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ABSTRACT

Master Student's Name

Natalia Sergeevna Bulatova

Academic Advisor’s
Name

Sergey Alexandrovich Starov

Master Thesis Title

Determinants of Russian consumers’ purchase intention
toward private label products

Description of the goal,
tasks and
main results the research

The goal of the study is to develop a model that examines
factors influencing consumer purchase intention towards
standard private labels with chain-labelling. Private labels that
have explicit information about retailers associated with them
are more likely to be recognized as private labels by
consumers. This distinction is crucial because consumers
often have specific perceptions and expectations of private
label products compared to manufacturer brands. The factors
investigated include retailer's image, perceived risk, perceived
quality, value consciousness, and private label attitude, which
have been identified from the existing literature.

To accomplish the research goal, the following objectives
have been outlined:

e analyze private labels, focusing on their types,
economic aspects, and the current state of private
labels in the Russian market;

e conduct an overview of related consumer behavior
theories and private label concepts to develop
hypotheses and research model;

e develop and distribute a questionnaire that assesses
private label purchase intention and identified factors;

e Dbuild a statistical model based on the collected data to
test formulated hypotheses;

e provide practical recommendations for retailers on
private label development and theoretical
contributions of the study.

203 responses were collected from Russian consumers
through an online survey and analyzed using structural
equation modeling (SEM).

The findings reveal that private label attitude plays the most
prominent role in driving purchase intention. Among other
influencing factors are value consciousness and perceived
risk, which have significant direct effects on willingness to




buy. Unexpectedly, perceived quality was not found to have a
direct significant effect, but only indirect effects through
mediations of retailer image and private label attitude. It was
also found that retailer image does not directly influence
purchase intention but predicts perceived quality, which in
turn influences perceived risk. These insights contribute to
understanding consumer behavior and offer practical
implications for retailers in developing and promoting private
label products. These include leveraging influencer marketing
and social networks to shape positive attitudes towards
standard private labels with chain-labeling, developing strong
retailer image, implementing effective promotion strategies,
and engaging in constant improvement of products’ designs
and quality control chains.
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AHHOTAIUA

ABTOp

bynarosa Haranbst CepreeBna

Hayunsliii pykoBOauTEb

Crapos Cepreii AjieKCaHIpOBUY

HazBanue BKP

@akTopsl, OIIPEACIIAIOIINE HaMepeHue POCCUICKHUX
MOKyTaTesield nNpruodpeTarb TOBaphI 10J1 COOCTBEHHOU TOProBOi
MapKon

Omnwmcanue ey, 3a1a4
1 OCHOBHBIX
pe3y/bTaToB
HCCIEOBaHUS

ens nanHO#M paboOThl — pa3paboTaTh MOCIH B3aMMOCBS3EH
(akTOpoB, BIUSIOUIMX Ha HAMEPEHHE KYyMUTh MPOIYKTHI MOJ
COOCTBEHHOM TOProBOM MapKol ¢ Ha3BaHHUEM OpeHa
peTeiinepa Ha yMakoBKe, TaK Kak UMs peTeiyiepa Ha ymaKoBKe
MO3BOJIIET  TOKYMAaTeNssM  pacmo3HaTh  MPOAYKT  Kak
COOCTBEHHYIO TOPTOBYIO MapKy, YTO MO3BOJISET O0JIee HATIISTHO
OIICHUTh WX BOCIPHUATHE W OTHOIICHHE K JaHHOMY BUIY
OpennoB. HMccnemyemple  (akTOpsl  BKIIOYAIOT UMUK
pereinepa, BOCHPHUHUMAEMBI  PHUCK, BOCIHPHUHHUMAEMOE
KaueCcTBO, BaXXHOCTh COOTHOIICHUS ILIeHbI-KadecTBa (value
consciousness), KOTOpble OBbUIM OIpeneieHbl Ha OCHOBE
CYLIECTBYIOIIEH JIUTEPATYPHI.

JUis  TOCTHIKEHHUS 1EeTU HWCCIEeNOBaHHS OBUIH TOCTABIICHBI
CJIeIyIOIIUE 3a/1a4H:




npoananusupoBath CTM, ynensst oco0oe BHUMaHUE UX BUAM,
SKOHOMUYECKUM acleKkram M Tekyuemy cocrosHuto CTM nHa
POCCUICKOM pPBIHKE;

U3YYHUTh CBSI3aHHBIE TEOPUHM TOBEIACHHS TOTpeOuTeNnei u
koHuenuun CTM g pa3paOOTKM TMIOTE3 M MOJENIH
HCCIIEIOBAHNUS;

pazpaboTaTb ¥  pacHpOCTpPaHUTb aHKETY, B  KOTOpOM
OLICHUBAKOTCSI ~ HAMEPEHHUS  COBEPIIUTHh  IOKYIKY  IOA
COOCTBEHHOI TOProBOM MapKoi U BBISABIEHHBIE (DAaKTOPHI;
MOCTPOUTh CTAaTHCTUYECKYI0 MOJeJIh Ha OCHOBE COOPAaHHBIX
JaHHBIX [Tl IPOBEPKH CPOPMYIMPOBAHHBIX THIIOTES;
MPEAOCTABUTh MPAKTUYECKUE PEKOMEHIAIMU JJI peTeHsIepoB
M0  Pa3BUTHIO  COOCTBEHHBIX  TOPTOBBIX  MapoOK U
chopMyITUpPOBATh TEOPETHUECKUN BKJIAl MCCIICIOBAHUSI.

203 otBera ObUIM TMOJNYYEHBI OT POCCUICKUX MOTpeduresneit
yepe3 OHJIaWH-OMpOC, JaHHble ObUIM IMPOAaHAJIU3UPOBAHBI C
MOMOILBI0  MOJEIUPOBAHUS  CTPYKTYPHBIMU  YPaBHEHUSIMH
(SEM). Pesynbrarsl mokasbiBaioT, 4To oTHomeHue k CTM
UrpaeT Haubosee 3aMETHYIO POJb B (JOPMUPOBAHUHN HAMEPEHUS
kymutb. Cpeau apyrux Biustomux ¢(akrtopoB — value
consciousness ¥ BOCIIPHHUMAEMBIH PUCK, KOTOPHIE OKa3bIBAIOT
CYIIECTBEHHOE TMPSAMOE BIUSHUE HAa TOTOBHOCTH IOKYIATh.
HeoxumaHHbIM OTKPBITHEM CTAJI0 TO, YTO BOCIPUHHMAEMOE
Ka4eCTBO HE OKa3bIBAET MPSMOTO BIUSHUS, a TOJIBKO KOCBEHHOE
BIIMSIHUE Yepe3 MEIHUALNI0 UMUKA peTeilliepa U OTHOLLIEHUS K
CTM. Taxxe ObUIO OOHAPY)XEHO, YTO HMHDK peTeiepa
HaIpsIMyl0 HE BIMSIET HA HAMEPEHHUE COBEPIUUTH MOKYIIKY, HO
MpEAICKa3bIBa€T BOCIPUHUMAEMOE KayeCTBO, KOTOPOE, B CBOIO
ouepenb, BIUSET HA BOCIpPUHUMAaeMbld puck. I[lomyudeHHble
pe3yabTaThl CTIOCOOCTBYIOT MMOHUMAHUIO MOBEJCHUS
MOKymnareined W TO3BOJISIOT CPOPMYIHPOBATH NMPAKTUYECKHE
pexomenmanuu st ganHoro Bujma CTM. K HuM oTHOcsATCS
UCIIONIb30BaHNE HMH(IIOEHCEP-MapKeTHHIa M COLUANbHBIX
ceteil st (GOpMHUPOBAHMS TMOJNOKUTEIBHOTO OTHOIICHHS K
CTM c cereBoii MapKUPOBKOHM, CO3JaHWE CHUIJIBHOTO MMUJIKA
peteitnepa uepe3 peOpeHOUHI, BHeApeHHe APPEKTUBHBIX
CTpareruii NpOABUKEHUS U Y4aCTHE B TOCTOSHHOM YIyUYlICHUU
NM3aiiHa NPOIYKTOB U LIEMOYEK KOHTPOJISI KaYeCTBa.

KnroueBbie ciioBa

COOCTBEHHBIE TOPTrOBBIE MAapK{, YacCTHHIE TOPIrOBBIE MapKH,
CTM, YTM, pereitn, noBeACHUE MOTPEOUTEINICH
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Introduction

Since the beginning of their history, private labels have been gaining popularity
worldwide growing from cheap generic alternatives of national brands to high-quality
products that are able to stand on their own. Private labels vary in quality so dramatically that
though there are primarily economy and standard brands, we are witnessing a new
generations of private labels, some which can even outperform national brands and innovate
in category'.

The dramatic development of store brands led to an intensifying competition between
manufacturer and retailer brands with the latter winning consumers’ preferences in many
product categories. In European countries the sales value of private label consumer goods in
2020 exceeded 30%?2, in some countries, e.g. in the UK, it reached 50%°. However, in Russia,
this value accounts for a dramatically small percentage — only 4.6%"*, while the segment for
years has been generally considered highly promising by experts®. Russian authors, mainly
practitioners, examined reasons for the slow and under-development of the store brands
sector in Russia, in particular. Some point out that private labels started to develop in Russia
decades later compared to Western countries, and can be considered young, therefore,
underdevelopment is a natural thing. Generally, among the main factors that hinder
development are unsystematic implementation®, “weak production base of the food industry
and agriculture in Russia™’, and low capacities to produce high-quality products.

The same economic motives are mentioned when describing why Russians, on the
contrary, do buy private labels: it is often connected to decreasing purchasing power® of
Russian consumers and, therefore, their increasing desire to save money by buying cheaper
private label products. However, the Russian economy experienced a series of economic
crises that did not lead to a dramatic increase in private label share overall. Some experts, on

the contrary, mention that, though economic reasons are still the main driver, the situation is

' Zaropckuii A.JI., Crapos C.A. (2015) Ctaauu pa3BuTHs cOOGCTBEHHBIX TOPTOBBIX MAPOK PO3HUUHBIX CETEH
(uacts 2) // Bpenn-menemkment, No. 1

2 Share of consumer goods' sales value held by private labels in selected European countries as of 2020, Statista,
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1237912/fmcg-private-label-value-share-europe/

% Ibid.

* Ibid.

3 Private labels expand in Russian food retailer, large upside seen (2021)
https://www.intellinews.com/private-labels-expand-in-russian-foodretailer-large-upside-seen-212005/

® Kysnenosa JI.B. (2019) Ctparerus ycuieHusi COOCTBEHHBIX TOPTOBBIX MapOK Il PO3HUYHBIX KOMITaHHUii //
Bbpenn-menemxment, No3.

7 Jleonos J1.U., Bypmuctpos M.B. (2012) ITpo6ieMbl 1 BO3MOYKHOCTH COOCTBEHHBIX TOPIOBBIX MApOK
po3HnuHBIX ceTel B Poccun // bpern-menemxment, Nol.

8 Bypnaxosa E.Jloss1 Ipofask Mapok puTeiiiepoB IOCTUIIIA peKop/ia 3a ATk JeT, Benomoctu, 01.06.21
https://www.vedomosti.ru/business/articles/2021/05/31/872124-marok-riteilerov



changing, and image and quality are becoming more and more important for Russian
consumers’.

While the economic perspective holds significance, there exist additional factors
predominantly rooted in consumer behavior. Russian market specifics have been investigated
by practitioners mainly from the economic side — based on the reasons related to quality and
capacities of production, however, consumer-related factors may provide additional
explanations fand open a new perspective on the strategic direction for private label
development in Russia. Consumer preferences, perceptions, and buying habits in general can
influence the acceptance and demand for private label products. This is extremely important
considering that major retailers currently prioritize the development of their private label
portfolios focusing not only on economy, but also on standard and premium private labels.

In general, global research on consumer behavior in the domain of private labels is very
rich. The phenomenon is studied from different angles and in different contexts. There are
multiple determinants identified that one way or another influence buying intent toward
private labels. Personality traits, product positioning, price, quality, self-image, and store
image can be named among many characteristics that are analyzed by researchers. However,
the common problem is the lack of distinction among quality tiers of private labels in many
research papers. The majority of them provide a general investigation of the phenomenon,
however, there can be different consumer perceptions of different types of store brands. Thus,
when they are not taken into account, important aspects are overlooked and simplified. For
example, price consciousness is often considered to be the primary driver of private label
purchasing'’, however, it is found to be true only for economy and premium tiers''. This is a
very important problem, and researchers highlight the need for a separate investigation of
tiers'?.

Furthermore, it is essential to recognize that national and cultural contexts can
significantly impact the influence of these factors. Findings derived from studies conducted
with a group of US students or in the Indian market may not necessarily be applicable to
Russian consumers. The historical background of Russia's market economy, coupled with the

welfare of its population, may shape distinct attitudes towards manufacturer brands and their

® Jlokres K. (2019) Tpu 0cHOBBI ycriemHoOl YacTHOM MapkH, Nielsen Poccus
https://www.nielsen.com/ru/ru/insights/article/2019/tri-osnovy-uspeshnoy-chastnoy-marki/

1% Goldsmith, Ronald & Flynn, Leisa & Goldsmith, Elizabeth & Stacey, E.. (2010). Consumer attitudes and
loyalty towards private brands. International Journal of Consumer Studies. 34.

" Noormann, P., Tillmanns, S. (2017) Drivers of private-label purchase behavior across quality tiers and product
categories. J Bus Econ 87, p. —339.

12 Martos-Partal M., Gonzalez-Benito O., Fustinoni-Venturini M., (2015), Motivational profiling of store brand
shoppers: Differences across quality tiers, Marketing Letters, 26, issue 2.



significance in the minds of consumers, potentially deterring them from choosing private
labels. These unique characteristics inherent to Russian consumers can decisively shape their
purchasing decisions.

The current study will consider the importance of tier distinction and concentrate on
standard private labels as the most widely presented group in the market of private labels in
Russia. The focus will be narrowed down specifically to standard private labels with
chain-labeling (private labels named after retailers, e.g. Samokat, Market Perekrestok),
because private labels that do not have information about retailers explicitly disclosed may
not be perceived as private labels by consumers'?, which makes their intentions to prefer
private labels less apparent. While prior research has predominantly focused on economic
determinants for the Russian market or lacked tier differentiation, there remains a research
gap regarding consumer behavior specifically related to tier distinctions in private-label
products. This master thesis will attempt to clarify discrepancies in existing academic
findings mentioned above and give practitioners a clearer understanding of consumers’
perceptions of store brands with chain-labeling allowing for a more accurate assessment of
consumers' purchase intention.

The research goal of the study is to develop a model that examines factors influencing
consumer purchase intention toward standard private labels with chain labeling. The study
will be done based on the Russian market. It will concentrate on the retailer image, perceived
risk, perceived quality, value consciousness, and private label attitude all of which are
identified from the literature.

To achieve the goal, the following objectives are set:

e analyze private labels, focusing on their types, economic aspects, and the current state
of private labels in the Russian market;

e conduct an overview of related consumer behavior theories and private label concepts
to develop hypotheses and a research model,

e develop and distribute a questionnaire that assesses private label purchase intention
and identified factors;

e build a statistical model based on the collected data to test formulated hypotheses;

e provide practical recommendations for retailers on private label development and

theoretical contributions of the study.

3 Schnittka, O., Becker, JM., Gedenk, K. et al. Does Chain Labeling Make Private Labels More Successful?.
Schmalenbach Bus Rev 67, (2015). P. — 95.



Chapter 1. Analysis of the nature of private labels and their characteristics

1.1 Definition of private labels and their distinctive features

American Marketing Association defines brands as “a name, term, design, symbol or
any other feature that identifies one seller’s goods or service as distinct from those of other
sellers”'*. Brands not only extensively use mass media to advertise their products, but they
also show that they are those who deserve trust and are stable in offered quality. At some
point, brands acquired symbolic meaning: consumers started to associate certain brands with
certain lifestyles, “images and level of life”'”. By having own brands in their assets, retailers
can not only get economic benefits but also enhance their image in the eyes of consumers and
create a “personality of a company”'.

Though multiple approaches regarding the definition of private labels exist (e.g.
sometimes terms “own brand”, or “store brand” are used interchangeably), they can be
comprehensively defined as “special brands owned by a retailer, most often retail chain,
under which a category of private label goods with a private label is sold in the retail outlets
of the network, and are mainly produced under a contract where the retailer acts as a

17 or in other words, private labels are products sold under or in connection with

customer
retailers’ brand names. Retailers can create brands with their chain names explicitly stated on
the product’s packaging or with their names hidden, when products are sold under another
“authentic”-like brand created by a retailer. Both store brands and national brands aim to offer
products that meet the needs of consumers, they invest in packaging and design to help their
products stand out on shelves. However, national brands often have a higher level of brand
recognition and trust as they typically invest more in marketing and advertising, including TV
commercials, social media campaigns, and sponsorships. At the same time, retailers save
money on such channels, but rely more on in-store capacities to promote their products.
Another point of difference is that national brands are often available in a wider range of
retailers and locations, while store brands are exclusive to the retailer that sells them.

Private labels are usually associated with lower prices, very little to no advertising, and

simpler designs, they can benefit consumers “by providing a competitive alternative to

4 American marketing association dictionary // https://www.ama.org/topics/branding/

'3 Kar SS, Prashar R. (2009) An Insight into Private Label Brands. Management and Labour Studies.

'® Kysnenosa JI.B. CTparerus ycuiaeHus COOCTBEHHBIX TOPTOBBIX MapOK JJIsl PO3HUYHBIX KOMIIAHHMIA //
bpenn-menemxment. — 2019. — No3. — C.226-232 - p. 226

" Crapos C.A., YUepenkos B.W., Tnaaxkux WU.B., Kuprokos C.1. (2020) Co6cTBeHHas TOProBasi Mapka Kak OpeH
// MapKeTHHT 1 MapKETHHTOBBIC UccIeoBaHus, No2.

10



national brands™'®. Indeed, there is a segment of store brands that emphasize their high
affordability. Purchasing such private labels is one of the strategies consumers can use to save
money. However, private labels have evolved over the years, and some private label products
can now compete on par with manufacturer brands in terms of quality and price. In fact, some
private labels have similar prices to manufacturer brands, making them a competitive
alternative for consumers. This has led to a change in attitude towards private label products,
with some consumers now treating them “as just another brand”". This means that changing
in attitude to private labels has become apparent. At the same time, the increased popularity
of private labels doesn’t mean that consumers stop buying manufacturers’ goods. Even in
times of crisis, which are usually associated with increased attention to private labels, many
consumers continue to prefer to overpay for famous national brands to support their habitual
character of consumption®.

Overall, private labels are now present in almost all FMCG categories and price
segments, online trade and traditional offline stores. Remarkably, we can even observe
retailers both online and offline that primarily concentrate on private labels (Vkusvil), having
up to 90% of them in their assortment®'. Every more or less big retailer has private labels and
considers them to be valuable business leverage that adds competitive advantage and

profitability, which will be discussed in more detail later.

1.1.1 Private label types and classifications

Researchers have suggested multiple categorizations that are based on different aspects
of private labels. Distinctive features of private labels vary heavily across categories. This
subparagraph will examine diverse typologies and perspectives suggested by researchers.

As has been mentioned previously, retailers usually have a portfolio of private labels,
which may include different types of them and approaches to their positioning. The idea
behind it is to cover different segments of consumers depending on their price sensitivity and
income. Retailers rely on an umbrella branding strategy using the same brand name or logo

across multiple product categories.

'8 Dursun, Inci & Kabaday1, Ebru & Kocak Alan, Alev & Sezen, Bulent. (2011). Store Brand Purchase
Intention: Effects Of Risk, Quality, Familiarity And Store Brand Shelf Space. Journal of Global Strategic
Management. 5. 113-123. 10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.09.133. - p. 113.

1% Gielens, K. (2012). New Products: The Antidote to Private Label Growth? Journal of Marketing Research,
49(3), p. —419.

20 Bpems 6penuposannbix CTM, Game Changers — Ipsos. P. — 3.

2! Kax yctpoen 6usnec cet «BxycBumn (2019) Inc.
https://incrussia.ru/understand/kak-ustroen-biznes-seti-vkusvill-issledovanie-inc/

11



N. Kumar and J-R.Steenkamp suggested that there can be distinguished four types of
store label brands: generic, copycat, premium, and value innovators®. They compare these
groups by strategy and objectives, branding, pricing, category coverage, quality to the brand
leader, product development, packaging, shelf placement, advertising and promotion, and
customer proposition. Four groups can be summed up as follows:

1. Generic private labels are brand-free, undifferentiated, low-quality products that work
by being sold significantly cheaper than a brand leader. They are usually basic and
functional products (e.g. grains), which receive no development and promotion, they
may not have design and label and are placed on shelves at the “stoop” level. The
price of products largely depends on their design, promotion, quality of materials, and
production, among other things, so retailers can optimize these attributes to reduce the
cost price and create the cheapest offer. These types of products are free from
everything that may seem redundant.

