science,
25 (1), 75–90

S28 Hoch, S. J., & Banerji, S. (1993). When do private labels succeed. Sloan Management Review, 34 (4), 57–67
S29 Jin, B., & Suh, Y. G. (2005). Integrating effect of consumer perception factors in predicting private brand purchase in a Korean discount

store context. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 22 (2), 62–71
S30 Kara, A., Rojas-Méndez, J. I., Kucukemiroglu, O., & Harcar, T. (2009). Consumer preferences of store brands: Role of prior

experiences and value consciousness. Journal of Targeting, Measurement&Analysis for Marketing, 17, 127–37
S31 Lamey, L., Deleersnyder, B., Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Dekimpe, M. G. (2012). The effect of business-cycle fluctuations on private-label

share: what has marketing conduct got to do with it? Journal of Marketing, 76 (1), 1–19
S32 Lemon, K. N., & Nowlis, S. M. (2002), “Developing synergies between promotions and brands in different price-quality tiers,” Journal

of Marketing Research, 171–185
S33 Levy, S., & Gendel-Guterman, H. (2012). Does advertising matter to store brand purchase intention? a conceptual framework. Journal

of Product & Brand Management, 21 (2), 89–97
S34 Martínez, E., & Montaner, T. (2008). Characterization of Spanish store brand consumers. International Journal of Retail &

Distribution Management, 36 (6), 477–493
S35 Ma, Y., Ailawadi, K. L., Gauri, D. K., & Grewal, D. (2011). An empirical investigation of the impact of gasoline prices on grocery

shopping behavior. Journal of Marketing, 75 (2), 18–35
S36 Miquel, S., Caplliure, E. M., & Aldas-Manzano, J. (2002). The effect of personal involvement on the decision to buy store brands.

Journal of Product & Brand Management, 11 (1), 6–18
S37 Myer, J.G. (1967), Determinants of private brand attitude. Journal of Marketing Research, 4 (1), 73–81
S38 Raju, J. S., Sethuraman, R., & Dhar, S. K. (1995a). The introduction and performance of store brands. Management Science, 41 (6),

957–978
S39 Raju, J. S., Sethuraman, R., & Dhar, S. K. (1995b). National brand-store brand price differential and store brand market share. Pricing

Strategy & Practice, 3 (2), 17–24
S40 Richardson, P.S., Jain, A. K. & Dick, A. (1996). Household store brand proneness: A framework. Journal of Retailing, 72 (2), 159–185
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Table A2
Studies used in meta-analysis for each determinant.

Determinant variable Studies

1. NB-SB price differential S2, S19, S28, S31, S41, S44, S46, S49, S53
2. Household Income S2, S7, S10, S13, S16, S17, S18, S19, S23, S27, S33, S34, S35, S37, S40, S43
3. Household size S2, S6, S7, S10, S11, S13, S23, S27, S34, S35, S40, S43
4. Household education S2, S7, S10, S13, S19, S23, S34, S37, S40
5. Cons. price sensitivity S1, S2, S3, S5, S6, S7, S8, S26, S29, S34, S47, S51, S53
6. Perceived risk S3, S5, S8, S9, S11, S20, S21, S22, S26, S40, S43, S47, S50
7. Perceived quality var. S5, S8, S11, S26, S28, S29, S36
8. SB familiarity S3, S4, S5, S11, S21, S22, S40, S54
9. SB quality S7, S11, S19, S22, S21, S28, S33, S49, S50, S51, S53
10. Quality sensitivity S1, S2, S34
11. SB image S7, S15, S24, S29, S30, S53, S54
12. Basket size S27, S52
13. Trip frequency S3, S5, S7, S41, S44, S46, S49, S51, S52
14. Store loyalty S1, S2, S7, S12, S34
15. Number NBs S19, S28, S38, S43, S44, S46
16. Category price elasticity S38, S41, S44
17a. NB conc – share top NBs S41, S49
17b. NB conc – var NB shares S19
18. Retail concentration S19, S41, S48, S49
19. Retail promotion – SB S13, S14, S17, S19, S25, S31, S32, S42, S44, S46, S49
20. Retail promotion – NB S13, S17, S19, S42, S44, S46, S49
21. Manuf. advertising S19, S28, S41, S43, S44, S49

N

A

A

A

A

B

B

B

B

B

D

D

E
E

E

F

F

G

G

H

H

K

L

L

N
P

R

ote: Study numbers (S#) correspond to the list in Table A1.
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