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Abstract 

 

Relationships and characteristics that influence consumers’ purchase decision between store brand and 

manufacturer brand product offerings have emerged as an interesting and practical area of research. From a 

management perspective, understanding the process by which consumers make purchase choices between these 

brand offerings would lead to both theoretical and practical applications. Therefore, this study attempts to 

enhance understanding about the factors that influence consumers’ manufacturer versus store brand purchase 

decisions. A conceptual model is developed to integrate the manner by which a consumer’s motivation to 

conform to the perceived social norm of purchasing manufacturer brand products influences this purchase 

decision. The model is tested using survey data. Findings indicate the importance of the intensity of perceived 

differences between store brand and manufacturer brand product offerings in affecting consumers’ purchase 

intention of these products. The relationship is also mediated by consumers’ motivation to conform to 

manufacturer brand products in their purchase decision. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

According to Private Label Manufacturers’ Association (2013), private label brands garnered 17 percent 

market share and a record-breaking $108 billion in 2012, and private labels have been outpacing national brands 

by more than a 2:1 margin since 2009. Furthermore, the 2013 Private Label Yearbook averred that almost one-

quarter of all units sold in grocery stores in 2012 were private label options (Private Label Manufacturers’ 

Association 2013). Moreover, a study by Nielsen (2011) found that two-thirds of global consumers in developed 

markets in Europe, the Pacific, and North America perceived private label brands to be a very viable alternative 

to national brands. The foregoing highlights the seeming unabated success private label products have been 

capturing.  

Stocking private label product lines gives a retailer more discretion over the products to be managed. Store 

brand product lines also, among other things, allow retailers to take advantage of the effects of “umbrella 

branding,” which occur when the same brand name is carried across multiple product categories, as is often the 

case with store brand products (Chintagunta, 2002).   

Notwithstanding the salutary impact that private labels can have for retailers, as well as the tremendous 

growth in private label offerings, selling private label products can be a double-edge sword. Indeed, differences 

in objective or perceived product attributes and marketing activities between manufacturer and store brands may 

cause different perceptions and preferences among consumers (Baltas, 2004)—both favourable and 

unfavourable. Consequently, store brand products are not always preferred or purchased by consumers. In fact, 

many consumers make a conscious effort to purchase manufacturer brands, even when they are priced higher 

than store brand counterparts (Albayrak and Aslan, 2009; Dick, Jain, and Richardson, 1995; Govender and 

Govender, 2013; Sethuraman and Cole, 1999; Sethuraman, 2000).   

Research has found that store brands are viewed as more risky than manufacturer brands (Sheau-Fen, 

Leong, and Yu-Ghee, 2012). Manzur, Olavarrieta, Hidalgo, Farías, and Uribe (2011) discerned that consumers’ 

manufacturer brand loyalty increases their favourable attitude toward the manufacturer’s brand and decreases it 

toward the store brand. Martínez-Ruiz, Jiménez-Zarco, Barba-Sánchez, and Izquierdo-Yusta (2010) ascertained 

that consumers’ level of satisfaction with store brands was partly a function of the quality image of the store. 

Therefore, identifying variables that influence consumers’ store brand or manufacturer brand purchase intention 

would enable brand managers to better understand and influence this decision.   

To assist practitioners in the foregoing issue, the present study examined the relationship between variables 

identified as influencing factors in the purchase of manufacturer versus store brand grocery products. Grocery 

offerings were utilized as the focal point to be consistent with much extant work that has examined national 

versus private label products in a grocery context (e.g., Boutsouki, Zoto, and Masouti, 2008; Huang and Voges, 

2011; Kumar, Reddy, and Mahathi, 2014; Mandhachitara, Shannon, and Hadjicharalambous, 2007; Wyma et al., 

2012). In addition, because of astronomical growth private brand grocery products have experienced over the 

past several years (Strom, 2013), focusing on national versus private label products in a grocery context seemed 

especially pertinent from a marketing management perspective. 

Study variables included brand differential, which could conceivably affect consumer’s store brand 

purchase intention. In addition, the effect of social influence on the store brand purchase decision is 

investigated. This is explored by examining a consumer’s motivation to conform to the intention to purchase a 

manufacturer brand offering (purchase intention). Further, a consumer’s motivation to conform to buy 

manufacturer brand products is purported to mediate the relationship between brand differential and a 

consumer’s intention to purchase the manufacturer brand of a given product offering. For reader clarity and 

consistency, the definition of private label or store brand used throughout this paper is a brand “created and 

owned by a specific chain of stores” (Murphy, 1987, p. 7).  