2. Copycats are private labels that try to disguise themselves as well-known
manufacturer products by imitating their logos, names, packaging designs, and
contents. They can be produced by manufacturers with similar to the original
producer's capacities and are sold at a moderate discount. Unlike generic private
labels, these labels are placed close to the brand leader and are promoted as products
with comparable quality, but lower prices. Findings are controversial, some studies
suggest that such brand imitation increases “consumer consideration and relative
preference for the imitating private label” and, thus, have a significant negative
impact on national brand sales that it tries to copy. However, there are also research
papers that find that distinctive packaging has more positive effects on store brand
perception®.

3. Premium private labels are brands comparable to national brands' quality and price,
sometimes even higher. By introducing premium private labels retailers try to

compete with high-quality national brands. Such strategy becomes “more and more

22 Kumar, N. & Steenkamp, J.-B.E.M. (2007) Private Label Strategy: How to Meet the Store Brand Challenge.
Harvard Business School Press, Cambridge, MA.

2 Aribarg, A., Arora, N., Henderson, T., & Kim, Y. (2014). Private Label Imitation of a National Brand:
Implications for Consumer Choice and Law. Journal of Marketing Research, 51(6), 657-675. - p. 672

24 Chen, C., Huddleston, P. (2016). Copycat or Distinctive? An Empirical Study of Consumers’ Perception
Towards Private Label. In: Groza, M., Ragland, C. (eds) Marketing Challenges in a Turbulent Business
Environment. Developments in Marketing Science: Proceedings of the Academy of Marketing Science.
Springer, Cham.

12
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crucial for competitive advantage and store loyalty”*”. N. Kumar and J-R.Steenkamp
point to image-forming categories as those in which premium quality private labels
are usually introduced. Products of this type get the best positioning on shelves and
in-store advertisements.

4. Value innovators as well as generics go with a large discount of up to 50%, they are
present in all categories. Products of this type are of a “quality at par with the brand
leader but with the removal of “non-value-adding” product features and imagery”?°.
While in premium private labels packaging plays the role of a differentiator, in the
case of value innovators, the goal is cost efficiency.

Similarly to N. Kumar and J-R.Steenkamp, H. Laaksonen, and J. Reynolds derive four
generations of private labels®’. Their classification in many aspects resembles the
classification described above, they additionally discuss consumers' motivation to buy and
suppliers' origin. They use it as a model of private label evolution that characterizes each step
of private label development and describes objectives pursued by a retailer. However, H.
Laaksonen, and J. Reynolds point out that these generations may overlap and not be
sequential.

Just like the “Generic” type described by N. Kumar and J-R.Steenkamp, the first
generation of private labels, suggested by H. Laaksonen, and J. Reynolds, represents
unbranded functional products produced by unspecialized manufacturers. Generics have
lower quality and price compared to the market leader. For consumers, low price is the main
driver for purchasing in this case. The second generation is a “quasi-brand”, which is
“technologically lagging”?, but of better quality and higher price compared to the generic
one. They are not necessarily copycats, but rather something close to an original own brand
with quality lower than manufacturers could offer. Suppliers of this type are national brands
and can have specialization in private brand production. The objectives of a retailer in the
case of the first two generations are “to set entry prices for the goal of bargaining with
manufacturers, increase margins, and provide choice in pricing””.

The third generation proposed by H. Laaksonen, and J. Reynolds is different from the

one in the first classification. They describe the third generation of private labels as the step

% Bertoli, G., Busacca, B. & Imperato, M. Premium private label: how product value, trust and category
involvement influence consumers willingness to buy. Ital. J. Mark. 2020, 143—-161 (2020).
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s43039-020-00012-7

2 Kumar, N. & Steenkamp, J.-B.E.M. (2007)

27 Laaksonen H. (1994). «Own brands in food retailing across Europe». Journal of Brand Management, Vol. 2,
No. 1, 37-46 - p. 38

8 Ibid.

» Ibid.
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of the development of retailers’ own brands with the goal of building an image among
consumers. The quality of these private labels matches the quality of manufacturers' products,
which is the main driver for purchasing as they are priced with a small discount.
Manufacturing is done, primarily, by companies that specialize in private-label production.

The fourth generation of private labels represents niche own brands produced with the
usage of innovative technology. Similar to the “Premium” private labels described by N.
Kumar and J-R.Steenkamp, they are image-forming products into which retailers put a lot of
effort in terms of quality, design, and value proposition. They usually compete on equal terms
with manufacturer brands and are produced by companies with specialization in private-label
manufacturing. This fourth generation of private labels provides consumers with a product of
high quality and value, and “can be seen as premium retailers' own brands targeting high-end
market segments”*.

Additionally, Starov S.A. and Zagorskiy A. L. suggest the fifth group — the 5th
generation private labels®', which is when retailers manage to create a label that not only
forms a category but also prevails in it. In their paper, they give an example of liquid
detergent in capsules produced by British retailer Cooperative Group, which managed to get
ahead of Procter & Gamble u Unilever by creating this type of product before them.

Another approach to categorization is a three quality tiers approach when private labels
are divided into three groups: economy, standard (or regular), and premium. Economy private
labels “offer basic, acceptable quality at the best price and are lower in quality than the
mainstream-quality national brands’**. The standard category implies private labels that are
“generally positioned as a mid-quality/mid-price alternative®”. They may include copycats
and distinctive brands, chain-labeled products, and authentic-like. Premium private labels are
positioned as products similar to or higher compared to national brands. The idea of premium
private labels in the three-tier approach is consistent with the description of premium private
labels in the categories presented above.

Despite the abundance of classifications that offer different levels of detail and angles,
this master thesis will rely on the quality tier approach as a basis for empirical study. The

reason for this is that the approach provides a clear and intuitive framework for understanding

%0 3aropcknii A.JL., Crapos C.A. (2015) Ctaguu pa3BUTHs COOCTBEHHBIX TOPrOBBIX MAPOK POZHUYHBIX CETEH
(gactb 2) // Bpena-menemkment, No. 1 -p. 19

! 1bid., p.19

32 Geyskens, Inge et al. “Proliferating Private-Label Portfolios: How Introducing Economy and Premium Private
Labels Influences Brand Choice.” Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 47, no. 5, 2010, p. — 792.

%3 Burt, Steve (2000), “The Strategic Role of Retail Brands in British Grocery Retailing,” European Journal of
Marketing, 34 (8), p. — 884.
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private label products and their quality levels, it is simple and straightforward, and widely
recognized and used both in academia and market studies.
Branding and design

As private labels nowadays have grown from “Generic” to authentic brands that have
added value™, they can be classified by the branding and design that retailers aim to deliver.
Another interesting point of categorization is already mentioned chain labeling. Some private
labels are chain-labeled, and some are not. Chain-labeled own brands are those that have
retailers' names on their packaging explicitly stated, while non-chain-labeled have
information about them hidden or absent on the packaging. Non-chain-labeled own brands
include economy brands and disguised standard and premium own brands.

The first category of non-chain-labeled brands is economy brands. These are private
labels that are cheap and have very simple designs with few colors and details and,
referencing the three-tiers approach, demonstrate that they “offer lower quality than standard
private labels™?, but an attractive price. This type of private label in terms of design and
appearance is often the first thing that comes to mind when consumers think about private
labels*®. Examples of such brands are “365 nueir” by Lenta, “Kpacnas nena” by Pyaterochka,
“Mos iena” by Magnit, etc. Not chain-labeling economy brands is aimed at reducing risks
associated with the distribution of mediocre quality goods as it may result in a negative
spillover effect that can affect not only the portfolio of private labels owned by a retailer but
also the retailer’s reputation and image’’. Therefore, eliminating any cue about a retailer can
prevent negative spillover. Still, well-known economy own brands that do not have the
retailer's direct logo and/or name on the packaging are recognizable and can be strongly
linked to their retailers. However, in general, consumers may have trouble associating
non-chain-labeled own brands with their retailers, expecting to find them in other retailers’
stores™.

Another group of non-chain-labeled own brands is disguised private labels. Disguised

private labels are, usually, standard private labels that do not have information about their

3 Crapos C.A., Uepenkos B.W., [nagkux U.B., Kuprokos C.1. CoGcTBeHHas Topropas Mapka Kak 6penn //
MapkeTHHT 1 MapKeTUHIoBble uccienoanusa. — 2020. — No2. p.- 114

% Schnittka, Oliver, 2015. "Are they always promising? An empirical analysis of moderators influencing
consumer preferences for economy and premium private labels," Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
Elsevier, vol. 24(C), p. - 94.

% Bpems 6penauposannsix CTM, Game Changers — Ipsos. p.- 5.

3 Lei, J., Dawar, N., & Lemmink, J. (2008). Negative Spillover in Brand Portfolios: Exploring the Antecedents
of Asymmetric Effects. Journal of Marketing, 72, p. — 121.

38 Schnittka, O., Becker, JM., Gedenk, K. et al. Does Chain Labeling Make Private Labels More Successful?.
Schmalenbach Bus Rev 67, (2015). P. — 95.
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retailer on the packaging in order to look like an authentic national brand. Examples of this
group of private labels include brands, such as “Bonvida” by Lenta, “Delicare” by Uybka
Raduga, “3enenas nmunus”, “CapadanoBo”, “Assand” by X5-group stores.

By purchasing private labels, especially in high-involvement product categories,
consumers increase social risk® which may result in a perceived loss of image and damage to
status in the eyes of others. For example, consumers may fear being perceived as “poor” or
“cheap™® by others when they are seen buying private labels. Disguised private labels,
conceptually, can help reduce associated social risks by impersonating regular brands.
Moreover, research suggests that packaging plays an important role in reducing the difference
in product expectations between national brands and private labels*'. Thus, design and
absence of information about the manufacturer allows retailers not only to avoid reputational
risks but also avoid prejudice associated with purchasing private labels. An opposite situation
may happen when consumers purchase private labels believing that they are produced by
manufacturers of known well-established brands. This may account for a higher perception of
their quality. Research indicates that the effect of supplier disclosure also has a small positive
effect on store image and attitude*?, but does not mitigate potential risks®.

Chain labeling, on the other hand, is used in the case of standard and premium private
labels to demonstrate retailers' responsibility for products’ quality and retailers’ values.
Though research shows that a small percentage of consumers may have trouble associating
chain-labeled products with their retailers, believing that these products could be also found
in other chains*, generally, chain-labeling facilitates recognition of a retailer to almost an
absolute. Chain-labeled private labels still can have manufacturer identification on the
packaging, which helps to ensure consumers in quality®. Examples of chain-labeled brands
are “Lenta”, “Lenta Fresh”, “Lenta Premium” by Lenta, “Market Perekrestok™ by

Perekrestok, “Vkusvill” by Vkusvill, “Samokat” by Samokat.

% Zielke, S. and Dobbelstein, T. (2007), "Customers' willingness to purchase new store brands", Journal of
Product & Brand Management, Vol. 16 No. 2, p. — 118.

40 Dick, A., Jain, A. and Richardson, P. (1995), “Correlates of store brand proneness. Some empirical
observations”, Journal of Product & Brand Management, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp. 15-22.

41 Loebnitz, N., Zielke, S. and Grunert, K.G. (2019), "The moderating impact of social risk, shame, and guilt on
purchase intentions of premium private labels at food discounters", British Food Journal, Vol. 121 No. 11, P. —
2662.

42 Pérez-Santamaria, S., & Martos-Partal, M. (2021). Analyzing the effects of private-label supplier disclosure
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This strategy has several benefits, firstly, retailers may want to use it to strengthen their
own brands' positions by building differentiation from competitors and creating “clearer

46 and secondly, to increase consumer loyalty. Retailers' overall

associations with retail chain
commitment to quality, the depth of their private label assortment, and the use of chain
labeling continuously improve the retailer's store brand performance across all categories*’
and facilitates in building of a positive image of both the retailer and its private labels.
Despite its advantages, the chain-labeling strategy carries risks related to negative spillovers.
It affects attitude toward stores brands, for example, if own brand usage results in a negative
experience, it means that attitude to the whole store may change negatively*.

There can be also distinguished another group of chain-labeled private labels called
“Niche” private labels*. These are developing own brands with creative designs and accent
on products’ uniqueness. They are usually distributed through modern trade channels, like
marketplaces or special delivery services. Among examples are “Samokat” by Samokat (part
of Sber’s ecosystem), “Aunnexc.JIaBka” by Yandex, “Ozon fresh” by Ozon. They stand out
from the rest of private labels as they often have behind them giant tech corporations. Such
own brands appeal to younger generations (Millennials and Gen Z) in their branding,
highlight their “unique” or “green” and “organic” assortment orientation, and can be
considered trendy.

Overall, different types of private labels and their classifications can be summarized as

presented in the following figure (Figure 1):

“6 Ibid, P. — 67.

47 Sanjay K. Dhar, Stephen J. Hoch, (1997) Why Store Brand Penetration Varies by Retailer. Marketing Science
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Figure 1. Different types of private labels

1.2 Economic determinants of private label development

Given the rapid expansion of private labels over the past ten years and their
improvement in quality, private labels began to steadily outpace manufacturers’ brands in
many instances. For example, in 2018 in the US, in categories such as frozen refrigerated
foods, beverages, home care, beauty, and general merchandise private label sales growth
exceeded that of national brands: average 5,5% to 1,25% respectively®’. Today private labels
can be found in more than 90% of the categories of consumer packaged goods®' and compete
with national brands market leaders. It is believed that the success of private labels is strongly
linked to factors such as economic situation, for example, the market share of private labels
increases when the economy is undergoing a downgrade and decreases when the economy is
getting stronger>”. At the same time, researchers found evidence that consumers do not

discard private labels once the economy starts recovering, but keep buying them*.

%0 Growth of private label and branded CPG categories in the United States in 2018, Statista (2023).
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1114633/private-label-cpg-growth-vs-national-brands/

! Cuneo, Andres & Milberg, Sandra & Benavente, José & Palacios-Fenech, Javier. (2015). The Growth of
Private Label Brands: A Worldwide Phenomenon?. Journal of International Marketing. 23. P. — 72.

%2 Quelch, J.A. and Harding, D. (1996), “Brand versus private labels: fighting to win”, Harvard Business
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In many countries private label growth and potential increases competition and poses a
challenge to manufacturer brands by hurting their profits. Though a manufacturer and a
retailer can be imagined as competitors, where the former produces nationally branded
products and the latter produces private labels™, they cannot be considered absolute rivals.
Manufacturers need retailers to distribute their products, while retailers need manufacturers to
attract consumers to their stores. From one perspective, the situation of such
manufacturer-retailer relationships overall facilitates the maximization of consumers’
welfare™.

The performance of private labels across countries is different. For example, in the UK
private label share in grocery retail is 49,6%, in Russia it is 5,1% °°, while in the US —
17,7%"’. From the economic perspective, the share of private labels may be largely affected
by market structures, which vary across countries. A prerequisite for the creation of
successful private labels is the ability of retailers to embrace economies of scale, which
require modern trade structures™. Traditional trade channels limit opportunities for private
labels, thus, the more developed they are — the less the growth of private labels. However, as
Cuneo et al. point out, Brazil had 61% (2009) of modern trade, but its private label share was
only 0.9%. They derive a conclusion that the growth of private labels is influenced also by
“logistical structures as well as the penetration of global retailers, especially global

9959

discounters”™”, which help to increase consumers’ familiarity with private labels in general.

1.2.1 Retailers' perspective on private labels

It is generally considered beneficial for retailers to engage in private label production
because by distributing private labels they can earn higher margins® compared to margins on
national brands. However, there can be differences in, for example, gross margins across

categories, and also when direct product costs are taken into account®'. If cross-categories

% Cotterill R., Putsis W. Market Share and Price Setting Behavior for Private Labels and National Brands,
Review of Industrial Organization, (2000), 17, issue 1, p. — 2.
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Statista, 2023 https://www.statista.com/statistics/1229191/grocery-retail-s-private-label-share-europe/

57 Private label share of consumer goods sales in the U.S. 2019-2021. Statista, 2021
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1194796/private-label-share-of-consumer-goods-sales-value-united-states/
%8 Cuneo, Andres & Milberg, Sandra & Benavente, José & Palacios-Fenech, Javier. (2015). The Growth of
Private Label Brands: A Worldwide Phenomenon?. Journal of International Marketing. 23. P. — 74.
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margins are included, they can be expressed in percentages and may be higher for private
labels than for national brands, indicating benefits that retailers can obtain after all. At the
same times, dollar margins may actually be lower®. Indeed, occasional private label
consumers, though, buy store brands less often, bring retailers more profit than heavy private
label consumers, who purchase less on average and for lower prices® (if taking economy
private labels as an example). Anyway, “margin advantage is not a given”*, because if
retailers want to close the price gap with manufacturer brands, they must maintain low costs
for their private label products while simultaneously enhancing quality and differentiation®.
Retailers have to invest money in packaging, production, and branding from internal sources,
so that high-profit margins become necessary to maximize their returns.

At the same time for a retailer private label creation is an opportunity to increase
“bargaining power to leverage benefits from negotiations with national brands™*, for
example, retailers may have more leverage in deciding on supply conditions for manufacturer
brands. Research shows that increased bargaining power is usually long-term (past the year of
private label launch) and has a big effect on smaller national brands and a moderate effect on
leading manufacturers®’. More bargaining power is interconnected with other benefits, such
as increased control over shelf space: the more shelf space is dedicated to private labels — the
less is left for manufacturers®. However, this benefit is influenced by the retailer’s market
power, which can be expressed through retail concentration, the more retailers there are — the
lower the individual market power®, which overall will lead to the situation when retailers
face more pressure to remain national brands on shelves. They have to maintain the presence
of national brands and the affordability of their prices to remain competitive. Retailers have
to fill shelves with national brands: if consumers cannot find their favorite brand, they may

switch to another store. The opposite situation is when retailers' concentration is low, their
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margins are higher, then there are indeed more opportunities for them in negotiations with
manufacturers.

Among other reasons researchers name opportunity to increase loyalty among
consumers. The relationship between private label product loyalty and store loyalty is
bidirectional: store loyalty increases store brand loyalty and vice versa’. Loyalty can be
approached from behavioral and deterministic perspectives, where the former is based on
observed buying behavior and the latter is based on the consumer’s attitudes to stores,
products, and brands’'. In the context of the retail industry, the behavioral approach is used
more often and considered to be the most appropriate. Ailawadi K.L. et al. measure private
label behavioral loyalty based on three components, namely, the share of wallet (percent of
spending in the chain), the share of items (volume of purchases), and share of trips’>. They
identified an inverted U-shaped effect with regard to store loyalty, which means that
consumers who sometimes purchase private labels are more likely to develop some level of
chain loyalty, whereas those who do not purchase private labels at all will not be affected, and
those who can be considered heavy private label purchasers are driven more by savings and
will rather stick to their big repertoire of stores than become loyal to a particular one™. These
findings demonstrate that the effect of increased store loyalty associated with the introduction
of private labels indeed takes place, however, it is not absolute and depends on consumers'
private labels buying behavior.

Having this said, the creation of private labels can also allow retailers to differentiate
themselves from other retailers increasing market share in horizontal competition™. With the
current state of development of private labels, in which they are comparable in quality to
national brands (in cases of standard, premium, and niche segments), private labels have the
potential to contribute to a retailer’s image. Now they have not only quality but in a majority
of cases attractive design, which is one of the most critical aspects” of their success.

Moreover, private labels compete not only with national brands but also with private labels

70 Seenivasan, S., Sudhir, K., & Talukdar, D. (2016). Do Store Brands Aid Store Loyalty? Management Science,
62(3), p. — 803.
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from other stores. Consumers may have more than one store in their repertoire and, thus, can
compare private labels from the same product category and price segment across stores’.

Despite all posible benefits, there are several things to be considered by retailers, they
are not disadvantages, but rather forewarnings, as retailers may fail to establish successful
store brand lines”’. First of all, there are a lot consumer who will not purchase private labels
anyway, because the power of national brands is still strong and well-established brands
remain important for many people’®. Second warning relates to the economic side of the
issue: the development of private labels bears new expenses, for example, costs for packaging
only can be very high”. Moreover, many retailers engage in the rebranding of their private
labels, often including even the economy tier, for example, Perekrestok has rebranded its
Prosto (economy), Market Perekrestok (standard), and Market Collection (premium) brands®.
And last, but not least, private labels in order to be effective have to have consistent high
quality®', otherwise retailers risk ruining their reputation among consumers.

The benefits and drawbacks of private label development discussed in this

subparagraph are demonstrated in the following table in a consolidated format:

Benefits and drawbacks of private label creation for retailers

Benefits Drawbacks
e Higher margins from distribution e Need for continuous investments
compared to the distribution of into packaging, production,
national brands branding, which may not be paid off
e More bargaining power in e High reputational risks

negotiations with national brands
Increased control over shelf space

Increase in consumer loyalty
Differentiation among retailers

Table 1. Benefits and drawbacks of private label creation for retailers.
Retailers have several ways of producing private labels. They can turn to brand

manufacturers, who have both their own brands and produce private labels too. For example,

6 Dawes J.G. and Nenycz-Thiel M. “Analyzing the intensity of private label competition across retailers.”
Journal of Business Research 66 (2013): 60-66.

" Bed Bath & Beyond is discontinuing a private brand as it tries to reverse declining sales (2022) CNBC
https://www.cnbc.com/2022/08/05/bed-bath-beyond-discontinues-wild-sage-private-brand-as-it-tries-to-improve
-sales.html

8 Bpems 6penauposannbix CTM, Game Changers — Ipsos. P. — 3.

7 Nandan, S., & Dickinson, R. (1994). Private Brands. Major Brand Perspective. Journal of Consumer
Marketing, 11(4), p. —22.

80 "[TepekpécTok" pazpaboTan HOBbIA BU3yalbHbIH CTUIb 1711 COOCTBEHHBIX TOProBhIX Mapok (2023)
http://www.advertology.ru/article1 54835.htm

& Ibid., p. - 22.

22



the confectionery company "Polet", having its own brand, produces products for several
retailers, including Vkusvill, Perekrestok, Azbuka vkusa, and Lenta®. This type of
relationship will be discussed in more detail in the following subparagraph. While consumers
may initially be attracted to a retailer's private label products, if they discover that the same
products are available at other retailers under different names, they may begin to question
their loyalty to the original store. Another option for a retailer is to work with small
manufacturers who “specialize in particular product lines and concentrate on producing
private labels almost exclusively”®. This strategy is more effective as small producers are
more flexible in adapting production processes to retailers’ demand®. Overall, private label
suppliers usually have little to no product differentiation and offer retailers a price nearly
equal to their marginal costs®. Retailers can also have their own capacities to produce private
labels, for example, Russian retailer Magnit has several enterprises for the cultivation of

vegetables, production of groceries, and confectionery®®.

1.2.2 Manufacturers’ perspective on private labels

Growing popularity of private labels damages the positions of national brands: they not
only get more brands they have to compete with, but these brands also have shelf advantages
in stores. Private labels are owned by retailers, who are direct distributors of goods and can
leverage their positions through merchandising management, giving their products more and
better shelf-space®’. Though in negotiations with retailers, manufacturers arrange terms of
distribution of their products, such as product displayment on shelves and in the retail space,
payment for shelf-end units, promotions, etc.®, retailers can adopt strategies to mitigate
negotiated advantages. For example, more price-attractive store brands can be placed close to

manufacturers’ brands, which can give the former more opportunities to be seen and
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considered by consumers®. As a result, national brands are forced to offer better prices to

retailers®.

Manufacturers adopt different strategies to compete with retailers’ brands, some of
them are:

e Brand equity investments. Manufacturers invest in product development and
improvement. To do this, it is necessary to carefully monitor the needs of consumers.
Consistent investments in brand equity strengthen brands’ positions both in the level
of consumer awareness and acceptability of a price premium compared to
competitors, additionally, it “raises the costs to private-label imitators who are
constantly forced to play catch-up™'.

e Product innovation. Generally, it is believed that in order to stay competitive and
attractive to consumers manufacturers have to constantly innovate their products.
However, the research found that new manufacturer-branded products most of the
time damage more other national brands than private labels. Still, manufacturer brand
market leaders can affect all three tiers of private labels’* when introducing
innovations and, thus, strengthen positions. Innovation can work in categories with
low private label penetration because there are opportunities to set high barriers to
enter”. In categories, in which private labels are already present, wise strategies could
be value-added packaging and line extensions with a long-term focus on supply chain
optimization®.

e C(Creations of “fighting brands”. A fighting brand provides a price-conscious customer
with a low-cost branded option in order to prevent contribution losses that would
happen if a top national brand attempted to halt share losses to private labels by

lowering its price”. The goal of a fighting brand is to steal sales from private labels

89 Gomez, M. and Rubio, N. (2008), "Shelf management of store brands: analysis of manufacturers'
perceptions".. p. — 54.

% Richards T., Hamilton S. and Patterson, P.M., (2010), Spatial Competition and Private Labels, Journal of
Agricultural and Resource Economics, 35, issue 2, p. — 183.

" Quelch, J.A. and Harding, D. (1996), “Brand versus private labels: fighting to win”, Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 74 No. 1, pp. 99-109. https://hbr.org/1996/01/brands-versus-private-labels-fighting-to-win
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49(3), p. — 420.
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by providing consumers with a branded but less expensive alternative. However, such
brands, because of their lower quality, need more promotion and advertising™.

As was mentioned earlier, manufacturer-retailer interaction is much more complex.
They are not only in a client-customer relationship since a retailer is a distributor for
manufacturers’ products, and in competition for consumers, there is also another form of their
partnership. As has been discussed above, manufacturers can become producers of retailers'
brands. The production of private labels may seem a good strategy to use up excessive
production capacities, however, companies can at some point find themselves cannibalizing
their own products, especially, in categories where they already have weak positions’’. When
consumers of high-image retailers learn about their private label producer, their attitude to
this producer’s national brand will decrease®. It will also increase costs associated with
manufacturing and distribution® as there will be new requirements for packaging,
ingredients, shelf life, etc. So that company may find itself in a difficult situation, and instead
of profits, get even more losses.

At the same time, there is an evidence that producing private labels can be both
strategically and economically sound in many situations. When retailers want to produce
private labels they seek manufacturers that have the capacities and expertise to provide
products of the necessary qualities. Those manufacturers who have such qualities can actually
get a high margin with no big economic losses'®. Retailers can also provide manufacturers
with an opportunity to test out new products for considerably less money by avoiding
spending on advertising and fees to place products on shelves, which will be done under an
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agreement with a retailer’”'. Agreement with a retailer, though, has also its benefits and

drawbacks, for example, the manufacturer becomes dependent on a retailer, however, it can
improve relationships between two parties and result in better merchandising of manufacturer

brands'®.
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Another argument for private label production is that if a retailer has an opportunity to
produce its own brand, then someone will take advantage of this opportunity anyway, even
though the margins for own brand will be lower than for a national product produced by this
manufacturer. Or, a new player may appear in the category who wants to produce cheap
products in order to cover price-sensitive consumers and, thus, there will be more
competition for national brands anyway.

In many cases, outcomes will also depend on manufacturers’ size and market shares.
Production of private labels is ideal for non-leading manufacturers who engage in it because
of a necessity to compensate for poor market performance'®. While for leading and
medium-sized manufacturers production of private labels is not worth the risk as they may
get more burden than actual benefits. Dunne D. and Narasimhan C., thus, recommend
considering several conditions and having at least one when deciding whether to produce
private labels or not: private labels under consideration are of a premium tier, entry barriers
are low, in the current position the company is not a market leader, and if there are substantial

cost savings'®,

1.3 Private labels in Russia

It is a general belief that private labels in Russia are underdeveloped'®. As was
mentioned in the previous paragraph, the share of private labels in Russia is significantly
lower than in European countries on average (5,1% to 33% respectively). Russian authors,
mainly practitioners, examined reasons for such slow and under-development of private
labels in Russia. Some point out that private labels started to develop in Russia decades later
compared to Western countries, and can be considered young, therefore, underdevelopment is
a natural thing'*.

Indeed, in Russia, the first private labels were introduced only in 2001 (compared to the
1970s in Western countries'”’) by retailers Perekrestok and Ramstor, and at first, were

represented by a generic type of private labels'®®. Retailers did not initially disclose products’
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connection to their brand name, which was done intentionally to avoid reputational losses as
the introduction of private labels was experimental. And back then there were several
restraining factors for private label development. At the very beginning modern trade
channels were not significantly widespread in Russia, especially discounters, which, although
existed, were different from European discounters'”. Even nowadays hard discounters are not
a very common format for a retail store in Russia''’, while in European countries they are the
main distribution channels for private labels. It was also challenging for retailers to build a
trustful relationship with consumers as their reputation and understanding of the importance
of coherent marketing of private labels were in their infancy. Additionally, retailers did not
have many options when choosing reliable manufacturers and needed significant investments
to ensure high-quality products'''. Flaws in quality are often attributed to the lack of
manufacturers’ capacity for the production of good quality products''.

The low quality of the first private labels contributed to the bad reputation of the whole
segment among Russian consumers, which helped to establish a strong “low quality”
stereotype. Overall, it resulted in little growth in private label shares even during the 2008

financial crisis'"?

. As it was discussed in previous paragraphs, researchers point out that
economic recessions lead to an increase in private-label purchasing, in Russia, however,
crises have limited effect. Neither in 2014 nor 2020 was a surge in private label shares.
Moreover, from 2020 to 2022 Russian consumers’ preferences for manufacturer brands even
increased''*. This, however, does not necessarily mean that consumers refuse to buy private
labels, but that it became more important for them to maintain the usual level and quality of
consumption'”®, which is important during economic and social turbulence.

Overall, trends in private label consumption are controversial. For example, a survey
conducted by Ipsos among Russian consumers demonstrates that 25% of their respondents

buy private labels from time to time and this value is more or less consistent among

generations''®. The results of the survey show that, for example, there is a tendency among
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younger generations (zoomers) to purchase private labels as often as older generations and
they still prefer regular brands, but value lower prices and expect assurance in quality. Ipsos
suggests that zoomers are therefore “an attractive target audience for "masked" own
brands™'"’, however, it can be also argued that some not-masked private labels become trendy
and highly demanded. This can be the case of tech food deliveries, for example, the Head of
Yandex.Lavka Russia Vadim Petrov stated that in categories where Yandex.Lavka has its
private labels (ITpoxayxts! u3 JlaBkn), they account for 80% of category sales''®,

In general, private labels in Russia grew significantly in quality and branding over time,
gained their audience, and are considered one of the most promising directions for retailers’
development'"®. There are now retailers, such as Vkusvil, that have around 97% of private
labels in their assortment and can be considered image-forming stores that manage to

t]20

maintain the middle-class’ commitment'®°. Low prices are no longer a decisive factor in

purchasing private labels. In the segments of standard and premium private labels, many

consumers see the value, became loyal'!

, and are no longer driven only by a desire to save
money. Vkusvill has established itself as a brand that is all about a healthy and sustainable
lifestyle. The company's emphasis on providing high-quality, organic, and locally-sourced
products has resonated with consumers, despite it being a private label with a slight premium.
Major retailers strategically aim at developing their private label portfolios. For
example, X5 Group considers it one of the most important directions of development and
plans to increase the share of private labels in its assortment for Perekrestok, Pyaterochka,
and Chizhik to address various groups of consumers. X5 Group plans to increase the share of
private labels in sales in Pyaterochka from 23% in 2021 to 28% by 2024'*, from 18% in
2021 to 27% by 2024 in Perekrestok'?. Chizhik’s share of private labels currently accounts

for 30% and there are also plans for further increase'*.
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Magnit's private label sales increased to more than 20% of total sales in the first half of
2022. The growth was fueled by the introduction of over 300 new products across various
categories, including canned goods, dairy products, perfumes, and personal care items'®.
Moreover, Magnit has been actively developing its private labels across all its formats.
Magnit.Cosmetic, drogery, has its own lines of skin care products (e.g., brand Beauty
Bomb), Magnit.Apteka, pharmacy, has also a number of products under the retailer’s name.
The company plans to expand the share of private labels in sales to 25% by 2025'%.

Ambitious plans on private labels are also considered by companies in the e-commerce
segment. Samokat has its brand “Samokat” as an important part of its value proposition.
Samokat invested in branding and packaging design to make its private-label products stand
out. The same can be said about Yandex.Lavka, which also actively promotes its private label
products “IIpomykts u3 Jlaku”. In 2022 Samokat launched a skincare line under its brand
name'?’, the move is very significant as to launch a skincare line retailers require a strong
reputation, because skincare is a very personal and involving category, and many consumers
are very particular about the products they use on their skin.

In general, Russian retailers have established their presence in almost every category of
FMCG, some retailers even explore segments of household appliances. For example, Lenta
has several brands in such categories, one of which is Homeclub concentrates on textiles,
small household appliances, and storage, and Lentel, which is a brand for multimedia
accessories (headphones, chargers, etc.).

Overall, private-label products have become an increasingly important part of the retail
landscape in Russia and are a promising and rapidly developing direction for further

expansion.
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Chapter 2. Consumer perspective on private labels

2.1 Theoretical models of consumer decision-making process

It is often believed that consumers behave rationally, make weighted decisions and
informed choices, and most of the papers, including textbooks related to consumer
decision-making, reference to a five-step process'?®: problem recognition, information search,
evaluation of alternatives, purchase, and post-purchase behavior.

However, this is an ideal sequence that represents a behavior of a rational consumer. In
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reality, these steps may not be sequential ~° and, generally, research on consumer

decision-making provides evidence that in many cases there is not only little rationality, but

13 For example, little pre-purchase

also little to no prepurchase processes even occurring
decision-making may happen when purchases are done “out of necessity, based on
conformity to culturally-mandated lifestyles or group norms, preferences acquired in early
childhood, word-of-mouth, or be simply random™"'. And very often decision-making
process, in general, does not hold substantial information processing even for large and
significant purchases, there can be a short planning period, no evaluation of alternatives when
only one brand is considered, “only one store visited, and little or no external information
search undertaken”'*,

All these make the conceptualization of the consumer behavior process very
complicated, and there are many theories that try to explain and predict consumer behavior
with regard to decision making and reaction to marketing stimuli. One of the most

t133134

influencing variable in consumer behavior analysis is involvemen and it is important to

discuss it in more detail.
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There are several definitions of involvement and views on the subject in the literature,
because involvement can be operationalized in different fields, for example, there can be ego
involvement, communication involvement, task involvement, etc. Even within the marketing
domain, there are different perspectives on involvement and, thus, attempts to conceptualize
it. J.L.Zaichkowsky defines involvement as “a person's perceived relevance of the object
based on inherent needs, values, and interests ”'*>. Most of the suggested in the literature
definitions are connected through the “relatedness” of an object to consumers, which may be
expressed through interest, needs, or concerns that are based on consumers’ values and
self-images. Such variety of underlying concepts makes involvement complex and
multidimensional structure.

Houston M.J. and Rothschild M.L. distinguish two types of involvement, namely,
situational and enduring involvement'*. Situational involvement implies that a situation can
arouse “individuals' concerns for their behavior in that situation™'*’. In terms of consumer
behavior, there are two types of behavioral stimuli: the one related to a product, for example,
its costs, and socio-psychological stimuli, which are related to the effects of the presence of
other people around at the time of consumption. Both stimuli together affect the degree of
involvement, for example, when a person is highly concerned about the potential outcomes of
a certain behavior, there will be high involvement and substantial pre-behavioral processes.
This makes situational involvement very close to the perceived risk concept, which will be
described later on in this thesis, as both are associated with the consequences of certain
behavior. However, situational involvement is a temporal state that is only present while a

138

situation is ongoing *°. The second type of involvement is enduring involvement, which is a

long-term “concern with a product the individual brings into the purchase situation™'*, in
other words, it is about intrinsic consumer traits that make certain things “interesting” for

them'“°.

135 Zaichkowsky, J. L. (1985). Measuring the Involvement Construct. Journal of Consumer Research, 12(3), P. —
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Both situational and enduring involvements influence response involvement'*!. The
term “response involvement” coined by Houston M.J. and Rothschild M.L. may be
confusing, because the concept represents rather a behavior resulted from the

t'“2. Due to such

decision-making process, and may not even be considered an involvemen
confusion Richins M.L. and Bloch P.H. suggest using the term “involvement response”
instead and define it as “the complexity of cognitive and other processes at various stages of
the decision process”'*. Individual consumers vary in the level of enduring involvement,
which also affects situational involvement, and the level normally remains the same
throughout the purchasing process.

Mittal B. and Lee M.S. suggested different terminology, proposing terms product and
purchase involvement. They describe product involvement as “the interest a consumer finds

in a product class™'*

and purchase involvement as “the interest taken in making the brand
selection”'®, They also find evidence that product involvement is an antecedent of purchase
involvement, which corresponds to the findings of Richins, M. L., Bloch, P. H., and
McQuarrie who identify enduring involvement as a precursor of situational involvement.
Zaichkowsky J.L. attempted to measure both situational and enduring involvement in
the context of product classes. In product classifications, the involvement of a certain class is
defined not by this product’s characteristics, but by consumers’ perceptions of the class'*.
Individuals vary greatly in their involvement for product categories. However, there are still

homogeneous perceptions for different categories across population'?’

. For example,
fast-moving consumer goods (FMCQG) that are frequently bought can be considered
low-involvement product classes, these include detergents, toothpaste, chips, etc., while cars,
computers, and smartphones can be generally considered high-involvement categories.

Though in these examples there is an obvious involvement level-price dependency, Clark K.
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and Belk R.W. suggested that a higher price does not necessarily result in high
involvement'*.

It should be noted that despite the generally accepted classifications of product
categories displayed above, there can be highly-involved consumers in low-involving
categories. Some people may not be highly involved in choosing a shampoo, while other
people may have long prepurchase processes, e.g. extensive search and evaluation of
alternatives. Moreover, some situations contribute to higher involvement. Clark K. and Belk
R.W. found out that when consumers were choosing gifts in low-involvement product
categories their involvement increased'®. Zaichkowsky J.L. summarized characteristics that
define low involvement'*’: passive information search, little to know alternatives evaluation,
perception of differences among products, no particular preference for a brand.

Overall, consumers engage in more extensive information processing and
decision-making for high-involvement products, while they rely more on heuristics and
simple cues for low-involvement products. Thus, explanatory power of involvement to
predict consumer behavior in low-involvement categories, where consumers may not have
strong preferences or emotional connections to products is limited.

At the same time, consumers are not isolated from surrounding environment and are
affected by environmental stimuli, which can be a source of cues. For example, products
from above mentioned categories may be or not purchased in various circumstances. One of
the models proposed to explain circumstantial effect is stimuli-organism-response theory
(S-O-R). The S-O-R theory provides a complementary perspective by emphasizing the role of
environmental stimuli in shaping consumers' responses. Stimuli can be product packaging,
prices, and advertising that can play a role in influencing consumers' attitudes and behaviors,
even if they have low involvement with a product.

However, the model suggests that it is not just the external stimuli that drives consumer
behavior, but also the internal psychological processes that occur within the consumer. These
internal psychological processes can be influenced by various factors, such as individual
differences in personality, values, and attitudes. In research of private labels, such inherent

characteristics of an organism can be value and price consciousness, risk aversion, etc.
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Responses can be different, but generally, they fall into two categories: approach (e.g.
make a purchase) or avoidance (e.g. leave this place) behavior''. The S-O-R model has been
conceptualized in many papers with different authors examining different environmental
stimuli and responses to them. Mei Teh Goi et al. provide an overview of different stimuli
examined in papers under their analysis: in retail industry stimuli could be product
assortment, value of merchandise, store location, salesperson service, aftersale service, which
all influence store attitude as a response; or influence of store quality, quality of merchandise,
etc., on shopping enjoyment'*?. However, meta-analysis provides evidence that though all
parts of the stimuli-organism-response triade are strongly associated, there is still no
comprehensive set of environmental characteristics'® defined. Moreover, results in different
research may be conflicting and not generalizable on different populations.

Conceptually, the stimuli-organism-response model can be visualized as presented in

the figure (Figure 2) below:

Stimulus (S) Organism (O) Response (R)
Atmosphere Perceived quality Purchase

Store design Satisfaction Longer stay
Store image ——p| Emotional states  |——3p] Higher spending
Crowing

Color

Scent

Music

Figure 2. Stimulus - organism - response (SOR) theory.
The figure is taken from Nagano et al. (2023).

Overall, the S-O-R theory is a useful framework for private label research that allows to
investigate how different stimuli related to private label products shape consumers’

responsces.

2.2 Consumer perception of private labels and hypotheses formulation

Private labels success is influenced not only by economic conditions discussed in the
previous chapter (modern or traditional trade channels, logistics development, etc.), but also
by how consumers perceive them. Consumers’ willingness to buy private labels as a response
is affected by various factors among which are those inherent to psycographic and behavioral

characteristics and those related to store environment and products themselves.

¥ Nagano M, Ijima Y, Hiroya S. Perceived emotional states mediate willingness to buy from advertising
speech. Front Psychol. 2023 Jan 9;13, https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1014921/full
%2 Goi, M. T., Kalidas, V., & Zeeshan, M. (2014). Comparison of Stimulus-Organism-Response Framework
between International and Local Retailer. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 130, p. —463.

133 Vieira V.A. “Stimuli—organism-response framework: A meta-analytic review in the store environment.”
Journal of Business Research 66 (2013): p. 1420.
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In research of private labels and factors that affect willingness to buy them, stimuli are
a prevalent topic. Authors examine different combinations of factors that influence purchase
intention, for example, perceived quality, familiarity and store brand shelf space'*,

manufacturer identification, brand image and loyalty'>

, product group, perceived risk,
attitude, impulsiveness, and experience'*® and so on. Consumers’ characteristics also affect
behavior toward private labels. However, not every characteristic has influence, for example,
demographic characteristics in contrast to what was previously thought are found to be not

157 Rather of more interest are behavioral and

significant when predicting purchase intention
psychological characteristics. In this sense, more definitive are price sensitivity, value
consciousness, perceived risk, etc.