The three foregoing constructs were included in the present work for several reasons. First, all three have 

been examined extensively in a national versus private brand context (as will become apparent below). They 

have not, however, been considered collectively in extant published research. Exploring this concatenation has 

merit to discern how the variables relate with one another. Second, purchase intention was included because 

intention is considered the immediate precursor of an individual’s behaviour (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). As 

such, it is regarded as an especially critical construct in the study of consumer behavior (e.g., Solomon, 2012).  

Third, most empirical efforts focusing on the national-private brand dichotomy were conducted over ten years 

ago. Only recently (as noted below) have scholars resumed reconnoitring it. Given the economic swoon that 

enveloped much of the world beginning in 2008, empiricism pertaining to the foregoing issue seems apposite 

owing to macro-environmental differences between the earlier studies and current conditions.  
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2 CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

The proposed conceptual model (Figure 1) incorporates three variables:  brand differential, motivation to 

conform to the norm of purchasing manufacturer brand products, and intention to purchase the manufacturer 

brand of a given product offering. Brand differential is proposed to directly influence a consumer’s motivation 

to conform to the norm of purchasing a manufacturer brand product, as well as intention to purchase the 

manufacturer (rather than the store) brand of a given product offering. In addition, motivation to conform to the 

norm of purchasing manufacturer brand products is purported to mediate the relationship between brand 

differential and a consumer’s intention to purchase the manufacturer brand of a given product offering. 

2.1 Brand Differential 

For the purpose of this study, brand differential is defined as the perceived difference between the store 

brand and the manufacturer brand offering of the same type of product (Dick, Jain, and Richardson, 1995; 

Erdem, Zhao, and Valenzuela, 2004; Sethuraman and Cole, 1999). Such differences include both extrinsic cues 

(i.e., indirect indicators)—such as brand name, advertising, and packaging—and intrinsic cues (i.e., direct 

indicators)—such as ingredients, taste, and product quality (Dick, Jain, and Richardson, 1996).   

2.2 Motivation to Conform 

Motivation to conform to purchase a manufacturer’s brand product is derived from the consumer’s level of 

internal recognition and importance placed on his or her social influence driving conformity toward the 

manufacturer’s brand when making a product purchase decision (Ailawadi et al., 2001; Bearden and Rose, 

1990). It encompasses how an individual’s “significant others” feel about some topic (i.e., here it deals with 

their affect toward the purchase of a manufacturer’s brand offerings) and the degree to which the individual 

desires to comply with those feelings. This construct is a major component of the theory of reasoned action 

developed and promulgated by Fishbein and Ajzen (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).   

The theory propounds that the two major precursors of an individual’s behavioral intention are his/her 

attitude toward the behavior and subjective norm (of which motivation to conform is a crucial variable).  

Attitude measures the degree to which the individual has a favourable or unfavourable evaluation toward the 

behaviour. Subjective norm assesses the impact that peers have on one’s intention to act. Attitude and subjective 

norm are posited to shape the individual’s behavioral intention, which directly influences one’s actual behavior.  

The theory has obtained relatively strong empirical support (e.g., Albarracin et al., 2001; Hale, Householder, 

and Greene, 2002; Randall and Wolff, 1994).  The motivation to conform feature of the theory is particularly 

apropos in the current context, as scholars have found that various aspects of social conformity are related to 

one’s intention to purchase manufacturer brand products (as discussed below). 

Admittedly, some scholars have found that consumers may attempt to “escape” the social influence placed 

on them (e.g., Labrecque, Krishen, and Grzeskowiak, 2011).  Nonetheless, a plethora of research has ascertained 

that social influence has a strong impact on whether consumers purchase a national or store brand product.  