Factor of cultural differences adds more complexity to the generalization problem, as
not only context and environment but also specific cultural features inherent in each nation
may influence private label perception. For example, in a cross-cultural analysis conducted
by Lupton et al., Chinese and American students demonstrated different opinions about all
estimated parameters, for example, with regard to the importance of price, “US consumers
indicate that price has a greater effect on their decision to purchase private labels when
compared with Chinese consumers”'*®,

A lot of previous studies on this topic, though provide comprehensive models, fail to
incorporate quality tiers distinction into analysis, which overall biases and simplifies research
findings. Tiers are proven to be considered as different categories in consumer minds, and

159 - Authors of recent

thus have different influence on private label perception and preferences
studies call for reconsideration of factors that influence consumer and private labels
relationships'®. This master thesis will take this problem into account and revise some of the
factors investigated in previous studies for standard private labels and Russian market

specifically.
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Additionally, the current study will concentrate primarily on private labels with direct
link to a retailer: with either logo or name on a packaging. Chain-labeling is a very important
part of private label perception and needs more investigation. Chain-labeling explicitly
demonstrates connection to a retailer, which would suggest higher reputational risks for this
retailer and therefore more assurance in quality for consumers considering these risks.
Previous studies suggest that store brands lose to national brands in appearance, design'®',
etc., this may be an outdated assumption as modern standard private labels have
well-developed branding even with retailers’ name on their packagings. However, connection
to a retailer can increase social risks associated with purchasing due to established negative
stereotypes around this segment of private labels. One study found that store brand’s name on
a packaging indeed has negative effect compared to other naming strategies'®>. However
another research found that store name alone does not account for significant effect on, for
example, quality perception'®.

Value consciousness

Price of products can be considered one of the most important product’s perceptual
characteristics. The importance of price is resembled in the complexity of reactions
consumers may display to price stimuli. In research, price is found to have positive and
negative roles with regard to consumer behavior. Negative role of price implies expenditures
of money by consumers, while positive is connected to the ability of price to be a quality
indicator. Lichtenstein, D. R. et al. distinguish five constructs with negative role of price and

164 Negative roles reflect value consciousness, price consciousness, coupon

two with positive
proneness, sale proneness, and price mavenism of consumers, while positive are related to
price-quality schema and prestige sensitivity.

Price is often considered the main driver for private label purchasing'®. Indeed, private
labels on average are cheeper than manufactured brands, which is overall expected to make

more price-sensitive consumers prefer them over national brands. In research of private

labels, consumers are usually described in terms of their price consciousness, which is “the

161 Richardson, P. S., Dick, A. S., & Jain, A. K. (1994). Extrinsic and Intrinsic Cue Effects on Perceptions of
Store Brand Quality. Journal of Marketing, 58(4), p.-- 29.
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99166

degree to which the consumer focuses exclusively on paying low prices” *°, and results in

17 However, research presents contradictory

higher preference for cheap and generic products
findings with regard to price-consciousness and private labels purchasing. There are studies
that indeed indicate that “price consciousness has the strongest effect on private label brands

29168

purchasing and is relevant to most categories” *® and that there is a direct dependancy

169

between them'®”. However, other studies suggest that this is true only for economy and

170 and that “the effects of price consciousness on standard

premium tiers of private labels
private labels are less clear and more ambiguous™'’'. Moreover, price for standard private
labels in Russian supermarkets in many instances has a very moderate discount if any
compared to national brands. Thus, there must be other incentives for purchasing.

Many researchers of store brands also use value consciousness concept, which can be
defined as “a concern for paying low prices, subject to some quality constraint”'’?. In other
words, value conscious consumers though search for low prices also pay significant attention
to products’ quality. Their behavior can virtually be described as rational, they buy private
labels often enough, but they look for the “best deal”, and may see themselves as
“smart shoppers™'”. Moreover, they may disregard products with lower price on average
believing that they are of too low quality by their standards. However, value-consciousness is
found to be positively associated with both price labels purchasing and purchasing of branded
products under promotion'™.

More recent research conducted on a French market for standard private labels

identified that value consciousness has strong direct effect on private label choice, but not a
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key factor in private label purchase intention'” as there are other factors, such as retailer
image that also has strong effects. Considering controversial findings, it can be assumed that
value consciousness as a factor should be separately assessed and validated in the context of
Russian retail. The hypothesis, thus, can be formulated as follows:

H1: Value-consciousness has a positive influence on willingness to buy standard
private labels.
Perceived quality and willingness to buy

The question of perceived quality plays an important role and is considered to be one
of the most important variables'” that influences consumer behavior. It is prevailingly
believed that private labels are inferior in quality compared to national brands, however,
today standard private labels represent products with small quality and price gaps. Consumers
may think that the quality of these store brands is worse than that of national brands based
solely on their own subjective perception, although this may not be actually true.

Zeithaml V.A. in her paper provides a comprehensive framework for perceived quality
defining it as “the consumer’s judgment about a product’s overall excellence or

superiority”!”’

and distinguishing its four characteristics. The first is that perceived quality is
different from actual quality. The problem of actual quality is quite complex, as it is safe to
assume that there is no objective quality, because everything is anyway based on someone’s
perception, even thought there are still standards that allow to conduct more or less objective
assessment of a product. Second, perceived quality is an abstract and very complex attribute
that goes beyond physical attributes and also relates to person’s values, etc. It is also highly
individual. The third, it is derived from particular product attributes but generalized on the
whole product. When assessing quality, consumers form not only perception of product’s
quality, but also in a certain way an attitude to it. And the fourth, evaluation of quality takes
place in a comparison context, so that there are always several alternatives which allow to
assess quality of a product relative to them.

There are certain characteristics that help consumers evaluate quality, and such signals

can be either external or internal. Extrinsic cues refer to the external characteristics of a

product that can be assessed visually, such as price, packaging, brand name, etc. Other cues,

175 Diallo, F., M., Chandon, J., Cliquet, G. and Philippe, J. (2013), "Factors influencing consumer behaviour
towards store brands: evidence from the French market", International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, Vol. 41 No. 6, p. —434.
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on the contrary, relate to the immediate properties of a product, for example, ingredients or

taste!’®

. Research indicates that consumers mainly rely on extrinsic cues when evaluating
store brands and making their decision'”, especially, if a product has never been tried before.
Extrinsic cues are closely linked to a concept of product’s image, which is a “set of
evaluations and associations in consumers’ minds linked to a brand or product”'®. Though
price among other cues can be considered one of the most influencing quality indicators,
packaging of products and naming (chain-labeled or non-chain-labeled) also have a
significant impact on perceived quality.

Research on private labels provides evidence that perceived quality directly affects
willingness to buy private labels and is one of the most important factors that account for
brands’ purchase rates in general. Thus, relationship between perceived quality and
willingness to buy can be investigated for Russian consumers through the following
hypothesis:

H2: High perceived quality has positive influence on willingness to buy standard
private label products.

Perceived risk
Perceived risk is often called one of the main drivers of willingness to purchase store

brands'®!

and can be defined as the “consumers’ subjective expectations of a loss™'®, Risk is
a multidimensional concept and in research is usually subdivided into three components:
financial, functional, and psycological risks'®. Financial risk can be defined as “the potential
financial loss resulting from a bad purchase”'®*. To illustrate, consumers may have fear of
purchasing a product to realize that it was not worth their money, and experience feeling of

loss. Private labels are considered to be such products that induce more risks of financial loss,

because of the stereotypical perception of their low value-for-money.

178 Richardson, P. S., Dick, A. S., & Jain, A. K. (1994). Extrinsic and Intrinsic Cue Effects on Perceptions of
Store Brand Quality. Journal of Marketing, 58(4), p.-- 29.

17 Ibid., p. — 34.

180 Calvo Porral, C. and Lang, M.F. (2015), "Private labels: The role of manufacturer identification, brand
loyalty and image on purchase intention", British Food Journal, Vol. 117 No. 2, p. 509.

'®1 Loebnitz, N., Zielke, S. and Grunert, K.G. (2019), "The moderating impact of social risk, shame, and guilt on
purchase intentions of premium private labels at food discounters", British Food Journal, Vol. 121 No. 11, pp.
2653.

182 Dursun 1., Kabaday1 E., Kocak Alan A., Sezen B. (2011). Store Brand Purchase Intention: Effects Of Risk,
Quality, Familiarity And Store Brand Shelf Space. Journal of Global Strategic Management. 5, p. 114.

18 Semeijn, J., van Riel, A. C. R., & Ambrosini, A. B. (2004). Consumer evaluations of store brands: effects of
store image and product attributes. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 11(4), p. — 249.

184 Zielke, S. and Dobbelstein, T. (2007), "Customers' willingness to purchase new store brands", Journal of
Product & Brand Management, Vol. 16 No. 2, p. — 113.

39



Functional risk, in its turn, is “the potential loss resulting from an inadequate product
quality”'®. For example, consumers can experience functional risk by buying a product that
they expect to not fully represent declared properties on a packaging. For example, it may be
a case for personal care products, such as face cream. Consumers may fear that declared
benefits of a cheaper private label cream are too optimistic and do not adequately represent
product’s actual qualities. Moreover, we can assume that some people may fear that paying a
low price for such products can result not only in “no effect”, but even cause damage, for
example, irritation. Research finds that retail image reduces perceived functional risk,
because it is assumed that consumers who have high regard for a certain retailer and belief in
its capacity to produce good quality products will have not only reduced risk but also a better
attitude to the private label'*.

Big attention in research on private labels is paid to social risk, which is a dimension of
risk concerned with ““a possible loss of image or prestige resulting from the purchase or use of
certain products™®’. It has been stated earlier in previous paragraphs that some situations can
induce more risk, than others. Gift-giving, for example, puts social pressure on consumers,
who will be less likely to purchase private label products in such circumstances. Overall,
perceived risk can appear in many different forms: consumers may experience elevated levels
of risk expecting that products may not have promised qualities and functionality, or even
fear social disapproval, shame, and damage to their image and status'®®.

Many research papers on perceived risk and private labels indicate that the former has a
direct negative influence on willingness to buy private labels'®. Indeed, private labels are
associated with higher perceived risk, however, standard private labels emphasize good
quality with a small price gap and try to mitigate negative perceptions in consumer minds.
Though there are studies that found the mitigating effect of perceived quality on perceived
risk, there are also research papers that cannot confirm it'. It can still be assumed that
standard private labels perceived quality will mitigate risks. Thus, the following hypothesis is

suggested:

'8 bid.
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H3: The higher is perceived quality the lower is perceived risk.

H4: The higher is perceived risk the lower is willingness to buy.

Retailer image

The majority of papers on private labels use store image as one of the predictors of
willingness to buy. However, store image is a concept that relates to the perception of a
particular store. Despite generally standardized stores across retail chains, they still can vary
from store to store, and, thus, may not be very telling in terms of assessing consumers’
general perceptions. At the same time, store image in the majority of studies on private labels
is operationalized as a retail image, in which by store image researchers imply general
consumer perceptions of retailers’ stores overall. For example, when defining retailer image,
Pérez-Santamaria, S., & Martos-Partal, M. quote Grewal et al. that “the image of the retailer
encompasses characteristics such as the physical environment of the store, the levels of
service”"!, however, the actual cited definition starts with “store image encompasses
characteristics...”". Similarly, the same scales are used to measure both retailer image and
store image. In this part of the research store image and retail image are used interchangeably,
implying the way “consumer pictures the store in their mind, influenced by functional
attributes and psychological qualities”'**. But the “retailer image” term will be used to
proceed with further research to avoid terminological confusion. Both terms are
operationalized as a general perception of a particular retailer’s stores transmitted on the
whole chain.

Retailer image is found to be one of the most influencing extrinsic cues in the case of

194

private label products ™, not to mention its role in general. It is a multidimensional concept,

which is measured differently in research. For example, Chowdhury et al. analyzed different
scales and proposed six dimensions model that consists of employee service, product quality,

195

atmosphere, convenience, product selection, and value™. Visser et al. apply nine dimensions

in their study, namely, merchandise, service, clientele, physical facilities, convenience,
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promotion, store atmospheres, institutional factors, and post-transaction satisfaction'*®. There
is also a study conducted by Richardson et al. that identified influence of store aesthetics on
consumer behavior."”” Semeijn J. et al. analyze store image through three dimensions —
layout, merchandise, and service, and find out that retailer image is a predictor of a private
label brand attitude'®®. Research indicates that to develop a general perception of the retailer
consumers utilize various cues, such as physical environment, service level, experience,
etc'”,

In general, research identifies that retailer image can directly influence willingness to

20 There are papers that also investigated the

buy private labels and their perceived quality
relationship between retailer image and private label image and find a reciprocal relationship
between them, which means that store brand image can affect retailer image and vice versa®'.
It can, thus, be assumed that standard private labels of affluent retailers with a strong image
with chain labeling, theoretically, may have higher perceived quality. At the same time, chain
labeling can negatively affect the perception of quality if retailers’ image is negative. This,
however, can only be true for standard and premium tiers of private labels, but not the
economy. Thus, it is valuable to incorporate retailer image in the model as a factor that can
influence both willingness to buy and perceived quality. At the same time, some studies
identified no significant relationship between retailer image and the perceived risk of private
label brands®”?, however, it is intuitive to assume that such a relationship can exist.

H5: High retailer image has a positive influence on willingness to buy standard
private label products.

HG6: High retailer image has a positive influence on the perceived quality of standard
private-label products.

H7: High retailer image has a positive influence on the perceived risk of standard

private-label products.
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Private label attitude

Attitude can be understood as “associations between objects and evaluative summaries
stored in memory”*®. Attiude is a very complex phenomenon, it can change over time,
however, sometimes though an old attitude changes it may remain in the memory “not
replaced resulting in what is called a dual attitude’?*. This means that it is possible for
individuals to have two distinct attitudes toward a particular object at the same time**.
Moreover “person’s overall attitude toward an object is determined by the subjective values
of the object’s attributes in interaction with the strength of the associations”?%. Attitudes tend
to influence the way we process and remember information, leading us to favor material that
is consistent with our existing attitudes. It is believed that attitudes play an important role in
guiding and influencing behavior, however, the influence is not consistent in its strength, and
may vary from strong to weak®’’.

The concept of attitude has been operationalized in the field of private label research.
Burton et al. proposed that private label attitude is related to consumer price perception,
marketing constructs, and deal proneness constructs®®. For example, consumers' positive
attitudes toward private label products are linked to their price and value consciousness,
while negative attitudes may stem from a price-quality schema which implies that price can
be a quality indicator. More recent research identified small to moderate effect of price
consciousness and perceived quality on attitude towards private labels?”. They also found a
small positive effect of attitudes toward private labels on willingness to buy. However, there
are also studies that overall did not find evidence of a direct effect of attitude on willingness
to buy private labels*'’. The following hypothesis will also allow us to clarify the effect of
attitudes towards private labels on willingness to buy them:

HS: Positive attitude toward private labels has a positive effect on willingness to buy

them.
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After the analysis of the literature on private labels and proceeding further with

hypotheses formulation, the following research model is suggested (Figure 3).

s Retailer image —————————H7

H6

y

Value consciousness —| Perceived quality

H3 —— Perceived risk

Private label attitude

H8
H1 l
Ha4
—3 J
Willingness to buy [

Figure 3. Research model

Chapter 3. Research framework and methodology

3.1 Research design

Research methodology
The most commonly used methods in the field of private label research are quantitative.
Quantitative research allows to run statistical analysis and provide objective and general

I The deductive nature of quantitative methods permits

conclusions to a broader population
theory and hypotheses testing, which is the core of the current study. Identified in a previous
paragraph concepts represent latent constructs, which are assumed to have certain causal
relationships among each other. The idea is to test whether formulated hypotheses about their
relationships can be accepted or rejected. Considering the causal nature built on the existing
theory, the most appropriate method for data analysis is structural equation modeling. The

method allows to examine relationships among variables and relies on factor analysis and

multiple regression®'?,

21 Morgan, D. L. (2014). Integrating Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: A Pragmatic Approach. Thousand
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The method of data collection was an online survey (presented in Appendix VII). The
survey was built upon a 5-point Likert scale, in which respondents had to assess their level of
agreement with a certain statement, such as, for example, “I always visit more than one store
during grocery shopping trip”. They choose one answer from “disagree” (1), “rather
disagree” (2), “neither agree nor disagree” (3), “rather agree” (4), and “agree” (5).

Survey as a method for data collection has a lot of benefits, which justify its use in the
current study: it is fast to prepare, fill in, and analyze. Survey is also an inexpensive method
for data collection that allows to reach various groups of people that may be geographically
dispersed, and collect a large sample in a short period of time. Participants can remain
anonymous, which helps to collect answers to questions that may seem sensitive. However,
there are also several disadvantages that must be considered. First of all, only participants
with Internet access can be questioned, this may limit demographic information to younger
participants due to their higher computer literacy. Secondly, there are always high chances of
biases: respondents may be inattentive, misread questions, give dishonest answers, or give
random answers. To spot and eliminate some of these problems there are options with inverse
questions and others that assess attentiveness.

Research has several stages to eliminate the third problem related to question wording,
structure, and completeness that can be made by a researcher. The research, thus, has two
parts:

1) Questionnaire pretest was conducted to identify problems with the questionnaire’s
wording. The questionnaire itself is discussed in the subsequent subparagraph in more
detail. Here it is important to note that variables are either adopted from existing
research due to their high reliability or created for the current study specifically when
adoption was problematic due to translation problems. The translation problem was
very significant for the current study as the majority of papers are written in English
and the target audience is Russian speaking. In many cases translating items to
Russian without losing the meaning was impossible.

Pretest was run on 10 participants who helped to identify problematic items. These
items were either removed from the questionnaire or reformulated. Participants also
expressed their opinion about the survey’s layout, which was also taken into account.

2) The main study was run after the pretest based on the edited questionnaire. More
about the main study is in the subsequent subparagraph.

The survey is based on private labels produced by six major retailers Perekrestok,

Lenta, AzbukaVkusa, Vkusvill, Samokat, and Yandex.Lavka. The retailers were selected for
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the presence of standard private labels with chain labeling in the assortment. Such a big
choice of retailers was given so that respondents had the opportunity to choose a familiar
retailer, and the situation where the respondent cannot complete the survey due to not being

familiar enough with the presented alternatives could be avoided.

Sampling and distribution channels

The study analyzes consumer behavior in the Russian market, thus, it concentrates on
Russian consumers specifically. Accordingly, respondents should be adults (solvent
population) who visit stores of large retailers. Gender, income level, education, place of work,
and residence are not limiting factors, thus, there is no entry barriers except of age, and unless
the stores selected for analysis are not familiar or presented in the region of repspondents’
residence. Structural equation modeling has different requirements on the sample size. The
rule of thumb is often referred to be a minimum of 200 observations?".

For the pre-test study, non-probability convenience sampling was used, which means
that the pilot questionnaire was distributed among the directly achievable circle of people
including Saint-Petersburg state university students. Though convenience sampling is not
recommended for causal studies, it can be applicable for the pre-test. Overall, 10 respondents
participated in the pre-test.

For the main study, snowball sampling was used, which implies referrals from an initial
group of respondents that at the end ensure acceptable sample size.

The questionnaire was distributed through social networks, such as Vk and Telegram.
The former is the largest social network in Russia that had for Russia only 75.7 million
monthly users and 49.1 million daily active users in 2022 Q2*'"%, and the latter is the second

largest messenger in the world and has around 48.8 million active daily users from Russia®"”.

3.2 Questionnaire design and measurement scales

The questionnaire consists of 4 parts, 3 of which are related to constructs reflected in
the research model, and the fourth, which covers demographics. Constructs include retailer
image (RI), value consciousness (VC), perceived risk (PR), perceived quality (PQ), private
labels attitude (PLA), and willingness to buy (WB), and are believed to represent latent

213 Measuring Model Fit https://davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm

214 BkoHTaKTe MO/IBeNIa HTOTH BTOPoro kpaprana 2022 roaa https://vk.com/press/q2-2022-results#:
215 Telegram BniepBbie o6oraan WhatsApp o o6bemy Tpaduka, Benromoctn (2023)
https://www.vedomosti.ru/technology/articles/2023/01/23/959995-telegram-obognal-whatsapp
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concepts that cannot be measured directly. For this reason, multi-item scales for each
construct are adopted from the literature. A 5-point Likert scale is used for measuring items.

To measure retailer image various scales have been applied in research, in the current
research scale suggested by Pérez-Santamaria S. and Martos-Partal M. will be used due to its
high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .94)?'®. The scale consists of 5 variables that measure
pleasancy, experience, attitude, service, and products.

Value consciousness has also been measured differently, in this study variables are
formulated based on a classic scale applied in various research, which was initially developed
by Lichtenstein D. R., Ridgway N. M., and Netemeyer R. G. They use several scales to
measure different components of price, including value consciousness, and all scales used in
their study demonstrate high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha 0.79 to 0.9)*'". Though value
consciousness is measured using 7 variables, due to translation problems, variables that are
supposed to measure the “worth” of money, cannot be translated into Russian without a
significant loss of meaning (the variables was left to get pretested, the prestest confirmed that
the variables should be removed). Thus, the scale is adopted only with 4 variables.

Perceived risk is a complex variable that is divided into three components: functional,
financial, and social risks, which all are measured using different items. In this research,
perceived risk is measured as a single construct, but using variables used to measure all three
mentioned dimensions. The scale for perceived risk is adapted from two studies (Cho et al.*'®,
DelVecchio D.?"), and modified to better fit current research needs. Overall, it consists of 2
variables that measure financial risk, 2 variables that measure functional risk, and 3 variables
that measure social risk.

Perceived quality is measured through items used in Dursun et al. research®®, because
of its high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .92). The measurement scale for perceived quality
consists of 4 items that measure the perception of functionality, quality, attractiveness and

reliability.

218 pgrez-Santamaria, S., & Martos-Partal, M. (2021). Analyzing the effects of private-label supplier disclosure
on retailer image. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 62.

217 Lichtenstein, D. R., Ridgway, N. M., & Netemeyer, R. G. (1993). Price Perceptions and Consumer Shopping
Behavior: A Field Study. Journal of Marketing Research, 30(2), p. — 238.

218 Cho, Y. S., Rha, H.-S., & Burt, S. (2015). The impact of customer awareness of manufacturer name
disclosure on retail brand attitudes and loyalty in Korea. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 22,
128-137.

219 DelVecchio, D. (2005). Brand-Extension Price Premiums: The Effects of Perceived Fit and Extension
Product Category Risk. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 33(2), 184—196.

220 Dursun 1., Kabaday: E., Kocak Alan A., Sezen B. (2011). Store Brand Purchase Intention: Effects Of Risk,
Quality, Familiarity And Store Brand Shelf Space. Journal of Global Strategic Management. 5. p. — 117.
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Willingness to buy is measured on a scale adopted from Diallo et al.**' and Mostafa

R.H.&Elseidi R.I., which demonstrate high reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .89 and .77

respectivelly).

To measure Private label attitude a scale suggested by Burton et al.?* is taken. The

scale is commonly used in private label research and demonstatrates high reliability.

Questions that measure constructs under the analysis are presented in the following

table (Table 2) with translation to Russian language:

Construct

Item

Retailer image

(adapted from
Pérez-Santamaria,
S., & Martos-Partal,
M. (2021))

a=0.94

This store is a pleasant place to shop
B aTOM MarasuHe MpUSATHO COBEPIIATH TOKYTIKH

This store has a good image
¥V 3T0ro Mara3mHa XOpOIIMi UMUK

This store offers a good overall service
B sTom MarasuHe xopoliiee 00CITy)KuBaHHe

The quality of products in this store is good
B 3TOM MarasuHe IpoayKThl XOPOLIEro Ka4ecTBa

This store creates an attractive shopping experience —
51 nr00r0 CoBepIIaTh MOKYIIKHA B TOM MarasuHe

Value consciousness

(adapted from
Lichtenstein, D. R.,
Ridgway, N. M., &
Netemeyer, R. G.
(1993))

I am very concerned about low prices, but I am equally concerned
about product quality

Jlnst MeHs BayKHBI HU3KHUE LIEHBI, HO JUISI MEHS HE MEHEEe BaXKHO U
Ka4eCTBO TOBApOB

When grocery shopping, I compare the prices of different brands to
be sure I get the best value for the money

51 cpaBHUBAIO 1IEHBI HA Pa3HbIC OPEH/IBI, YTOOBI OBITH YBEPCHHBIM,
4TO 4 MOoJIy4qy JIy4lICC COOTHOMCHUEC ICHBI 1 Ka4YCCTBA

I generally shop around for lower prices on products, but they still
must meet certain quality requirements before I buy them

Kak npaBuiio, s Wiy TOBaphl 0 HU3KUM I[IEeHaM, HO OHH BCE PaBHO
JOTKHBI OBITH IOCTATOYHOTO Ka4eCTBa, YTOOBI 51 UX Kymuii(a)

221 Diallo F., M., Chandon, J., Cliquet, G. and Philippe, J. (2013), "Factors influencing consumer behaviour
towards store brands: evidence from the French market", International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, Vol. 41 No. 6, p. 431.

222 Burton, S., Lichtenstein, D.R., Netemeyer, R.G. et al. (1998) A scale for measuring attitude toward private
label products and an examination of its psychological and behavioral correlates. J. of the Acad. Mark. Sci. 26,

p. —305.
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I can go around several grocery stores looking for products with a
satisfying price-performance ratio

S1 Mory 000MTH HECKOJILKO IPOIYKTOBBIX Mara3MHOB B ITOMCKE
TOBAPOB C YIOBICTBOPSIOIIUM MEHSI COOTHOIIICHHEM [[€HA-Kauy€CTBO

Perceived quality

(adapted from
Dursun I. et al.
(2011))
a=0.92

This store brand appeared to be of very high quality
S cuuTalo, 4TO 3T COOCTBEHHBIE TOPTOBBIE MAPKH OU€HBb BHICOKOTO
KauecTBa

This store brand appeared to be high functional
S cuuTaro, 9To 3TU MPOIYKTHI XOPOIIO BBIMOIHSIOT CBOM (PYHKIIUU

This store brand looks attractive
[TpoxykThl o OpeH0M Mara3uHa BBITTISIAAT MPUBIEKATEIIEHO

This store brand meets my expectations
[poaykThl Mo OpEeHIOM Mara3uHa COOTBETCTBYOT MOUM
OXHUJaHUAM

Perceived risk

(adapted from
DelVecchio, D.
(2005)

a=0.827

and

Cho et al. (2015)
a=0.75)

I'm more likely to regret a purchase of store brands than regular
brands

S ¢ Gosnbliiiei BEposSTHOCTHIO MoXkasiero o mokynke CTM, dem o
MOKYTIKEe 0OBIYHOTO OpeHa

I'm sure a private label product will be just as good as a regular
branded product (1)

A yBepeH, uto npoaykt CTM Oyzer Tak ke Xopolll, Kak U TOBap
1ot 0OBIYHBIM OpeHIoM (1)

Store brands products are more likely to not live up to my
expectations

Tosapsl CTM umeroT 60IIbIIYI0 BEPOSITHOCTD HE OMPABIaTh MOUX
OKUIaHuH

I would not want my friends to find out that I buy such store brands
51 Ob1 He xoTen(a), YTOObl MOU JPYy3bs U 3HAKOMBIE Y3HAJIH, YTO 5
nokymnato Takue CTM

I'm afraid of wasting money buying private label products
51 GoroCh BITyCTYIO MOTPATUTh JIEHBIU, MIOKYTIAsi IPOIYKTHI MO
coOCTBEHHOM TOProBOil Mapko

I don't feel comfortable buying standard private label goods
Mse He koM$opTHO nokynars ToBapsl CTM

It seems to me that other people think badly about my financial
situation when they see that [ buy standard private labels

MHe KaxeTcs, 9To APYTHe JIOIN TyMaloT IJI0X0 O MOEM
(MHAHCOBOM IIOJIOKECHUH, KOTIa BUJIAT, YTO 5 TIOKYIIAt0 MPOITYKTHI
CT™
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Willingness to buy

(adapted from Diallo
et al. (2013)
a=10.89

and Mostafa
R.H.&Elseidi R.1I.
(2018)

a=0.773)

The probability that I would consider buying SBs is high
EcTb BbICOKasi BEpOSTHOCTD, YTO 51 PACCMOTPIO ATH TOBApPhI K
HIOKYTIKE

I would buy these products next time
S1 OBl KyIWJI 3TH TOBaphbl B CJIEAYIOMINN TOXO/ IO Mara3uHam

Although there are similar brands available, I would prefer to
purchase this store brand

S mpennodTy KynuTh 3TOT OpeH, HECMOTPS Ha HAJIMYUE IPYTUX
MOXOXHX OpeH10B

Private labels
attitude

(adapted from
Burton et al. (1998))

Buying private label brands makes me feel good
translated as
“MHe HpaBUTCS MOKYTIaTh MPOAYKTHI TOJT OPEHIOM MarazuHa’

I love it when private label brands are available for the product
categories I purchase

MHe HpaBHTCS, KOTZIa B KATETOPUH, TJIE S COBEPILIAIO TOKYTIKY, €CTh
MPOAYKT Toj OpeHI0M Mara3uHa

For most product categories, the best buy is usually the private
label brand

B 60/bIIMHCTBE POYKTOBBIX KaTETOPHiA OpEH T Mara3uHa -- 3To
JYYIIiA BEIOOD

In general, private label brands are poor-quality products (r)
B nienom, npoaykTs! mog OpeHIoM Mara3uHa IJI0X0ro KauecTBa

Considering value for the money, I prefer private label brands to
national brands

Ecnu npuHIMaTh BO BHUMaHHE COOTHOIICHHUE [IEHA-Ka4eCTBO, TO 5
HpeArnouTy OpeH 1 Mara3uHa 0ObIYHOMY OpeHIY

When I buy a private label brand, I always feel that I am getting a
good deal

$1 cunTaro, 4TO COBEPIIAI0 YIAYHYIO MOKYIIKY, KOTJ[a OKYTIA0
HPOAYKTHI 1O OPEH/IOM Mara3uHa

Table 2. Scales for the questionnaire.

3.1 Data analysis

The collected data was thoroughly checked and cleared in SPSS to ensure accuracy and

consistency. Descriptive statistics were then run to gain an understanding of the data set.

Reliability analysis was conducted using Cronbach's alpha, followed by exploratory factor

analysis (EFA). To further validate the model, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was

conducted in AMOS. The data was checked for variance extracted (AVE), composite
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reliability (CR), and discriminant validity (DV). Finally, structural equation modeling (SEM)
was employed to test the relationships between the constructs and hypotheses. Overall, these
steps ensured the data was well-prepared for the analysis and that the results were robust and
reliable.

Technically, Likert scale data is considered ordinal, meaning that the responses have a
natural order, but the intervals between the response categories are not necessarily equal.
Moreover, the central value is “neither agree nor disagree”. As a result, it is not appropriate to
assume that Likert scale data follows a normal distribution, however, if still treating it as
continuous data, based on the Central limit theorem, a sample size of 30 or more is typically

considered large enough to meet the assumption of normality, regardless of the distribution.

3.1.1 Descriptive statistics

The final dataset contains 203 responses, with no missing values present in it.
Descriptive statistics for each variable is presented in Appendix I. To ensure that all
respondents meet requirements, 2 observations were deleted as the age of respondents was
below 18. Additionally, items that checked attentiveness were assessed manually, no
respondents were removed as all answers were consistent.

Socio-demographic characteristics were assessed through questions about gender, age,
income, and city of residence.

Gender distribution is unequal with the majority of respondents (78,8%) being female
respondents. The majority of respondents are young people from 18 to 35 years of age, they
account for 62,1% of the respondents. The next largest group of “46-55” years of age
accounts for 17,2%. The rest 20,7% are distributed among age groups “36-45. “56-66”, and
“>65” approximately equally.

100-]

Count

T T T T T
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-66 66

Age

Figure 4. Respondents’ age distribution
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In terms of income, the majority of respondents are of average (51,7%) and above
average (31,5%) income. Low income group is the third largest group accounting for 14,3%
of respondents. Very low income and high income groups comprise around 2,5% which
makes them rather outliers considering total income statistics, however, the answers of these

observations were reliable and consistent, and there was no limitation for income.

Income

120

1004

807

60

Frequency

40

209

||||||||

Figure 5. Respondents’ age distribution

83,3% of the respondents are from Saint-Petersburg, 9,4% from Moscow and the rest
7,3% are from other Russian cities. Residence distribution can potentially bias
generalizability of overall results as the overwhelming majority of respondents are from two
major Russian cities by economic development.

The majority of respondents prefers to shop offline (60,6%), 32,5% shop both online
and oftline, and only 6,9% prefers online grocery shopping. The stores suggested for
selection have the following frequency of selection: Lenta (44,8%), Perekrestok (22,2%),
Vkusvill (15,3%), Samokat (10,3%), Yandex.Lavka (4,9%), Azbuka Vkusa (2,5%).
Additionally, respondents were presented with a multiple-choice question regarding the
retailer chains where they frequently shop. The results revealed that Pyaterochka is the most
popular retailer (69,5%), Lenta is the second most preferred retailer (52,7%), the third is
Perekrestok (49,3%), then go Margnit (42,9%), Vkusvill (25,1%), Dixi (23,6%), Samokat
(18,2%), and Yandex.Lavka (12,3%), the rest of the stores comprised less then 10%.

Frequency of private label purchasing is normally distributed across the sample with
the majory of respondents buying private labels sometimes. Frequency distribution is

presented in the Figure 6 below.
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Figure 6. Frequency of private label purchasing distribution

Overall, the collected dataset allows to proceed with further statistical analysis.
Remarks have been made about respondents’ cities of residence since the geographic focus
on two major metropolitan areas may limit the extrapolation of the results to smaller cities or
rural regions, however, it should be considered that big retailers are primarily located in
major metropolitan areas. Furthermore, the overrepresentation of young adults and females in
the sample can also potentially bias the results. However, given the documented trend that
females tend to engage in more frequent grocery shopping compared to males*>, the gender
distribution of the sample can be considered reasonable. The majority of respondents have
average or above-average income, while the low and very low-income groups comprise only

a small percentage of the sample.

3.1.2 Model analysis and hypotheses testing

Before proceeding with hypotheses testing, the data has to be checked for reliability.
Cronbach's Alpha (o) is a measure of internal consistency, which assesses how well the items
in a scale or questionnaire measure its underlying construct. As a rule of thumb Cronbach’s a
around 0.90 can be considered “excellent,” around 0.80 “very good,” and about 0.70 as

“adequate”™®*.

22 Tenpnepuslit Borpoc: k1o B Poccun xoaut 3a nokynkamu (2020) Tasera.ru
https://www.gazeta.ru/business/2020/03/04/12989317.shtml
224 Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (4th ed.). Guilford Press., p. — 92.

53



Table 3. Reliability analysis

Factor Item a Corrected Cronbach’s
Item-total Alpha if item
Correlation Deleted
7 3
Ealue_ Vel 721 489 .67
‘onsciousness 57 621
\.;rcz =l 2
600 606
V(C3 ’ ’
VC4 410 J731
) .810 .876
Retailer Image RI1 906 ' '
RD 72 .883
. 756 .887
)
RI14 795 .880
RIS 707 .897
) 707 .822
Perceived PQ1 ,860 ' '
lity 699 826
Quality PQ2 , ,
PQ3 709 .822
PQ4 718 .817
) 33 752
Private Label PLAI 815 0 ’
Attitude PLAD 682 763
PLA3 631 173
PLA4 157 .872
PLAS 668 764
PLAG6 671 .765
55 3
Perceived Risk PR1 .850 ~31 831
378 860
PR2 ~ :
691 817
PR3 ’ ’
PR4 648 .823
PRS ,640 .825
PR6 .698 .815
PR7 666 821
Willingness to WB1 835 742 728
Buy 803 663
uy WR2 803 663
561 .907
WB3 ' '

Despite acceptable relibility of all six constructs, in Perceived risk (PR), Private label
attitude (PLA), and Willingness to buy (WB) some items, namely, PLA4, VC4, PR2, and
WB3 reduced Cronbach’s Alpha. Cronbach’s Alpha if item Deleted in each case increased
significantly, thus, it was decided to remove these four items. Reliability of scales improved
to a(PLA)=,872; a (VC)=,731; a (PR)=,860; and a (WB)=,907. Thus, reliability of the

constructs ranges from ,731 to 907 indicating good overall results.



After checking the reliability, the EFA was run. The sample statistics demonstrate high
adequacy (KMO=,889, see Appendix III). Barlett’s test of sphericity is significant
(p-value<0,001), so it can be concluded that it is appropriate to proceed with exploratory
factor analysis.

Items loaded in six factors according to the adapted scales. One item (PQ2) had loading
coefficient lower than ,5 and was removed from the analysis (see Appendix III).

After the EFA, a CFA was conducted. Standardized factor loadings were assessed to
determine the strength of the relationship between each item and its corresponding factor. The
results of the CFA revealed that all standardized factor loadings were above the commonly
accepted threshold of ,5, indicating significant associations between each item and its
intended factor.

However, the goodness-of-fit of the CFA model was inacceptable. The goodness-of-fit
was evaluated using several fit indices, including the chi-square test statistic (CMIN/df),
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) with PCLOSE. The CMIN/df ratio was 2,045, while an acceptable value is
supposed to be <2. The GFI value was ,850 (<0,9) and the AGFI value was ,801 (<0,8) both
indicating an inacceptable level of fit. The TLI value was ,904 (<0,95) and CFI ,921 (<0,95),
also indicating bad fit of the model. Finally, the RMSEA value was ,072. Overall, the model
fit results suggested that the CFA model provided did not demonstrate a good fit to the data.

To improve the fit, the following considerations were taken into account. First of all,
the error term of a variables PLA3 were causing problems correlating highly not only with
variables within its construct, but also with another latent construct (VC). This suggested that
it could be worth considering dropping it from the model. After the corresponding item was
deleted, variable PLAG6 started causing similar problems. After PLA6 removal, the overall
model fit improved and became very good: CMIN/df=1,414; GFI=,909 and AGFI=,873;
TLI=,964 and CFI=,972; RMSEA=,045 and PCLOSE=,692. AMOS output for both the
initial and the final CFA models is presented in the Appendix IV.

While the measures of the constructs appear to be reliable, it is also necessary to check
for convergent and discriminatory validity. Both types of validity are important for
establishing the validity and reliability of measurement tools in research. The results are

provided in the following table (Table 4):
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Table 4. Validity and reliability measures

Factor Cronbach’s Alpha CR (=0,7) AVE (>0.,5)
WB 907 91 .83
vC ,731 J74 A48
RI ,906 .88 ,65
PR ,860 81 Sl
PQ ,860 .83 .61
PLA 872 .80 59

While an AVE value of 0.5 is often used as a benchmark for acceptable convergent
validity, an AVE value of 0.48, which is the case of the Value consciousness (VC) construct is

still relatively high and may be considered acceptable.

Table 5. Discriminant validity

Ve RI PQ PR PLA WB
vC 0,693
RI 0,034 0,806
PQ -0,058 0,723 0,781
PR 0,018 -0,381 -0,512 0,714
PLA 0,005 0,629 0,766 -0,546 0,768
WB 0,179 0,588 0,677 -0,550 0,742 0,911

Discriminant validity was assessed to ensure that measures of different constructs are
distinct from one another, which helps to establish that the variables being measured are not
simply different forms or variations of the same underlying concept. The results of the
discriminant validity analysis (Table 5) indicate that the measurement instruments used in this
study are reliable indicators of separate constructs.

Overall, the reliability and validity analyses suggest that the constructs are reliable and
valid, and the CFA model demonstrated a good fit to the data as indicated by fit indices.
Hence, the data is suitable for SEM to test the hypothesized theoretical model.

Structural equation modeling

The model built accordingly to the suggested research model demonstrated a slight lack
of fit: the CMIN/df is 1,698 (<2), GFI=,896 (>0,9) and AGFI=,857 (>0,85), the TLI=,940
(>0,95) and CFI ,951 (>,95). The RMSEA is ,049 (<,05) with PCLOSE=,130 (please, refer to
Appendix V for the full output).
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Modification indices between PLA and the error terms of other variables were notably
high (e30<-> PLA M.I. 41,441, e28<->PLA M.I. 13,151). This suggests that there is a
substantial covariation between this variable and the error terms of those variables, indicating
a potential missing relationship in the model. Thus, it was worth considering whether there
were theoretical reasons to include additional paths. After conducting an additional literature

review, it found that several studies identified relationships between perceived quality and

225 226

private label attitude*>, and perceived risk and private label attitude*°. Overall, these
additional paths were included in the current model based on the modification indices and the
desire to enhance the model's fit, while not being considered part of the research’s
hypotheses.

After all alterations, the final structural model obtained a good fit. The CMIN/df is
1,353 (<2), GFI=911 (>0,9) and AGFI=,878 (>0,85), the TLI=,970 (>0,95) and CFI ,975
(>,95). The RMSEA is,042 (<,05) with PCLOSE=,813 which is also an indication of a very
good fit. Overall, the results of the model fitting suggest that the model was able to fit the

data.

Figure 7. Final model

225 Mostafa, R. H. A., & Elseidi, R. I. (2018). Factors affecting consumers’ willingness to buy private label
brands (PLBs). Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC.

226 Mostafa, R. H. A., & Elseidi, R. 1. (2018). Factors affecting consumers’ willingness to buy private label
brands (PLBs). Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC.

Semeijn, J., van Riel, A. C. R., & Ambrosini, A. B. (2004). Consumer evaluations of store brands: effects of
store image and product attributes. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 11(4), p. — 255
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Table 6. Path coefficients and significance levels

Hypothesis Path Path C.R. p-
coefficient value

H1 Willingness to buy <« Value 180 3,020,003 Accepted
consciousness

H2 Willingness to buy < Perceived ,200 1,583  .,113  Rejected
quality

H3 Perceived risk«— Perceived -,601 -3,559 k% Accepted
quality

H4 Willingness to buy < Perceived -.167 -2288 022 Accepted
risk

HS5 Willingness to buy «<— Retailer 071 ,701 483 Rejected
image

H6 Perceived quality « Retailer ,763 8,614 Rk Accepted
image

H7 Perceived risk «— Retailer image 075 522 602  Rejected

HS8 Willingness to buy «— Private ,389 3,310 Rk Accepted
labels attitude

From the hypotheses testing results it can be seen that H1 and H4 can be accepted as
both of them have t-value>1,96 and p-value<0,05. H3, H6, and HS are also accepted as their
estimations are bigger than 2,33 for t-value and lower than 0,01 for p-value. With regard to
H2 and HS it can be concluded that Perceived quality and Retail image each have
insignificant effect on Willingness to buy standard private labels. And for H7 it can be
concluded that Retail image has insignificant direct effect on Perceived risk.