Kavmark, Powers, and Sandahl (2012) promulgated that social risk—“pressures from consumers’ peers to act a 

certain way, or behave a certain way”—will likely affect what they buy.  For instance, if one feels that his/her 

counterparts regard a particular product inimically, then he/she will eschew that offering to avoid negative 

repercussions that could ensue by deviating from the group “standard”. Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007) examined 

social risk vis-à-vis grocery products.  They observed that, when considering making a purchase in a high social 

risk product class, the purchaser may opt for the national brand rather than its private label alternative.  Indeed, 

Kavmark, Powers, and Sandahl (2012, p. 7, 8) asserted, “Private label brand success is greater in product 

categories where social factor is less influential…[P]rivate labels have failed…due to the high influence level of 

social pressure.” 

Mandhachitara, Shannon, and Hadjicharalambous (2007) found that a sense of belonging induces 

consumers to be more inclined to purchase national rather than private label grocery brands. The researchers’ 

rationale was that individuals identify themselves—at least partially—with respect to their social groups, as well 

as with those with whom they have direct and recurring contact. Accordingly, if consumers have strong social 

commitment to their respective groups, the more they perceive the group as partially defining who they are. 

They thus accommodate to group norms to maintain “…social harmony, interpersonal sensitivity, conformity, 

and readiness to be influenced by other people” (p. 74).    

2.3 Purchase Intention   

Purchase intention is defined as a consumer’s intention to purchase the manufacturer versus store brand of 

a given product offering. Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) averred that behavioral 

intention is the immediate antecedent of an individual’s behavior.  Accordingly, purchase intention is considered 

to be an especially important construct in consumer behavior research (e.g., Solomon, 2012).   
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model 

 

3 HYPOTHESES 

3.1 Effects of Brand Differential on Motivation to Conform and Purchase Intention 

Some individuals reluctant to opt for store brands regard these offerings as possessing lower quality, fewer 

reliable ingredients, and decreased nutritional value (Dick, Jain, and Richardson, 1996); such perceptions are 

redolent of a brand differential with national brands. Brand differential may influence the motivation to conform 

in a consumer’s purchase decision. Conceptually, Lascu and Zinkhan (1999) proposed that the level of brand 

differential is one of the brand characteristics that affect consumers’ tendencies to exhibit conformity in their 

purchase decisions. As the differences between the store brand and manufacturer brand products become more 

pronounced, brand differential increases. As brand differential augments, consumers affected by social influence 

will be more likely to exhibit greater motivation to conform.   

An increase in motivation to conform will increase the likelihood of a purchase intention aligned with the 

subjective norm (e.g., Ajzen and Fishbein, 1970; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Proclivity to purchase the 

manufacturer brand is partially a function of the subjective norm, which has been supported empirically by 

Ailawadi, Neslin, and Gedenk (2001) and Sethuraman (2000). Kavmark, Powers, and Sandahl (2012) indicated 

that when social risk is high, consumers are inclined to opt for the manufacturer brand. Moreover, Wyma et al. 

(2012) observed that consumers inclined to be “conformist” in their behaviour tend to be somewhat more likely 

to opt for national brand grocery products.   

 

H1:  As the perceived brand differential between a manufacturer’s brand product and a store brand product 

increases, consumers’ motivation to conform to the norm of purchasing a manufacturer’s brand product will 

increase. 

 

Neslin and Gedenk (2001) observed that motivation to conform, as a psychographic variable, directly 

influences purchase intention. Furthermore, Dick, Jain, and Richardson (1996) empirically supported a direct 

relationship between store brand purchase behaviours and types of cues used when consumers evaluate product 

quality. Moreover, they discerned that consumers more reluctant to select store brands considered such products 

to have reduced quality, fewer reliable ingredients, and less nutritional value (thus brand differential). 

Sethuraman and Cole (1999) reported that, as the perceived quality differential between manufacturer and store 

brand products increases, consumers are willing to pay a higher price premium for the manufacturer brand 

product. Also, Huang and Voges (2011) discovered that consumers have a lower propensity to purchase private 

label products when they perceived a larger quality difference between the two types of products (the difference 

being in favour of the manufacturer’s brand).    

 

H2:  The stronger the perceived brand differential between a manufacturer’s brand products and store 

brand products, the weaker consumers’ intention to purchase a store brand product. 