Indirect effects

As it can be seen in the model, effects of some variables are transmitted through other
variables, and while there are no direct effects in some cases, there are indirect effects, which
are referred to as mediation. The table below (Table 7) shows indirect effects of Retailer
image on Willingness to buy, and of Perceived quality on Willingness to buy. Multiple
mediation through Perceived quality and Perceived risk is small (0,097), but significant on
,05 level indicating a small positive indirect effect of Retailer image on Willingness to buy.

Perceived quality was not found to have a direct significant effect on Willingness to
buy, however, mediation through Perceived risk suggests that it can indirectly influence

purchase intention. The effect is also small (0,140), but significant.
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Table 7. Results of the mediating effect

Relationship Direct Indirect Confidence P- Conclusion
Effect Effect Interval value
Lower  Upper
Bound Bound

Retailer Image -> 0,071 0,097 0.019 0,352 0,013 Small
Perceived Quality -> (0,483) indirect
Perceived Risk -> effect
Willingness to Buy

Perceived Quality > 0,266 0,140 0,025 0,487 0,017 Small
Perceived Risk -> (0,113) indirect
Willingness to Buy effect
Perceived Quality -> 0,266 0,393 0,151 0,802 0,005  Medium
Private Label Attitude ->  (0,113) indirect
Willingness to Buy effect

While Private label attitude and its relationships with Perceived quality and Perceived
risk were not intended to be part of the analysis within the current study, it should be reported

that there was a significant indirect effect identified (0,226, p-value<0,05).

3.1.3. Supplementary analysis

Multiple tests were conducted on the collected data to ensure robust recommendations.
One of the key analyses performed was cluster analysis, which aimed to group similar
observations together based on the perceived risk, perceived quality, retailer image, value
consciousness, private label attitude, and willingness to buy.

K-means clustering was run on the dataset. The final number of clusters was
determined to be 3, because further exploration with two or more than 3 clusters resulted in
either an extremely unequal number of observations or a lack of statistical significance in
multiple variables. It's worth noting that there is no statistically significant difference between
Clusters 2 and 3 (p-value >0,05) for perceived quality in the case of 3 clusters. However, they
still differ in the rest of the variables indicating that there are meaningful distinctions between
the clusters overall. Convergence was achieved in 13 iterations. The full output is presented

in the Appendix VL.
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Figure 8. Final cluster centers. Since standardized factor scores were used, () represents the mean

Overall, the three clusters can be interpreted as follows:

1)

2)

3)

The first cluster represents respondents who have a higher-than-average perception of
retailer image, perceived quality, and have higher than average willingness to buy,
however, their perceived risk is also higher than average. At the same time, they
exhibit significantly lower-than-average levels of value consciousness and have an
average private label attitude. This suggests that these respondents may trust the
retailer, perceive the products as of above average quality, and show a willingness to
purchase, but they are less concerned with finding value in their purchases and have a
neutral stance towards private label products. The cluster is the smallest and consists
of 33 observations.

Respondents in the second cluster have a lower-than-average perception of retailer
image, perceived risk, and average perceived quality. However, they exhibit
higher-than-average levels of willingness to buy, value consciousness, and private
label attitude. This indicates that these respondents may have less trust in the retailer
yet they still show a strong willingness to buy and have a higher than average stance
on private label products. They are also more value-conscious, suggesting that they
prioritize getting a good deal. This cluster is the largest consisting of 130
observations.

The third cluster consists of respondents with a higher-than-average perception of
retailer image and risk, average perceived quality, and extremely lower-than-average
levels of willingness to buy and private label attitude. These respondents may have a

positive perception of the retailer, but perceive a higher level of risk associated with
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their products. They are less inclined to purchase due to their lower perceived quality
and negative attitude towards private label products. This cluster represents a group of
respondents who may be skeptical of private labels and less willing to make a
purchase overall. The cluster has 40 observations.
Proceeding further with the analysis, it was interesting to investigate differences in
store perceptions. Stores were tested using one-way ANOVA on the above mentioned factors.
There were 6 stores used in the questionnaire available for consumers’ choice, however,
this resulted in an imbalanced number of observations for each store. Perekrestok has 45
observations, Lenta has 91, Vkusvill 31, Samokat 21, Yandex.Lavka 10, and Azbuka Vkusa
only 5. Despite the fact that Levene's test for equality of variances is not significant,
indicating that the assumption of equal of variances is not violated and it is possible to
proceed with conducting ANOVA, it's important to consider the practical implications of the
imbalanced sample sizes.

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene

Statistic df1 df2 Sig.
Retailerimage 1672 4 193 168
Perceived risk 1493 4 183 942
Ferceived quality B30 4 193 508
Willingness to buy BT 4 193 562
WValue consciousness BET 4 193 485
Private label attitude 353 4 193 B4

Table 8. Levene's test of homogeneity of Variance

Groups with larger sample sizes will have more statistical power to detect differences
and may have a stronger influence on the overall ANOVA results, while the groups with
smaller sample sizes may have limited power to detect effects, and the results may not be
reliable. It was, thus, decided to exclude Azbuka Vkusa from the analysis.

Overall, statistically significant differences among stores have been identified for
retailer image (F(4, 193)=2,708, p-value <,05, n2=0,053)), perceived quality (F(4,
193)=12,281, p-value<,001, n2=0,203) and private label attitude (F(4, 193)=2,846,
p-value<.05, 12=0,056). It can be seen that the effect sizes are very small, in cases of retailer
image and private label attitude they account for only around 5% of variability explained by
the store each. In case of perceived quality, 20,3% of the variability is explained by the store.

Effect sizes reports are presented in the Appendix VI.
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ANOVA

Sum ot Report

Sgquares df Mean Sqguare F Sig. Retailer Perceived Private label

Relaller imzge Between Groups 10,204 I 2571 2708 032 | | Stere [mage aualty Gl
Within Groups 183,258 - P Perskrestok  Mean 0396089 2620667 0611877
Total 193,541 197 M 4 48 48
Perceived risk Between Groups 3168 R 1,041 1135 XX Sto. Deviation | 94291030 B7I66002 | 1,05018573
Wiin Grous 177042 1on o7 Lenta :ean 7,15797;: —,35D5D§12 auam;r
Total 161,206 197 Std. Dsviation | 106717158 | 87501420 | sessaoso

Perceved qually Between Groups 36,794 4 0848 | 12,281 000 .

Veusvil Wean 10877965 6498976 4218129
Within Graups 156,342 193 810 N 31 a -
Total 196,138 197 Std. Deviation 88776738 83002237 | 1,03561338
Wilingness to buy Between Groups 2740 4 695 677 809 | emrorar oo e a6 4718640
Within Graups 195,383 193 1,012 N 2 2 2
Total 198,122 197 Std. Deviation 8540185 57942164 1,05749009
Value consciousness  Between Groups 1,786 4 A6 448 7T YanderLavka  Mean 3320847 6436661 0307481
Within Graups 192,486 193 997 N 10 10 10
Total 194,272 197 Std. Deviation | 49821437 | @7714228 | 114565331
Frivate label aftude  Betwesn Groups 10,756 4 2680 | 2,846 025 | [Toml Wean 0095448 0188340 0023327
Within Graups 182,324 193 945 N 198 108 198
Total 193,080 197 Std Deviation | 9116072 | 89760506 | 99000030

Tables 9 and 10. ANOVA results and means for stores by factors
Turkey’s post-hoc test was performed to identify pairs with significant differences (the

full output is presented in the Appendix VI). It demonstrated that for retailer image Samokat
is significantly different from Lenta at the .05 level, with the rest having no statistically
significant difference.

For perceived quality two subsets can be drawn, the first one consists of Perekrestok
and Lenta, which do not have significant difference between them (p-value>.05), and the
second subset, which consists of Samokat, Yandex.Lavka and Vkusvill, which are all
statistically different from the stores of the first subset, but not among each other. The second
subset demonstrates higher than average average perceived quality, while the stores from the
first subset demonstrate lower perceived quality.

For private label attitude it can be concluded that statistically significant difference is
identified in the pair Samokat-Vkusvill (p-value<,05).

The analysis of mean comparisons suggests that there are statistically significant
differences among stores for retailer image, perceived quality, and private label attitude.
However, the effect sizes are relatively small, indicating that the store itself explains only a
small portion of the variability in retailer image and private label attitude. However, the
stronger effect of perceived quality allows to suggest that Samokat, Yandex.Lavka, and
Vkusvill can be considered better performers among the options provided compared to

Perekrestok and Lenta.

Discussion
Theoretical implications
This study contributes to the literature on private label brands by examining a specific

tier of private label products, namely standard private labels with chain-labeling. This tier of
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private labels is of particular interest as it has been found to have moderate discounts
compared to national brands, increased emphasis on a quality proposition, and explicit
connection to retailers, so that the purchase intention drivers are more apparent compared to,
for example, disguised private labels. By focusing on this specific tier, the study also
addresses the call for a separate investigation of different tiers of private label products, as
previous research has suggested that referring to store brands as a whole may be overly
simplistic*’.

As the role of price consciousness is found to be ambiguous in the willingness to buy
standard private labels®?®, this research focused on value consciousness as another important
component of price perception that potentially has stronger explanatory power. Therefore,
this study was seeking to shed light on the extent to which value consciousness affects
consumers' decision-making process in this context. It was found that value consciousness
has indeed a small positive effect on willingness to buy standard private labels with
chain-labeling. However, the small size of this effect suggests that other factors may be more
important in determining consumers' willingness to purchase these products. A possible
explanation for the small effect of value consciousness on willingness to buy is that
consumers may view standard private labels with chain-labeling as being similar in
price-quality ratio compared to national brands. As a result, consumers may not differentiate
between these products based on quality, and there are other more influencing factors, such as
attitude, which is found to have the most prominent effect among investigated factors.
Overall, this finding is consistent with previous research that confirms the role of attitude as
of the main antecedent of willingness to buy private labels*?. Still, investigating price
perception components further could provide valuable insights into the factors that influence
consumers' willingness to buy chain-labeled private labels.

The relationship between perceived quality and perceived risk was not entirely clear or
consistent in the literature. While some studies have found that perceived quality has a

significant negative effect on perceived risk®’, others have failed to confirm this

227 Martos-Partal M., Gonzalez-Benito O., Fustinoni-Venturini M., (2015), Motivational profiling of store brand
shoppers: Differences across quality tiers, Marketing Letters, 26, issue 2.

228 Noormann, P., Tillmanns, S. (2017) Drivers of private-label purchase behavior across quality tiers and
product categories. J Bus Econ 87, p. — 339.

229 Martinelli, Elisa & De Canio, Francesca. (2019). Premium Private Labels Products: Drivers of Consumers’
Intention to Buy. International Journal of Business and Management. 14. p. — 39.

230 Snoj, B., Pisnik Korda, A., & Mumel, D. (2004). The relationships among perceived quality, perceived risk
and perceived product value. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 13(3), p. — 162.
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relationship®'. For some products, it could be expected that social risk can overweight the
effects of good quality, for example, in image forming categories. Anyway, the current study
confirms a significant and strong negative effect of perceived quality on perceived risk. It can
be suggested that consumers perceive products with higher perceived quality as less risky and
more reliable. Conversely, lower-quality products may be perceived as riskier, as consumers
may worry about their performance or social reaction. This relationship between perceived
quality and perceived risk may be particularly strong in product categories where the
consequences of a poor purchasing decision can be severe, such as supplements, skincare,
and others with higher average involvement, however, to support this further investigation is
required. Perceived risk, in its turn, was found to have a small but significant negative effect
on willingness to buy, which is consistent with the previous studies.

Interestingly and contradictory to previous research that almost unanimously finds
perceived quality to have a significant effect on purchase intention*2, the current study did
not identify any direct significant effect in a such relationship. This result was unexpected,
however, can be explained. Private labels with chain-labeling typically have a slightly lower
price point compared to their branded counterparts and are often marketed as a more
affordable alternative without compromising on quality. As such, consumers may perceive
these private labels as being comparable to national brands alternative. This could have
limited the ability of perceived quality to predict purchase intention. Additionally, the nature
of this tier of private labels may have made other factors more salient in purchase
decision-making, overshadowing the effect of perceived quality. Consistent with such
assumption, perceived quality was found to have significant indirect effects on willingness to
buy through the mediation of perceived risk, and in the second case through private label
attitude.

A significant portion of this study was devoted to examining the role of retailer image
in predicting purchase intention for standard private labels, based on the premise that the
name of a retail store, which is prominently displayed on the packaging of products, would be
a key predictor. For instance, some individuals who are generally unsupportive of private
labels may still purchase products from the Vkusvill retail store. However, the study found
that retailer image did not have a direct statistically significant influence on willingness to

purchase standard private labels, nor did it have an impact on perceived risk, which was

21 Dursun 1., Kabaday: E., Kocak Alan A., Sezen B. (2011). Store Brand Purchase Intention: Effects Of Risk,
Quality, Familiarity And Store Brand Shelf Space. Journal of Global Strategic Management. 5, p. 119.

232 Yan, L., Xiaojun, F., Li, J., & Dong, X. (2019). Extrinsic cues, perceived quality, and purchase intention for
private labels. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 31(3).
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contrary to the initial expectations, but is in accordance with the literature®”. At the same
time, the ability of a retail image to be a predictor of perceived quality has been confirmed
and is consistent with previous studies on the topic. The relationship between retailer image
and willingness to buy was found to be indirect through multiple mediation via perceived

quality and perceived risk, the effect is very small but significant.

Managerial implications

Findings of the study suggest several implications for practitioners. The main focus
should be placed on the attitude towards chain-labelled brands as it is the main predictor of
purchase intention and also a mediator of perceived quality and retailer image on willingness
to buy. Retailers should prioritize improving consumers' attitudes by addressing common
misconceptions and negative stereotypes associated with them and building a desirable image
instead. Several strategies can be considered:

o [Influencer campaigns. Influencer campaigns can potentially help mitigate perceived
risk and improve attitudes by providing social support and increasing consumers'
confidence in store brands’ products. When an influencer promotes a product, their
followers may perceive the product as more trustworthy and reliable. However,
implementing an influencer campaign may increase marketing expenses for standard
private labels. At the same time, the benefits of increasing willingness to buy as an
outcome may outweigh the costs. It's important for retailers to weigh the potential
return on investment of such campaigns and determine if they align with their overall
marketing strategy and budget. Vkusvill used bloggers to promote its products®*,
Samokat also started promoting its private labels through sponsoring popular
podcasts®?, both are great example of how retailer can use influencer marketing for
shaping attitudes.

e Social networking and online presence. Engaging with consumers on social network

platforms can potentially be a tool to shape the discourse around chain-labeled

23 Mostafa, R. H. A., & Elseidi, R. I. (2018). Factors affecting consumers’ willingness to buy private label
brands (PLBs). Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC.

234 Keiic Perfluence u «BxycBusui»: kak nosy4uts 6os1ee 50 ThICSY 3aKa30B 3a 8 MECALER C TIOMOIILIO 610repoB
(2022) VC.ru
https://vc.ru/marketing/547667-keys-perfluence-i-vkusvill-kak-poluchit-bolee-50-tysyach-zakazov-za-8-mesyac
ev-s-pomoshchyu-blogerov
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Apple Podcasts
https://podcasts.apple.com/ru/podcast/%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B5%D0%BC%D1%83-%D0%BC%
D1%8B-%D0%B5%D1%89%D0%B5-%D0%B6%D0%B8%D0%B2%D1%8B/id1568720773?i=10006096063
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products. Retailers can talk about their private-label products through visually
appealing posts or become thought leaders by promoting desired discourse through
publishing articles on the benefits of their private-label products through different
channels, including their websites. Vkusvill has its own podcast™®, publishes
articles?”’, has interactive tools®*® (tests) on their website, and, generally, considering
the highest attitude of respondents to Vkusvill’s private labels, can be taken as a
benchmark. Improving online presence may also help to create a sense of community
around private labels. Engaging with customers through community platforms, social
media, or events creates opportunities for retailers to showcase the value and quality
of their private-label products. Positive word-of-mouth and customer
recommendations within the community can lead to increased sales and brand
recognition. It also helps to establish an emotional connection with customers. When
customers feel a sense of belonging and identify with a community, they are more
likely to develop a strong affinity for the brand.

® Personalized approach. Personalization is now one of the biggest trends in digital
marketing. And retailers can manage their customer base through apps and websites,
tracking food preferences and patterns in behavior to target different groups with the
most resonating messages. For the first cluster, for example, it could be personalized
messages that highlight the cost-saving benefits of private labels and emphasize the
value proposition they offer. By addressing specific concerns about pricing and value,
retailers can increase the likelihood of attracting this segment. For consumers who are
skeptical about private labels (they have no or little history of buying them, for
example), personalized messages can focus on building trust and addressing their
concerns. This could include highlighting the quality, offering free samples, or
providing reviews from satisfied customers.

® Demonstration and sampling. Adding gift products for online orders can be a clever
marketing strategy. Offering customers free sample of chain-labeled products can
potentially encourage repeat purchases. For example, for making an order consumers
could receive some private label product as a gift. By monitoring customer orders and
identifying those who haven't tried private label products, companies can use this

opportunity to introduce their own brands to customers. This approach allows

238 Tonoausie monu Brycsumnn https://vkusvill.ru/media/podcasts/
27 Yypuan Brycsunn.Menua https://vkusvill.ru/media/journal/
238 Tectwl Bkycuit https:/vkusvill.ru/media/tests/
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customers to sample these products and potentially discover new favorites. It's a way
to showcase the company's range of offerings and encourage customers to explore
more of their product line. For the in-store shopping experience, similar actions could
be done through point-of-purchase advertising, which could include offering samples
of some private label product to encourage customers to taste it. It must also be
ensured that products are visible, attention-grabbing, and easily accessible to
customers.

While retailer image was found to have no significant effect on perceived risk, it was
found to be a predictor of perceived quality and has an indirect effect on willingness to buy.
Retailers can leverage this finding by investing in constant improvement of their image and,
as a result, the trustworthiness of their products.

o Articulating values. Aligning companies’ values with needs and wants of consumers
to create a positive spillover effect can be a valuable strategy of improving retailer
image to stand out from competitors, reducing perceived risk, and increasing
willingness to buy. This is something Perekrestok has been doing in order to build a
desired image of a green and healthy supermarkets. To effectively implement such
strategy, retailers should conduct thorough research to analyze their consumer base
and identify the desired message they want to convey.

Moreover, incorporating corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices can further
contribute to building a positive brand image. By engaging in socially responsible
activities, such as supporting charitable causes or reducing environmental impact,
retailers can enhance their reputation and strengthen the bond with consumers who
value ethical and sustainable practices. For example, Vkusvill is known for
positioning itself as a store for those who prioritize health and wellness, so that it has
been able to carve out a unique position in the market and attract consumers who are
health-conscious.

As perceived quality was found to have a strong negative effect on perceived risk and
further on purchase intention, retailers should ensure that their private label products exceed
or at least meet consumers' quality expectations. This can be achieved by investing in quality
control measures and running more research on consumer preferences in packaging, design,
etc.

e [ncreasing control over quality. The quality control chain for private label products
should involve thorough supplier evaluation, internal quality standards, product

testing, regular inspections, supplier audits, ongoing communication, and customer
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feedback. It is also important to communicate these quality measures to customers,
fostering transparency and trust in the products.

o (Constant improvement of products’ appearance. Packaging serves as a
communication tool to convey product information and key messages to consumers.
Analysis of the current packaging design and identification of areas for improvement
to make visually appealing and eye-catching packaging aesthetics are important to
demonstrate a commitment to delivering a high-quality product experience. Ipsos
even distinguishes a separate “niche” category of private labels which is characterized
by exclusive and creative design (they illustrate the category with Samokat’s and
Yandex.Lavka’s store brands). Major retailers already engage in product design
improvements, for example, Market Perekrerstok, the private label brand of

Perekrestok, has undergone several rebrandings over the years.

Figure 9. Evolution of Market Perekrestok packaging design

Limitations

The study only focuses on the effects of value consciousness and does not consider
price consciousness. However, incorporating price consciousness into the current study could
provide validation of previous research findings. Moreover, by comparing the effects of both
value consciousness and price consciousness on willingness to buy, the study would be better
equipped to draw more robust conclusions about the role of price perceptions.