3.2 Effects of Motivation to Conform on Purchase Intention 

Purchase intention is conceptualized on a scale from the intention to purchase store brands to the opposite 

dimension, the intention to purchase manufacturer brands.  Because the manufacturer’s brand has been the 

traditional product choice, it is proposed that the relationship between motivation to conform and purchase 

intention will operate in such a manner that as motivation to conform increases, consumer purchase intention 

will shift toward an intention to purchase the manufacturer brand product offering (Ailawadi, Neslin, and 

Gedenk, 2001).  In fact, Sethuraman and Cole (1999) discerned that motivation to comply is unrelated to 

consumer usage of store brands.  Also, El Din and El Sahn (2013) found that conformity influences consumers’ 

intention to purchase global luxury brands.  And, as noted earlier, other scholars have found a positive 

association between various measures of social conformity and propensity to purchase national brands (e.g., 

Kavmark, Powers, and Sandahl, 2012; Mandhachitara, Shannon, and Hadjicharalambous, 2007; Zielke and 

Dobbelstein, 2007).  

 



Ellie Tran, Ayse Balas, Chris Shao, Alan Dubinsky and Larry Jackson 

 

16 

 

H3:  The stronger consumers’ motivation to conform to purchasing a manufacturer’s brand product, the 

weaker their intention to purchase a store brand product. 

3.3 Mediating Influence of Motivation to Conform between Brand Differential and Purchase 

Intention 

Prior work has examined the direct relationship between the foregoing constructs. No published research, 

though, could be found that captured the mediating impact of motivation to conform on the association between 

brand differential between manufacturer brand products and store brand products and purchase intention of store 

brand products. The exclusion of this mediating variable could weaken the relationship between variables of 

interest, thus leading to an inaccurate picture of their true effect. Therefore, reconnoitring this situation seems 

critical. 

Previous research suggests that the relationship between brand differential and purchase intention may be 

mediated by motivation to conform. Conceptually, Lascu and Zinkhan (1999) suggested that brand differential 

directly influence motivation to conform. In a separate empirical study, motivation to conform has been found to 

directly influence purchase intent (e.g., Ailawadi, Neslin, and Gedenk, 2001). In addition, Sethuraman and Cole 

(1999) supported the direct relationship between brand differential and purchase intention. Based on the 

foregoing research, conceivably the relationship between brand differential and purchase intention is mediated 

by motivation to conform. 

   

H4:  Consumers’ motivation to conform to purchase a manufacturer’s brand product mediates the 

relationship between brand differential between a manufacturer’s brand product and a store brand product and 

purchase intention of a store brand product. 

4 METHOD 

4.1 Survey Design and Administration 

This study was limited to products in the grocery industry. (Although store brands have proliferated 

beyond the grocery industry, the scope of this research was limited to the grocery industry partly to reduce 

empirical complexity.) A survey instrument was administered to a sample. Attempts were made to ensure that 

participants completed the questionnaire under similar conditions. This was done by including an introductory 

paragraph containing a description of a typical shopping experience in hope of eliciting respondents’ customary 

behaviour. Subjects were asked to imagine the scenario as though they were actually completing the activity 

described. The aim of this contextual setup was to replicate the decision environment in which grocery purchase 

decisions are normally made. Hence, the scenario was as follows: 

Imagine the store where you normally buy your groceries. Picture yourself walking through the 

aisles on a typical shopping trip.   

 

After reading the foregoing scenario, respondents were then asked to do the following:  

“Pick an item (from the list below) that you purchase frequently and you plan to purchase during this 

shopping trip:” 

 

Respondent product choices for that selection were water, laundry detergent, soup, juice, or toilet paper. 

These alternatives were chosen because they are prevalent in extant germane research (e.g., Boutsouki, Zoto, 

and Masouti, 2008; Huang and Voges, 2011; Kumar, Reddy, and Mahathi, 2014; Mandhachitara, Shannon, and 

Hadjicharalambous, 2007; Wyma et al., 2012).  

4.2 Sample 

For convenience the sample consisted of corporate office employees of a major U.S. airline. The 

researchers sought and obtained company cooperation from management. A cover letter accompanying the 

questionnaire stated that university researchers unaffiliated with the firm were conducting the investigation and 

that company management encouraged employee participation. Surveys were administered between Christmas 

and New Year’s Day at manager-selected staff meetings. Participants were asked to participate on a voluntary 

basis and informed that the results would be used in an aggregate, anonymous basis for purposes of academic 

research. A total of 236 were distributed, with 12 eliminated because of incomplete information. Therefore, data 

analyses were performed on information provided from 224 respondents, for an effective response rate of 95%. 

In the sample, 59% were married. Income was distributed over a range with 8% reporting annual household 

income of less than $10,000, 36% between $10,001 and $30,000, 27% between $30,001 and $50,000, as well as 

between $50,001 and $80,000, and 4% in excess of $80,000. Sixty-three percent of the sample purchased their 

groceries from super center discounters; the rest shopped at traditional supermarkets. Over two-thirds of the 

sample lived in households without children (69%), but 15% lived with one child, 16% lived with two, and 2% 
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lived with three or more. The majority of the sample resided in households with two adults (55%), 24% resided 

alone, and 17% lived with three adults. Respondents tended to be the primary shopper in their household. 

4.3 Measures 

Study variables—brand differential, motivation to conform, purchase intention—were measured using a 5-

point Likert-type scale in accordance with suggestions outlined by McCall (2001). Brand differential was 

assessed using four items ( coefficient  = 0.97):  “The store brand and manufacturer brand of this product are 

very different,” “The overall value of the store brand of this product is better than that of the manufacturer 

brand,” “The ingredients/materials used in the store brand of this product are the same as that of the 

manufacturer brand of this product,” and “I expect that the quality/performance of the store brand and the 

manufacturer brand of this product will be the same” (5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree).  These items 

were adapted from Dick, Jain, and Richard (1995), Erdem, Zhao, and Valenzuela (2004), Lascu and Zinkham 

(1999), and Sethuraman and Cole (1999). 

Motivation to comply was measured with four items (coefficient  = 0.85):  “The product that is most 

popular is the best one,” “I tend to buy the product that is most popular since it is the best choice,” “If I make a 

good choice between these two brands, I will gain social respect,” and “People who make a bad choice between 

these brands will lose respect” (5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree). Items were adapted from Ailawadi 

et al. (2001), Bearden and Rose (1990), Bonfield (1974), Boush, Kim, Kahle, and Batra (1993), and Lascu and 

Zinkham (1999). 

Purchase intention was measured with two items (coefficient   = .92) adapted from Bonfield (1974), 

Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal (1991), and Swinyard (1993):  “When I purchase this product I will buy the store 

brand” and “When the people I know are going to buy this product, I will recommend that they buy the store 

brand” (5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree).   

Exogenous and endogenous variables were obtained from the same source. Therefore, to detect the 

existence of common method variance, Harman’s one-factor test was conducted (Podsakoff and Organ 1986). In 

this procedure, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model was estimated with a single factor and its fit was 

compared to the fit of a model with the three latent variables (Podsakoff et al. 2003; Ramani and Kumar 2008). 

If a one-factor model fit the data as well as the three-factor model, then common method variance would be a 

significant problem (Korsgaard and Roberson 1995). The one-factor model yielded a chi-square of 544.69 (d.f. 

= 27). The chi-square difference between the one-factor model and the three-factor model presented was 

significantly worse [χ
2

3-factor model = 71.28 with 24 d.f.]. Thus, common method bias was not a serious threat in 

this study. 

5 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

5.1 Data Analysis 

The psychometric properties of the measures were evaluated by CFA using AMOS software (Gerbing and 

Anderson, 1988; Hair et al., 2010). Shown in Table 1 is the correlation matrix of study variables. Construct 

validity was investigated by assessing convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent validity was examined 

by checking factor loadings and construct reliability. The standardized factor loadings ranged between .72 and 

.99 (Table 2, panel B), which were above the suggested value of .70 (Hair et al., 2010). Furthermore, as shown 

in Table 2 in panel A, all constructs exhibited construct reliabilities above .70, which indicated strong support 

for convergent validity.  