The study does not distinguish among different product categories, which could
potentially affect consumers' perceptions of private label products. For example, consumers
may be more willing to purchase chain-labeled private-label products in categories where
they perceive less risk or have less involvement. In contrast, they may be less willing to
purchase private label products in categories where they have higher involvement due to
more significant potential consequences, such as electronics, skincare, and healthcare
products. The study's lack of distinction between product categories limits its generalizability
to higher involvement categories. Future research should consider incorporating product

categories as a moderating variable to explore potential differences in consumer behavior.
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Finally, although the study focused solely on chain-labeled private labels, it could
benefit from a comparative analysis involving non-chain-labeled private labels and national
brands. Such comparison would provide a more comprehensive understanding of how
consumers evaluate and choose among various product options, thus, enhancing the study's
overall applicability and relevance.

Future research on Russian consumers should also pay more attention to collecting
more responses from consumers from different Russian regions to ensure the generalizability
of results. Additionally, it should also strive to gather more more balanced sample size by

stores, especially, if it strives for more comparative study.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the private label market in Russia has experienced substantial growth,
and major retailers are actively expanding their private label offerings. For instance, Vkusvill
has achieved an impressive assortment of over 90% private labels, while Samokat has even
launched its own skincare line. In this study, the focus was specifically on standard private
labels with chain-labeling. This decision was driven by a more clear influence of this type of
private labels on consumer preferences and purchasing behavior.

In the FMCG industry, where products are typically considered low-involving,
consumers rely on different cues when making purchasing decisions. Additionally,
environmental stimuli, such as retailers' image, play a role in influencing their desire to make
a purchase. While previous private-label research has investigated different stimuli, many
studies overlook important tier distinctions. This study aimed to fill this gap by focusing on a
comprehensive set of factors and developing a model specifically tailored for chain-labeled
private-label brands. The analyzed concepts included perceived risk, perceived quality,
retailer image, value consciousness, and private label attitude.

Through structural equation modeling, this research explored the relationships among
the aforementioned variables and tested related hypotheses. The findings revealed that private
label attitude had the most significant direct effect on consumers' willingness to buy, followed
by value consciousness and perceived risk. Surprisingly, perceived quality was found to have
only an indirect effect on willingness to buy. Additionally, a pathway connecting retailer
image, perceived quality, perceived risk, and willingness to buy was identified. Retailer
image had a significant direct effect on perceived quality, which, in turn, had a significant

direct effect on perceived risk.
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Furthermore, supplementary statistical tests were conducted, leading to the
identification of three major consumer clusters: those who demonstrate willingness to buy
with very low value consciousness, as their attitude is average, those who have a higher
attitude and willingness to buy accompanied by value consciousness, and, finally, those who
have skepticism towards private labels and demonstrate lower inclination to purchase them.
The analysis also revealed that Vkusvill, Samokat, and Yandex.Lavka had statistically higher
perceived quality compared to Lenta and Perekrestok.

These findings provide valuable insights for practitioners, leading to several
recommendations. Firstly, leveraging influencer marketing and social networks can help
shape positive attitudes towards standard private labels with chain-labeling. Secondly,
retailers should focus on developing a strong retailer image to enhance consumer perceptions
of quality. Implementing effective promotion strategies is also crucial, along with a
continuous emphasis on improving products’ designs and maintaining stringent quality
control measures. By considering these recommendations, retailers can enhance their private
label offerings, attract more consumers, and ultimately drive the growth of the private label

market in Russia.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Descriptive statistics

Value consciousness

Statistics
l'am very concerned When grocery shopping, | I'generally shop around for
about low prices, but| compare the prices of lower prices on products, but
am equally different brands to he sure they still must meet certain | can go around several grocery
concerned about | getthe bestvalue for the quality requirements before | stores looking for products with a
product quality money buy them satisfying price-performance ratio
N Valid 203 203 203 203
Missing 0 0 1} 0
Mean 431 3,83 3,93 2,43
Median 5,00 4,00 4,00 2,00
Std. Deviation 1,033 1,255 1,184 1,403
Skewness -1,796 -938 1,041 636
Std. Error of Skewness A7 a7 A7 A7
Kurtosis 2,656 -314 074 947
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340 340
Retailer image
Statistics
Xisa The quality of X offers a
pleasant X has agood products in X | like to shop good overall
place to shop image is good atx sanice
M Walid 203 203 203 203 203
Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 419 414 410 4,02 3,95
Median 4,00 4,00 4,00 4,00 4,00
Std. Deviation 818 856 821 1,036 R
Skewness -1,352 -1,081 -, 782 -1,10 -, 669
Std. Error of Skewness A7 A7 AT A7 A7
Kurtosis 2,790 1,335 285 726 -124
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340 340 L340
Perceived quality
Statistics
This store brand This store brand This store This store brand
appeared to he of very appeared to be high brand looks meets my
high quality functional attractive expectations
M Walid 203 203 203 203
Missing 0 0 0 0
Mean 357 3,85 3,85 3,98
Median 4,00 4,00 4,00 4,00
Std. Deviation 878 769 908 808
Skewness -.508 - 707 - 735 -532
Std. Error of Skewness AT A7 A7 AT
Kurtosis - 122 A4 083 -,088
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340 340
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Private label attitude

Statistics
Ilove itwhen private
label brands are For most product Considering value for the ‘When | buy a private
available for the categories, the best In general, private label money, | prefer private label brand, | always
| like to buy product categaries | buy is usually the brands are poor-guality label brands to national feelthat | am gefting
private labels purchase private label brand products brands agood deal
N Valid 203 203 203 203 203 203
Mizsing 1] a 1] 1] 0 0
Mean 3,60 333 2,04 2,36 285 313
Median 4,00 3,00 3,00 2,00 3,00 3,00
Std. Deviation a7y 997 1,030 1,069 1,102 989
Skewness -433 -, 008 184 543 053 -177
Std. Error of Skewness 71 A71 A7 A7 AT AT
Kurtosis -175 -4 -305 -263 -541 -129
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340 340 340 340
Perceived risk
Statistics
I'm sure a I'm afraid It seems to me
private lahel | don't feel of that ather people
I'm mare product will Store brands I'would not comfortab | wasting think badly about
likely to regret bejustas products are want my le buying money my financial
apurchase of goodasa more likelyto | friends tofind | standard buying situation when
store brands regular not live up to outthat | buy private private they see thatl
thanregular branded my such stare label lahel huy standard
brands product expectations brands goods products private labels
M Valid 203 203 203 203 203 203 203
Missing o 1) 1] 0 1] 0 0
Mean 2,33 3,62 237 1,81 1,78 210 1,71
Median 2,00 4,00 2,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,00
Std. Deviation 962 L) 1,014 1,018 1,005 1,166 1,004
Skewness 408 - 468 433 1132 1176 855 1,252
Std. Error of Skewness A7 A7 A7 AT A7 A7 A7
Kurtosis -182 -313 -,348 (668 G618 -194 697
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340 ,340 340 340 340
Willingness to buy
Statistics
The probahility Although there are similar
that | would I'would buythese hrands availahble, | would
consider huying products next preferto purchase this store
S5Bs is high time hrand
M Valid 203 203 203
Missing 0 0 0
Mean 392 375 2,7
Median 4,00 4,00 3,00
Std. Deviation 874 1,008 1,088
Skewness -982 - 598 304
Std. Error of Skewness AT AT A7
Kurtosis 715 -108 - 406
Std. Error of Kurtosis 340 340 340
Gender
Gender
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Female 160 78,8 78,8 788
fale 43 212 21,2 1000
Total 203 100,0 100,0
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Age
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Walid Percent Parcant
Walid 18-25 5l 399 39,9 39,9
26-35 45 222 222 62,1
36-45 14 6,9 6,9 68,0
46-55 35 17,2 17,2 86,2
56-66 15 T4 T4 936
=66 13 6,4 6,4 100,0
Total 203 100,0 100,0
Income
Income
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
Valid  Wery low income 2 1,0 1,0 1.0
Low income 24 14,3 143 153
Average income 105 51,7 a7 67,0
Above average income G4 KA Nnh 98,5
High income 3 15 15 100,0
Total 203 100,0 100,0
Residence
Residence
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Saint Petershurg 169 83,3 83,3 833
Mascow 18 94 94 926
Yekaterinburg 3 1,5 1,5 941
Irkutsk 2 1,0 1,0 451
Barnaul 1 5 5 95 6
Kazan 1 il il 961
Korenovka 1 5 5 96,6
Perm 1 5 5 a7.0
Rostov-on-Don 1 5 5 975
Samars 1 ] ] 93,0
Tyumen 1 5 5 985
Yaroslavl 1 5 5 930
Yoshkar-Ola 1 5 5 99 5
Zurich 1 5 5 100,0
Total 203 100,0 100,0
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Appendix II. Reliability analysis

1. Value consciousness (before item VC4 removal)

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if “Wariance if tem-Total Alpha if Item
I . Item Deleted Itern Deleted Correlation Deleted
Reliability Statistics
VC1 10,1921 8,008 489 675
Cronbach's Vo2 10,6700 7,569 572 621
Alpha N of ltems vea 10,5714 7,741 600 606
21 4 VC4 12,0739 7,891 A10 731
2. Retailer image
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach’s
Scale Mean if Wariance if ltem-Total Alpha if tem
Itern Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
o e RI 16,2118 9,712 810 876
Reliability Statistics RI2 16,2660 9,671 772 883
Cronbach's RI3 16,3054 9,936 756 BE7
Alpha N of ltems RI4 16,3793 8,613 795 880
806 5 RIS 16,4532 9,625 707 897
3. Perceived quality
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronhach's
Scale Mean if Variance if [tem-Total Alpha if Item
Reliability Statistics Item Deleted ltem Deleted Correlation Deleted
PQ1 11,8768 4874 707 822
Cronbach's PQ2 11,4975 5,004 699 826
Alpha N of ltems PQ3 11,5025 4,450 709 822
860 4 PQ4 11,4680 4,805 718 817
4. Private label attitude (before item PLA4 removal)
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Mean if Variance if Iltem-Total Alpha if ltem
Itern Deleted ltem Deleted Correlation Deleted
PLAT 15,9901 13535 733 752
PLAZ 16,2562 13,726 682 763
Reliability Statistics PLA3 16,6502 13,862 631 73
Cronbach's PLAS 16,6355 13193 668 TG4
Alpha M of tems PLAG 16,4532 13,843 671 765
8158 [ PLA4_inv 15,9458 17,22 A&7 872
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5. Perceived risk (before item PR2 removal)

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Meaniif Wariance if ltem-Total Alpha if ltem
Item Deleted ltem Deleted Correlation Deleted
FR1 121675 21,051 551 837
PR2_inv 12,1182 22,481 378 JBE0
FR3 12,1232 19,604 691 By
Reliability Statistics PR4 12,6897 19,908 648 823
Tronbachs FRE 12,7094 20,069 640 825
Alpha N of ltems PRE 12,3941 18,478 698 815
850 T FR7 12,7833 19,874 JGE6 821
6. Willingness to buy (before item WB3 removal)
tem-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Cronbach's
Scale Meanif Variance if Item-Total Alpha if ltem
Reliability Statistics Item Deleted Item Deletad Carrelation Deleted
Cronbach's WE1 6,6601 3,463 742 728
Alpha M of tems WB2 6,8227 3,208 803 663
835 3 WEB3 7,6700 3,618 561 07

Appendix II1. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

KMO and Bartlett's Test

Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity

df
Sig.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Approx. Chi-Sguare

3142310

889

300
,000

Rotated Factor Matrix®

Factor

Xis apleasantplace to
shop

¥ has a good image

| like to shop at X

The quality of products in
¥ is good

¥ offers a good overall
senice

It seems to me that other
people think badly about
myfinancial stuation
when they see that | buy
standard private labels

| dontfeel comfortable
buying standard private
label goods

I'm afraid of wasting
money buying private
label products

|'would notwant my
friends to find out that |
buy such store brands

Store brands products
are more likely to not live
up to my expectations
I'm more likely to regret a
purchase of store brands
than regular brands
Considering value for the
money, | prefer private
label brands to national
brands

‘When | buy a private label
brand, | always feel that |
am getting a good deal

Far most product
categories, the best huy
is usually the private lahel
brand

I love itwhen private label
brands are available for
the product categories |
purchase

Ilike to buy private labels

751

This store brand
appeared to be of very
high quality

3

ReE|

684

576

756

699

This store brand looks
attractive

This store hrand meets
my expectations

This store brand
appeared to be high
functional

Iwould buy these
products next time

The probability that |
would consider buying
SBs is high

I generally shop around
for lower prices on
products, but they still
must meet certain guality
requirements before | buy
them

When grocery shopping, |
compare the prices of
different brands to he
sure | getthe bestvalue
for the maoney

I'am very concermed
about low prices, butlam
equally concerned about
product quality

708

697

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring
Rotation Method: Varimas with Kaiser Mormalization

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Appendix IV. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

Initial model goodness-of-fit
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Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

RMR.GFI

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Baseline Comparisons

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

RMSEA

Model
Default model
Independence model

Model Fit Summary

CMIN

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

RMR, G FI

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

Baseline Comp arisons

Model

Default model
Saturated model
Independence model

PLAS

Model
Default model
Independence model

NPAR CMIN DF P CMINDF
57 355808 174 000 2,045

231 .000 0
21 2500.186 210 000 11,906

EMR GFl AGFI PGEH
062 850 801 640
.000 1,000
331 272 200 248

NFI RFI IFI TLI

Deltal rhol Delta2 rhol
858 828 922 904 921
1,000 1,000 1,000
000 000 000 000 .000

FMSEA LOS0 HIS PCLOSE
072 .061 .083 .001
232 224 241 .000

NPAR CMIN DF P CMINDE
54 192333 136 .001 1.414

190 .000 0
19 2157196 171 000 12.615

RMR GFI AGFI PGH
052 %09 873 651
. 1.000
325 294 216 265

NFI RFI IFI TLI

Deltal rhol Delta2 rhol
911 888 972 964 972
1,000 1,000 1,000
.000 000 000,000 .000

BMSEA LOS) HI90 PCLOSE
045 029 059 692
240 231 249 .000
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Appendix V. Structural model

Initial model

Model Fit Summary Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)
CMIN MI. Par Change
€30 <> PLA 41441 .165
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF e30 <> RI 23,090 -.087
Default model 52 234350 138 000 1,698 €28 <> PLA 13,151 -112
Saturated model 190 ,000 0 e28 <> RI 7.528 060
Independence model 19 2157,196 171 000 12.615 €22 <> 30 18,732 080
€22 <> €28 10,601 -.072
RMR, GFI e21 <> PLA 5128 065
el8 <= PLA 5,044 071
Model RMR  GFI AGFI PGFI el6 <> PLA 8036 -131
Default model 070 896 857 651 el <—-> €22 4,176 -.064
Saturated model ,000 1,000 el5 == 31 5,004 119
Independence model ;325 294 216 265 el0 =-> e30 43861 -.049
el <> 28 4745 059
Baseline Comparisons e9 <> FLA 7,683 -.075
e <> RI 4323 040
e9 <> €22 10,173 -.062
Model Deltsl shol Del2 rhoz  CF! €0 <> cl6 42909 066
Default model 891 865 952 940 951 €8 == €23 4081 -055
Saturated model 1,000 1,000 1,000 €8 <> 21 10620 -071
Independence model ~ ,000 ,000  ,000 ,000 000 e4 <> HA 5842 -129
ed <= 30 4273 -077
RMSEA ed <> el6 4,101 126
ed <> e 4657 084
e3 == el5 5,055 -111
Model RMSEA LO9 HIS PCLOSE ) <= o6 4338 066
Default model ,059 ,046 072 ,130 e2 > o8 4350 -043
Independence model ,240 ,231 ,249 ,000 2 <> &3 6,021 -078




Final model fit

CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default model 51 188.021 139 004 1353
Saturated model 190 000 0
Independence model 19 2157196 171 .000 12,615
RMR, GFI
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default model 053 911 878 667
Saturated model 000 1,000
Independence model 325 294 216 265
Baseline Comparisons
NFI  RFI IFT  TLI
Modcl Deltal rhol Delta2 tho2  CoT
Default model 013 893 976 970 975
Saturated model 1,000 1,000 1,000

Independence model ,000 .000 ,000 .000 000

RMSEA
Model REMSEA LO9 HI9 PCLOSE
Default model 042 025 056 813
Independence model 240 ,231 249 ,000
Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model)
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Regression Wei ghts: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate S.E. CR. P Label
PQ <-- RI 694 081 8614 ke
PR <-- RI 065 124 522,602
PR <-- PQ -568 158 -3505  kkx PQ
PLA =<--- PR -246 117 -2,108 035 PR
PLA =<--- PQ 1,097 132 8203  ‘kwk PR
WB <--- PLA 350,108 3310 ke PLA
WB <-- VC 227 075 3,020 003 FLA
WB  <-- PQ 373 236 1583 113 g%
WB  <-- PR -247 108 -2288 022 WEB
WB  <—-- RI 090 128 01 483 WE
WBl <--- WB 1,000 WE
WB2 <--- WB 1,035 059 17,582  ‘hwk WBI
VCl <—-- VC 1,000 WE2
V€2 < VC 1,205 177 6,824 ke vel
VC3 - VC 1,201,176 6840 k= Ve
RI2 <-- RI 1,000 ve3
RI3 =<-- RI 050 074 12005 ke RI2
RI4 <—-- RI 1,249 093 13420 RI3
RI5 =-- RI 076 086 11370 ke RI4
PRl <-- PR 1,000 RIS
PR3 <--- PR 1,364 160 8540 PRI
PR5 <--- PR 1,057 145 7270 ke FR3
PR6 <--- PR 1,522 181 8417 PR3
PQl <-- PQ 1,000 E‘éﬁ
PQ3 <-- PQ 1,057 092 11496 PO3
PQ4 <-- PQ 1,006 008 10214 PO
PLA1 <—-- PLA 1,000 FLAL
PLA2 <-- PLA 760 061 12480 ks PLA2
PLAS <--- PLA 577075 717 ke PLAS

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model)

MI  Par Change
el® <> e31 4,003 078
el <--> €20 7,540 -,104
e16 <> 22 4218 -.060
el5 <--> e31 4,808 117
el2 <--> €20 5,505 084
el0 <--> 20 8,155 084
eld <--> el6 4,273 -.078
ed <> 20 6,967 -,.064
€0 <> 22 8514 -054
ed <> el3 4,197 -,054
e8 <> 23 4,526 -,054
e8 <> e21 8018 -.061
e8 <> ¢9 4161 041
ed <--> e30 7238 -102
ed <--> €0 4,549 ,083
el <-> el5 5,012 -110
el =--> el6 4,205 -,064
e2 <> e3 6,031 -.078

Standar dized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)

Estimate
<= RI 763
< RI 075
< PQ -,601
< PR -,153
<--= PQ ,720
< PLA 389
<emm VC ,180
< PQ 266
< PR -,167
<= RI 071
< WB 010
<e-- WB 914
“w VC 685
<men VC 679
<ee VC 717
< RI 817
<= RI 817
< RI 843
<--= RI ,740
< PR 625
<--- PR ,809
<-- PR 632
<--- PR 784
< PQ 724
< PQ 741
<ee PQ ,791
< PLA 091
<--- PLA ,738
< PLA 507
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Appendix V1. Supplementary analysis

Cluster analysis
ANOVA
Cluster Errar
Mean Sguare df Mean Sguare df F Sig.
Retailerimage 7,537 2 835 200 8,064 ,000
Perceived risk 18,815 2 822 200 22,893 ,000
Perceived quality 2,837 2 981 200 2,995 052
Willingness to buy 38,640 2 624 200 61,962 ,000
Yalue consciousness 38,751 2 JB12 200 64,900 ,000
Private label attitude §,509 2 45 200 6,889 001

The F tests should he used only for descriptive purposes because the clusters have heen chosento
maximize the differences among cases in different clusters. The observed significance levels are not
corrected for this and thus cannot be interpreted as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster means are

equal.
Final Cluster Centers
Cluster
1 2 3
Number of Cases in each —
Cluster Retailerimage 20411 | -20240 | 41514
Perceived risk -
Tluster 1 33,000 i ‘ I 62035 32207 53492
erceived quali - -
2 130,000 pere quality 38607 07483 ,07497
3 40,000 Wllllngness.to huy 61982 21505 | -1,21026
valid 203,000 Walue consciousness | -1,41950 26214 31913
Missing 000 Private lahel attitude -02750 15866 -, 49296
Stores comparison
Effect sizes
Retailer image
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Retailerimags
Type Il Sum Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig Squared
Corrected Model 10,2847 4 2,571 2,708 032 083
Intercept 2,094 1 2,994 3153 077 016
Store 10,284 4 2,571 2,708 032 053
Errar 183256 193 950
Total 193,559 198
GCorrected Total 193,541 197
a. R Squared = ,053 (Adjusted R Squared =,034)
Perceived quality
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Perceived quality
Type Il Sum Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig Squared
Corrected Model 39,794% 4 9,949 12,281 000 ,203
Intercept 8,280 1 8,280 10,222 002 050
Store 39,794 4 9,949 12,281 000 203
Error 156,342 193 810
Total 196191 1498
Corrected Total 196,136 197
a. R Squared =,203 (Adjusted R Squared = ,186)
Private label attitude
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variabls: Private label attitude
Type Il SUMm Fartial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square F sig Squared
Corrected Model 10,7567 4 2,689 2,846 025 056
Intercept 001 1 001 001 78 000
Store 10,756 4 2,689 2,846 025 056
Errar 182,324 183 945
Total 183,081 198
Corrected Total 183,080 187