Discriminant validity of the measurement model was assessed by two different procedures. First, 

correlation parameters between two constructs were set to 1.0, and then the χ² value of this model was compared 

with the χ² value of the unconstrained model (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). This procedure was conducted for 

one pair of constructs at a time. Because the unconstrained model had a significantly lower χ² value than that of 

the constrained model for each pair, the results confirmed the discriminant validity of the model (Bagozzi and 

Phillips, 1982). Second, a procedure suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) that is accepted as a more 

demanding test was conducted to test for discriminant validity (Grewal, Cote, and Baumgartner, 2001). Based 

on this procedure, average variance extracted values (AVE) were calculated for each construct and then 

compared with its highest shared variance with other constructs in the model. The results indicated that the AVE 

value for each factor was larger than its highest shared variance (Table 2, panel A). Thus, all factors in the 

measurement model demonstrated discriminant validity. 
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Table 1: Correlation Matrix for Measurement Scales 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

bd01 1         

bd02 .878 1        

bd03 .899 .965 1       

bd04 .839 .860 .869 1      

mc01 .225 .311 .257 .285 1     

mc02 .343 .446 .365 .391 .728 1    

mc03 .351 .398 .342 .421 .585 .646 1   

pi01 -.365 -.435 -.387 -.417 -.237 -.360 -.357 1  

pi02 -.382 -.464 -.416 -.414 -.249 -.377 -.337 .845 1 

Mean 2.649 2.897 2.869 3.103 3.205 3.019 3.420 3.126 3.197 

SD 1.637 1.683 1.769 1.606 1.000 1.066 .984 1.182 1.235 

NOTE: All correlations are significant at p < .01.  

 

Table 2: Measurement Model 

A: Scale Properties of the Three Latent Variables 

 

Construct 

Coefficient 

Alpha 

Construct 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted 

Highest Shared 

Variance 

Brand Differential (BD) .97 .92 .74 .22 

Motivation to Conform (MC) .85 .85 .66 .18 

Purchase Intent (PI) .92 .95 .90 .22 

B: Results of the CFA with Three Latent Variables 

 

Indicator 

 

Direction 

 

Construct 

Standardized 

Estimate 

 

SE 

 

t-Value 

 

p 

bd01 ← BD .91 .09 17.25 0.00 

bd02 ← BD .98 .08 19.69 0.00 

bd03 ← BD .99 .09 20.04 0.00 

bd04 ← BD .88 .09 16.48 0.00 

mc01 ← MC .79 .06 12.98 0.00 

mc02 ← MC .91 .06 15.70 0.00 

mc03 ← MC .72 .06 11.57 0.00 

pi01 ← PI .90 .07 14.57 0.00 

pi02 ← PI .94 .07 15.52 0.00 

5.2 Structural Model 

The hypothesized model was estimated by using structural equation modelling using AMOS. The chi-

square statistics (χ² = 71.28, degrees of freedom [d.f.] = 24 was significant owing to the sensitivity of the sample 

size. However, other indices indicated an acceptable fit [GFI = .93, CFI = .98, NFI = .96, RMSEA = .096]. The 

CFI value of .98 was higher than the suggested cut-off value of .95 suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999). An 

RMSEA value of .096 indicated mediocre fit, as it satisfied the cutoff criteria of .10 (McCallum, Browne, and 

Sugawara 1996).   

Results of the hypothesis testing are provided in Table 3. Specifically, brand differential was found to be 

positively associated with motivation to conform (β = .43, Standard Error [SE] = .04, p <.01), thus supporting 

H1. Also, brand differential had a negative direct effect on store brand purchase intention (β = -.35, SE = .06, p 

<.01), as hypothesized in H2. Findings further indicated support for H3, which posited a negative relationship 

between motivation to conform and store brand purchase intention (β = -.28, SE = .10, p <.01).  

The mediating effect of motivation to conform was tested by following the procedure suggested by Baron 

and Kenny (1986). Accordingly, three models were tested using AMOS. In the first model, the impact of brand 

differential (independent variable) on motivation to conform (mediator) was assessed. In the second model, the 

impact of brand differential (independent variable) on purchase intention (dependent variable) was tested. 

Finally, in the third model the impact of both brand differential (independent variable) and motivation to 

conform (dependent variable) on purchase intention was examined. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), in 

order to establish the mediating effect the three models must be confirmed in the predicted direction.  

The results of the mediation analysis with major parameter estimates and χ
2 

values for the three models are 

presented in Table 4. In the first model, brand differential had a significant and positive effect on motivation to 

conform (β =.43, SE = .04, p <.01). The second model indicated that brand differential had a negative impact on 

purchase intention (β = -.46, SE = .05, p <.01). Finally, in the third model it was established that both brand 

differential and motivation to conform both had a negative effect on purchase intention (β = -.46, SE = .08, p 
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<.01; β = -.46, SE = .08, p <.01). All three models had significant paths in the predicted direction, and the 

impact of brand differential on purchase intention in Model 3 was smaller than its impact in Model 1, and thus 

satisfied Baron and Kenny’s criteria. The foregoing results reveal a partial mediation effect. Accordingly, H4 

received some empirical support. 

 

Table 3: Results of the Hypothesis Testing 

Structural Model 

Construct Direction Construct Standardized 

Estimate 

SE t-Value p Hypothesis Conclusion 

MC ← BD .43 .04 5.92 0.00 1 Supported 

PI ← BD -.35 .06 -4.69 0.00 2 Supported 

PI ← MC -.28 .10 -3. 59 0.00 3 Supported 

 

Table 3: Results for the Mediating Effect of Motivation to Conform 

 Dependent Variables 

 

Independent Variable 

Model 1: Motivation To 

Conform 

Model 2: Purchase Intent Model 3: Purchase Intent 

Brand Differential .43*(5.89) -.46* (-6.98) -.34* (-4.53) 

Motivation To Conform   -.29* (-3.76) 

χ2 58.19 26.97 71.28 

df 13 8 24 

p 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Note: Values in parentheses are t values.  

* t ≥ 2.326, p <.01(one-tailed test) 

6 DISCUSSION  

This study provides empirical evidence regarding the importance of social influence on a consumer’s 

purchase intention when deciding between manufacturer brand and store brand product offerings. This research 

extends prior work, as it incorporated a social influence variable—motivation to conform—to the norm of 

purchasing manufacture brand products, to attempt to explain the relationship between a consumer’s perceived 

brand differential between manufacturer brand and store brand products on purchase intention. Findings 

revealed that greater perceived difference between manufacturer and store brand products lead to stronger 

motivation to conform to the norm of purchasing manufacturer brand products and weaker intention to purchase 

store brand products. Also, a higher level of motivation to conform to the norm of purchasing manufacturer 

brand products conduced to a weaker purchase intention for store brand products. Further, results supported a 

mediating influence of motivation to conform on the brand differentialpurchase intention relationship.  

The current work contributes to theory building regarding the importance of the social influence of 

motivation to conform in the purchase intention decision between store brand and manufacturer brand product 

offerings. Specifically, this research infers that a brand differential cue serves as a social norm which consumers 

are motivated to follow when making purchase intention decisions. This is consistent with empirical work which 

ascertained that extrinsic factors influence private brand consumers (Bedi, Lal, and Kaur,  2014; Govender and 

Govender, 2013; Zainuddin and Burt, 2007).  

6.1 Contributions to Theory 

The findings offer support that motivation to conform is a mediating influence on the relationship between 

brand differential and purchase intention. This result provides new knowledge vis-à-vis previous work that has 

found a direct linkage between brand differential and purchase intention—which the present investigation also 

found. The theory of reasoned action (e.g., Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) seemingly infers that motivation to 

conform (as a component of subjective norm) is an immediate precursor of an individual’s behavioural 

intention. The current study suggests, however, that at least in a grocery products context, motivation to 

conform has both a direct and a mediating impact on a consumers’ intention to purchase national brand 

products. Therefore, social influence seemingly has a multi-faceted effect on purchase intention of consumer 

nondurable commodity kinds of products. The current work thus contributes to theory building regarding the 
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importance of the social influence of motivation to conform on purchase intention between store brand and 

manufacturer brand product offerings. Of course whether this kind of effect would hold in other contexts 

remains an empirical question.           

6.2 Contributions to Practice 

Study findings offer several managerial implications. Results highlight the importance of social cues and 

perceptions of brand differential in the store versus manufacturer brand purchase intention decision. It is 

important for producers of both product brand types to understand the strategic implications:  consumers’ 

perceived brand differential helps determine their purchase intentions. Of the variables examined here, the 

perceived brand differential is seemingly the most actionable to use as a managerial tool. Motivation to 

conform, for practical purposes, is beyond the direct influence of marketing managers. As such, marketing 

managers should seek to fine tune the positions of their products through marketing mix variables to influence 

their target consumers’ perceived brand differential in an optimal manner. Of course, where pertinent, they may 

attempt to incorporate reference/aspirational group themes into their promotions of their manufacturer branded 

products (e.g., “Be like Mike”—Gatorade commercial).   