3. R Squared = 056 (Adjusted R Squared = 036)

Iteration History®

Change in Cluster Centers
Iteration 1 2 3
1 2,894 2,713 2,798
2 865 079 801
3 464 062 403
4 339 050 387
5 136 023 337
3] ,297 070 562
7 159 087 504
8 126 101 456
9 ,089 ,040 193
10 098 041 164
11 064 061 220
12 ,aoo 019 080
13 ,a00 ,000 ,000

a. Convergence achieved due to no or small
change in cluster centers. The maximum
absolute coordinate change for any center
is ,000. The current iteration is 13. The
minimum distance between initial centers
is 7,724




Muftiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
. Mezn 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (-
DependentVarlable () Store {J) Stare Jy Bt Error Sig. | LowsrBound | Upper Bound
Retailer image Perekrestok Lenta 22758628 | ATTSTIED 703 - 2614216 165942
Whusvll - 05818764 | 22744170 939 - GH45030 5681277
Sarokat - ATTETI4 | 25751744 346 -1,1867093 2315624
Yandex Lavka -, 29247582 | 34066355 B2 -1,23057 44 JSds6E224
Lenta FPerekrestok -, 21TEBG28 | ATTATYED 703 - T165942 2E14216
Whusvill - 28577392 | 20264176 622 - B437965 2722486
Samokat - 705159727 | 23590071 026 -1, 3547688 - 0555507
Yandex.Lavka = 52006210 | 32463143 ALE =1,4140124 AT3gB82
Wkuswill Parekrastok 05818764 | 22744170 Relel] - 5EB12TT JGB45030
Lenta J2BETTILY | 20264176 622 - 2722486 JA43ITHES
Samokat - 41938579 | 27530862 548 S ATTTENE 33830902
Yandax Lavka -,23428818 | 35437385 64 A,2101413 415650
Samakal Parakrastok ATTETIAZ | 25781744 346 -,2315624 1,18670583
Lenta 705 5727 | 23590071 026 0555507 1,3547688
Whusvill 41938579 | 27539862 548 - 3389902 11777618
Yandax Lavka 8503761 | 37438788 o8a - 24586490 1. 2160642
YandexlLavka Parekrestok 25247582 | 34066355 a2 - G6456228 1.2305744
Lenta 52006210 | 32463143 498 -, 3738882 14140124
Vkuswill ,23428818 | 35437385 JBE4 - T41 5650 1.2101413
Samokat - 18509761 | 37438788 988 -1,2160642 A458690
Percaived risk Parakrestok Lanta - 05096784 | 17454283 897 - 5406133 A206776
Vkusill 219685180 | 22355233 \BG3 -, 3968529 8352567
Samokat ,35303414 | 25311366 632 -, 3430749 1.05004321
Yandex Lavka - 07138822 | 33483789 1,000 - 9934445 B506680
Lenta Perekrestok 05906784 | 17454283 897 - 4206776 5406133
Whusvill VATIE18T3 | 19917640 626 - 260860 A280896
Samokal A1300188 | 22186650 288 -, 22648982 10515021
Yandex Lavka -01142038 | 319079894 1,000 - 8900833 JAET24Z46
Whusvill Perekrestok -,21965190 | 22355233 B63 - BI52567 3959529
Lanta - 27061973 | 19917640 626 - 8280996 2688601
Samokat 13338225 | 27068505 Gaa - 6120248 ATETRSI
Yandex Lavka -29104012 | 34831373 514 -1,25020563 JGEE1251
Samokat Perekrestok - 35303414 | 25311366 632 -1,0500431 3439749
Lenta - 41300198 | 231865850 388 -1,0615021 2254082
Whusvill = 13338225 | 27068305 Gaa - 87878493 120248
YandexLavka = 42442236 | 36798551 Jgig =1,4377585 ABga138
Yandex Lavka  Pearekresiok ,O7138822 | 33483780 1,000 - B506ER0 AB34445
Lenta 01142038 | 31307994 1,000 - BET2426 000833
Vhusvill 29104012 | 34831373 G140 - BEE1251 1.2502053
Samokat 42442236 | 36708551 e - 5889138 14377585
Farceived quality Ferakrasiok Lenta JDE8TE3853 | 16402170 BTE - 3541345 SaE21145
Vkuswill -,QDESEHE. 21007700 oo -1,4813616 - 3243671
Samokat - 809116139 | 23785642 002 -1,5461560 -, 136166
Yandex.Lavka - BOG65286 | 31465447 034 -1,7631282 - D301 765
Larta FParakrestok -, 08753853 | 16402170 976 - 5482115 4541345
Vkusyill -1 ,DEIEIdIZIESE' JABTITOM oo -1,5158214 - AB49B44
Samokat -,QEEBQEQEI L21788010 Jooa -1,5887124 -, JBBEBT4
Yandex.Lavka -99419138° | 209A4638 010 -1,8198501 - 1684026
Whusvlll Parokrastok S0286436 | 21007700 oo JE2436T 14813616
Lenta 1.DEIEIJIEI28E|' JBTIT0H Jooo AB45544 16158214
Samaokat 01170287 | 2543724 1,000 - GBBTT23 7121782
Yandex Lavka 0621150 | 32731801 1,000 - 8951365 A0TEE99
Samakat Perekrestok 89116139 [ 23785642 o2 2361668 1.5461560
Lanta gas69082° | 21788010 i) ZHBEAT4 1.5887124
Vkusyll - 01170287 | 25437241 1,000 - 7121782 JGBETTZ]
Yandex Lavka - 00549147 | 34580401 1,000 - G5TT455 JSHAETEZE
Yandexlavka Perekrestok BIGES2EE | 31455447 039 0301765 1,7631242
Lanta 59419138° | 29984638 010 JA6B4926 18198001
Whusll - 00621150 | 3273180 1,000 - 3075599 B951368
Samokat 00543747 | 24580401 1,000 - Q4ABTEZE OETTAES |




Willingness to buy Perzkrestok Lenta 03384615 | 18336100 1,000 - 4710822 H3IBTTAS
Viusiill - 03637099 | 23484653 1,000 - GR30TT G103351

Samokat -, 36054934 | 26580134 JB5T -1,0827723 AT16T36

YandexLavka -, 08822885 | 35175441 Jbga -1,0568609 JAB04100

Lenta Perekrestok -033B4615 | 18336100 1,000 - 53BTT4S 4T10822
Vikusill - 07021714 | 20923310 097 - G4E40T1 5059728

Samokat -, 39438550 | 24358084 487 -1,0651536 ATEIE26

Yandes.Lavka = 12207610 | 33520034 996 «1,0451304 B0097a2

Whuswill Farakraslok JOIE3T0RS | 234B4653 1,000 - G103351 JGB30TT
Lenta 07021714 | 208923310 BaT - G0HST2E 46407

Samokat - 32417836 | 28436467 785 -1,1072445 A5BHBTE

Yandax.Lavka - 05185806 | 36581107 1,000 -1,0594826 A55T64T

Samakat Parakrastok 36054934 | 26590134 JG5T - 3T16736 1,0827723
Lenta ,39438550 | 24358084 437 - 2TE3626 1065156324

Vkuswill GA4T836 | 2B4A3G46T 785 - 4588878 1.1072445

Yandex.Lavka 27231939 | 3BESTEES 55 - 7922120 1.3368508

YandexLavka Parekrestok 08822995 | 35175441 999 - 2804100 10568629
Lenta A2207610 | 33520034 Rl - B0087R2 10451304

Vkuswill JO51B5REE | 36591107 1,000 - BEATEAT 1.0594B24

Samokat -, 27231939 | 3BE5TEED 855 -1,3368508 7922120

Walug consciousness  Perekrasiok Lanta - 16474714 | 18159689 895 - 865510 364248
Wiusll LO527T1T80 | 23309941 898 - 580917H 046129

Samokal 4643416 | 26382318 1,000 - G803415 732054

Yandex Lavka - 06181854 | 34913755 1,000 -1,0233523 ABg5152

Lenta Perekrastok 6474714 | 18199685 895 - 3364248 GES9191
Viusll V21746504 | 20768247 B33 - 3544383 TB93654

Sarmokat LT118130 | 24176874 JB0E - 4545868 AT6E454

Yandex Lavka 0282860 | ,332TDEGE4 Rt - B133587 1.01%01549

Whusvill Ferekrastok - 05271700 [ 23300941 8948 - G946129 SRO1TT
Lenta -, 21746504 | 20768247 B33 - 7HO93664 544383

Samokat - 00628374 | 282245916 1,000 - 7835243 109568

YandexLavka - 11463644 | 36318880 Rl 11147838 JABS4E11T

Samokat Perekrestok - 04643416 | 26392318 1,000 - 77320088 JGBO34T 5
Lenta - 21118130 | 24176874 906 - B76E9454 4545868

Viusll 00628374 | 28224916 1,000 - 7709568 TB35243

Yandes.Lavka - 10835270 | 38370077 898 A1 1649646 A482552

YWandexLavka Perekreslok JDE1B1854 | 349137558 1,000 -,889085152 1,0233523
Lenta - 10282860 | 33270664 JGaa -1,0180159 8133587

Viusill 1463644 | 36318885 998 - BB54911 11147639

Samokat J0835270 | L 3B3TOOTY 899 - 24B2542 11649646

Private label attitude Perakrasiaok Lenta A2T12744 | 47712740 52 - d60o352 148801
Vkusill -, 358962518 | 22886262 5089 - 9843457 26500853

Samokat 53365166 | 25686167 234 - 1736784 1.2408817

Yandex.Lavka 2243958 | 33979606 1,000 - 913270 A581493

Lenta Parekrastok = 12712744 | ATT12740 852 - &148901 Ae0E3s2
Vkuswill - 48675262 | 20212574 1T -1,0433542 0698429

Samokat ADE52421 ,2352063840 414 -, 2414306 10544750

Yandex Lavka - 1046BTRE | 32380477 998 - 963617 T BEIBE0

Wihusvill Parekrastok 350962518 | 22686262 508 - 2650953 AB43457
Lanta AB6T5262 | 20212574 AT - 0692489 1.0433542

Samokat Ba327 Fe4 | 27469732 012 1368321 1.6497216

Yandex Lavka J3B2084T6 | 35347144 B - 5913034 1.3554329

Samakat Perekrestok - 53365166 | 25686167 234 -1, 2409817 AT36784
Lanta - 40652421 | 23525859 A8 -1,0544790 2414306

Vkuswill -.8932?581' 27468732 o2 =1,6487216 -, 1368321

Yandex Lavka - 51121208 | 37343451 648 -1,5305533 5171282

YandexlLavka Perekrestok -, 02243958 | 33970606 1,000 - 2561403 4132701
Lenta J0468TBE | 32380477 998 - THESE60 AOE3617

Whusill -, 38206476 | 35347144 B16 «1,3554329 A913034

Samokal A1121208 | 37343481 JGag - 5171262 1.5395633

* The mean diffzrence is significant atthe 0.05 laval.




Appendix VII. Questionnaire

The questionnaire is presented for the option Lenta.

Pazgen 1.

B 5TOM Pa3fiene 5aM NPEACTOMT OTBETHTL Ha BONPOCH O PA3HbIX ACTIEKTAX BALLErD
OTHOIWISHWA K NOKYMKE NDOAYKTOS W GDEHAAM, KOTCDbIE Bbl NPHUOGPETasTE.

I'Iomaﬂyﬁma, OTMeTeTe CTeNeHb COrMacuA CO CNeqyownMe yTBepHAEHHAMKL *

TouHo He Cropee e 3aTpyoxsioch  Cxopee  TouHo Npo
Npo MEHA NP0 MEHA OTBETHTL npo MeHA Mexs

LNA MeHA BasHbl

HM3KHE LEHEI, HO

LA MEHA HE MeHee O O O O O
BEWHO W K3YECTEO

Tosapos

f CRABHMBAND LeHbI

Ha pasHble BPEH b,

WTOBbI BbITh

YBEPEHHBIM, UTO & O O @] O O
nonyyy nydwes

COOTHOWeHHE

LgHbI M KaUecTa

Kak npasuno, f

WLLY TOBApbI N0

HH3KKM LieHaM, Ho

OHM BCE PABHO

LONXHDI GbITh O O O O O
LOCTaTo4HOTO

KauecTsa, UTossl 8

WX Kynun(a)

A Mory o6oTH

HECKONEKO

NpoAYKTOBbIX

MArasuHoB B

NOMCKe TOBAPOE C @) @) O O O
YOOBNETEOPAMLMM

MeHA

COOTHOWEHHEM

L|EHa-KAYECTBO

B 3TOM pasgene BaM NPeJCTOUT OTBETUTL Ha BOMPOCHI 0 ceTy JIeHTa 1 ee COBCTBEHHOM
TOproBoit Mapke "JleHTa"

Kak 4acTo Bbl MokynaeTe NpoAyKTbl MO CO6CTBEHHON TOProBoi MapKoi: *

Hukorpa O O O O O Bcerpa

Bbl6epnTe U3 CNCKa ORHOMO peTeinepa, C COBCTBEHHLIMU TOPrOBbLIMHU *
MapKami KOTOpOro Bbl 3HaKOMbI fyulLe BCEro:

lMepekpecTok
NeHTa
BkycBunn
Camokar

Asbyka BKyca

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Anpekc./laBka

Hasap Danee Ouuctute popmy

B MarasuHax kakoit TOproBoii CETH Bbl Yallle BCEro CoBepluaeTe NoKynku?
(BOSMOXHO HECKONbKO BapUaHTOB OTBETOB)

MepekpecTok

Marnut

MaTepoyka

Newta

Awnken

Bkycsunn

Camokar

As6byka BKyca

AHpekc.flaBka

I Y Y

Opyroe:

KakuM cnoco6om Bbl NpUoGpeTaeTe NPOAYyKThI? *
(O NpeanounTaio 3aka3bIBaTh NPOAYKTLI OHNAIH
(O MpeanouuTato nocewars marasiH

O 1 NoKynato NPOAYKTbI Kak OHNalH, Tak U oppnanH

O Bpyroe:

Hasap Danee Qunctnts Gopmy

MoxanyiicTa, OTMETbTe CTENEHb COrNacus o CNeayoLLMMU YTBEPKAEHUAMU: *

MonHocTblo  Ckopee He  3aTpyAHAIOCH Ckopee MonHocTbio
He CornlaceH  cornaceH oTBETUTL cornaceH  cornacex

B Nlente
NpUATHO
cosepwarb O O O O O

NOKYMNKK

Y NeHTbl

xopowit O O O O O

UMLK
B Nette

npoayKTbI

Xopouero @) (@) ©) (@) (@)
KayecTBa

A nrobnio

cosepwarb

MOKYMKN B O O O O O
Nenre

B Nlente

Xopowwit O O O O O

cepsuc
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MproBpeTany Nu Bbl paHee COBCTBEHHbIE TOProBule Mapku ceTu JlenTa?

OMECLUB
BONVIDA amity Ce
Qnm == i :f’ W
FRESH Délisse C E

3aTpyAHAIICH OTBETHTHL

[anee Bam NpeACTOUT OTBETUTE Ha BONPOCH! O BPEHAE NPOAYKTOB "JleHTa"

MoxanyAcTa, OTMETbTE CTeNeHb COrNacka CO CNeAyWMMI YTEEDKIAEHUAMMU *

MonHocTe:o  Cxopee He  3aTpygHsmCH Cropes MonHocTer

HE COMMaced  COMMaceH OTEETUTD COFMaceH  COTNaceH
Mre HpasuTeA

NoKYNaTh

NpOAYKTHI NOA O (@] O
EpEHIOM - -

“Nenta”

Mre HpaBuTCH,

Korga B

KaTeropuw, roe

£ COBEpLIEIo —~ =

NOKYNKY, 8CTh W L,

NPOAYKT Nof,

GpeHgom

“NeHTa”

B

BONMbMHCTEE

NPOAYKTOBbIX

KaTeropui

NPOLYKTHI NoA @) O @) C O
Spermom - - -
"NewHTa" - 370

NYYWHA

Boifop

B uenom,

NPOAYKTHI NoA

6peraom O @)

“NexTa" xyxe - -

o KauecTsy

Ecnn

NPHHUMETD BO

BHUMaHHE

COOTHOLEHHE

uera- ~

KayecTso, TO A W \

npegnouty

Gpexg “JlenTa”

0GbIYHOMY

SpeHay

A cumMTato, uto

cOBEpLIatD

YAAUHYIO

NOKYMKY,

Korga (@] C
noKynamn -

NPOAYKTbI NoA

BpeHgom

"NexTa"

MpuobpeTanu N Bbl paHee NPoAYKTE! Nog 6peHgom "NexTa'? *

3aTYAHAIOCE 0TBETUTL

MoxanyAcTa, OTMETHTE CTENeHs COMIAckA CO CNEAYOLMMI YTBEDXASHUAMMN: *

MonHOCTBi CKOpEe He 3aTpyaHAKch  Ckopee  MMONHOCTBID
HE COTNACeH  COMMaceH OTBETUTH COTNaceH  COMNaceH

Al cumTaro, ¥To

npoayKTl noa

BpeHaom

"NeHTa" o4eHs O O
BbICOKOTO

KauecTBa

A cuuTao, yTo

npoAyKThI oA

BpeHaom

"NewHTa" X0poLLO O O
BbINOMHAIOT

CBOM (yHKUMM

MpoaykTbl nog

BpeHAoM

Tenta" O O
BbITARAT

NPHBNEKATENbLHO

MpoaykTsl nog

BpeHaom

TNexta"

COOTBETCTBYIOT O O
MonM

OKMLEHUAM

MlomanyiicTs, BTMETLTS CTENENS COPRECHS 5O SRS AWM yTESpR MM

Cropee
corna

A ¢ Sonewed

T

ceeas o o o o O
NenTta’ uemo

‘ofsluHOro

Spesna

A ysepeniz)
uro npogyxT

Newra Gyaet
reomeszpan, O O o O o
P

Mpoaykrs:
Tlewta™ nssor

SonLuyio

sepommeocTs o) @) o @) O
we anpazaats

e

-

9 6u1 e
xaren(a)
STOBL Mo
apyasA

aHaxousie
yosamston O o o o o
nokynzio

MPOAYKTLI OR

Gpesinom

Newra

Mese He
xomgopT=0

noKynaT

moapcren O o o o o
Gpesinom

Tesa’

MPOAYKTLI 0R
Spemaom
Newra

Mee KameTes,
w2 apyie
o myaor
e p—
duiaHcoBoM
p— 0 ®) 0 0 e)
KOTAa BUARAT,
umz A oKy
NPOAYKTE NOG
Gpesnom
TNenra
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TMoxanyAcTa, yKaXuTe Ball ropoa NPOKMBaHKA *

CaHKT-TeTeptypr

Mocksa

MowanyicTa OTMETETE CEOS COMMECHE SO CNSAYHILMMN YTESNMASHMAMA: ¥

MorsocTeso  CrOpee He  33TpyaHAKCE
HE COTMACEH  COMMECEH oTEETHTE

EcTb Beicoxas

EEDOATHOCTE,

uto A

PECCMOTRID

NpOAYKTEI RO O O O
Spesaom

Tenta”x

nokymEe

A G wymwn(a)

NpOAYKTEI RO

Spesaom

Newta' = O O @]
ChEqyRoLLmi

noxog No

METEZHHEM

A npeancuty

KyMUTE

npoayKTEI Nog

fpesaom

Nenta’, (2 () (2
HECMOTPA Ha

HEAMuie

Apyri:

S20MEHTOR

Hasan Aanee

I'IomanyﬁCTa, OTMETbTE YyTBEPKASHWE Haubonee Bnusko ONUCblBakoLLEee Ball YPOBEHb

poxona

[eHer eiBa XBaTaeT Ha NPoAYKTbI

Opyroe..
Cuopes MonHocTexn
coTnECEH  COMMECER
YkaxuTe Baw non *
MyxeKoi

PKeHckuit

Opyroe..

O O Moxany#icTa, ykaxuTe Ball BospacT *
<18
1825
26-35
(2 () 36-45
45-55
56-65

=65

OuMETHTE Sepmy

[eHer XBaTaeT Ha NPOAYKTEI, HO NOKYNKAE 0feMAbl Bbi3bIBAET 3aTRYAHEHUA

[eHer Ha NpoayKTel M OOEMAY XBATAET, HO NOKYNKa KDyFIHDﬁ BbITOBOM TEXHUKMN ABNSETCA ONA MEHA 33...

Mory 6e3 TpyAa NPHOBPETaTh KPYNHYH B5ITOBYH TEXHUKY, HO NMOKYMKa HOBOTe aBTOMOGUNA 6bINa 66l 3.

MaTepuansHbIX 3aTPYGHEHHIA HE HCTLITLIBALD, NP HEOBXOAMMOCTW MOTY MPHOBPECTH KBAPTHDY, LOM W...

Cnacubo 3a npoxoxaeHne onpocal

Hammure KHOMKY OTI'IDBEMT!:, YTOOLI 3aKOHYUTE
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