The manner of influence of brand differential that is most desirable is that which will increase the 

likelihood of shifting target consumer purchase intention toward the appropriate branded product offering. In 

particular, store brand product managers are advised to emphasize marketing mix variables in a fashion that 

might decrease the intensity of the existence of brand differential within the mind of their target consumer. 

Additionally, reducing the price of store brands might be beneficial, as it may well contribute favourably to 

consumer demand (Rubio and Yagüe, 2009). Also, store brand managers could work to improve the quality of 

their store brand products in efforts to reduce the perceived brand differential between manufacturer and store 

brand offerings (Choi and Coughlan, 2006). The foregoing thus suggests that store management emphasize the 

quality of store brand products to minimize perceived brand differential, as well as motivation to conform to 

manufacturer brands.   

Manufacturer brand product managers could seek to maximize the existence of brand differential, as this is 

the context in which social influence (motivation to conform) apparently augments the likelihood of 

manufacturer brand product purchase intention. Advertising is an effective means of establishing and 

maintaining brand differential and insulating manufacturers from price competition of store brands (Ashley, 

1998; Hoch and Banerji, 1993). Also, improving the quality and features of manufacturer brand offerings are 

important so as to keep brand differentials between manufacturer and store brands sufficient. Moreover, 

developing novel packaging, sizes, and product forms are other ways manufacturers may seek to establish 

feature differentiation (Choi and Coughlan, 2006).   

7 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

Some limitations of this study merit attention. One limitation is the use of purchase intention instead of the 

actual purchase decision that would occur under typical shopping conditions. Intention was utilized owing to the 

difficulty of obtaining data for the actual purchase outcome. Another limitation pertains to use of a convenience 

sample of corporate employees. The sample is unlikely to be sufficiently representative of the population of 

consumers. Finally, social desirability might be a concern. Social desirability deals with respondents’ tendency 

to answer survey questions based on social acceptability rather than their true feelings (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

If this bias exists, responses would be heavily skewed toward the positive end, and the variation would be 

limited (Sethi and Iqbal, 2008). Perusal of the means and standard deviations of each item, however, suggested 

that social bias is unlikely to be a major concern in the present work.  

Future research in the area of consumer purchase decision making between store and manufacturer brand 

products appears warranted. Additional empirical work is needed to understand how social influence affects 

consumer purchase decisions within this context. Utilizing alternative methodological approaches than those 

used here to better simulate the actual purchase decision would be beneficial; doing so should enhance 

understanding of consumer patterns of behaviour involved in the study’s underlying theory. For example, a field 

experiment conducted in an actual purchase decision setting would provide an increased level of external 

validity. Other mixed methods approaches could include use of in-depth interviews, which may afford scholars 

opportunity to identify enhanced prospective rationales behind the findings revealed here. Such interviews could 

offer additional and augmented practical managerial implications in terms of how managers can motivate 

consumers to buy store brands. 

Also, results revealed the importance of motivation to conform as a social influence that affects purchase 

intention and mediates the relationship between brand differential and purchase intention. An interesting issue 

would be to investigate other measures of consumers’ use of and reliance on social cues in their store brand 

product purchase decisions. 

As noted earlier, objective and subjective product attributes may cause differential consumer perceptions. 

The present work did not consider whether consumers’ product perceptions (subjective) were consistent with 
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objective product attributes. “[C]orrespondence between self-assessed and actual validity is an important issue 

for the study of consumer decision making” (Alba and Hutchinson, 2000, p. 123). An intriguing research issue 

would be to examine the influence of that correspondence on consumer purchase intentions. 

The present work considered one context—grocery stores.  Shopping in a particular grocery store may well 

be a function of one’s shopping habit (à la store loyalty).   Therefore, future efforts should test the model 

employed here in the grocery venue and in additional settings to ascertain whether differences emerge across 

contexts.    

Finally, subsequent work should explore this model vis-à-vis differences across various kinds of 

demographic characteristics. These might include, for example, household income, living arrangement (i.e., 

living alone versus living with other[s]), gender, and age. Inclusion of such factors might provide enhanced 

detail about the robustness of the study’s model. 
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