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Abstract

This thesis examines the evaluation of grocery store brands from a consumer perspective,
with a particular focus on the value end of the market and Hard Discounters (HDs), with an
investigation of the psychological processes leading to purchase preferences. Grocery store
brands represent a rapidly evolving landscape and account for over half of all grocery sales in
the UK and some other European markets. Recent share gains in the UK by HDs, Aldi and
Lidl, have fuelled store brand growth, as they sell ranges which consist almost entirely of
their own brands. HD products are popular and well-liked by consumers but are distinct from
other store brands as they are ‘copycats’ of leading national brands and do not carry the name
of the parent store. Although store brands are well-researched, only a handful of recent
studies have included HDs, and little is known about how consumers appraise the own-brand
products they sell. The purpose of this research is to establish the underpinning psychological
processes of store brand evaluation, extending the investigation to HDs through a series of
three interrelated studies.

A review of marketing literature specifically looking at grocery store brands (GSBs).
revealed the importance of extrinsic cues in GSB evaluation, including the image of the
parent store, the price, and the packaging. Furthermore, characteristic psychological traits of
some consumers lead to increased likelihood of store band purchasing, known as store brand
proneness. Using the Persuasion Knowledge Model and self-construal as a theoretical basis, a
conceptual framework was developed to examine store brand evaluation in three separate
studies. The first study focussed on store image, investigating the effect of self-construal on
implicit and explicit consumer perceptions, using an implicit association test (IAT). In the
second study, price, and the similarity of GSB packaging to the national brand were
interrogated. Again, the impact of self-construal on outcomes was reviewed on data collected
from an online consumer panel. A further examination of packaging was undertaken in a final
study which investigated the effect self-construal on how GSB packaging designs are visually
assessed by consumers. Data were collected using remote eye tracking.

Findings from the three studies in this thesis make a contribution to knowledge
regarding the psychological processes underpinning consumer GSB perceptions. In
particular, the influence of self-construal on store brand evaluation is demonstrated across
each of the studies. The first study highlights how social bias impacts upon store image
preferences stated by individuals, acknowledging the importance of implicit measures in



future studies. The key contribution from the second study outlines a decision-making
process for store brand evaluation, detailing the relationship between heuristics, persuasion
knowledge and self-construal. Findings demonstrate that when self-construal is a dominant
influence in making store brand choices, preferences made based on persuasion knowledge
are reversed. The final study offers a first known insight into the impact of self-construal on
patterns of visual attention. The characteristic cognitive processes aligned to interdependent
self-construal lead to an increase in the visual attention being paid by individuals. This adds a
new dimension for investigation to the emerging field of eye-tracking studies and visual
attention domain.

For practitioners in the grocery retail industry, findings from this thesis enhance
understanding of consumer store brand preferences and importantly the influence of self-
construal. The opportunity to use primes for self-construal to amplify GSB interest presents
itself. In addition to this, the use of implicit measures such as an IAT test or eye tracking to
capture visual attention, enable deeper insights into shopper preferences to be collected which
can be used for commercial advantage.

Keywords: Grocery store brands, hard discounters, Persuasion knowledge, self-construal,
IAT test, eye tracking
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Chapter A: Introduction and Background to the Thesis

Al Introduction and Background

Al1.1 Aim and Scope of the Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a background to the research topic and present an
overview of current research. The research context of discount retailers is given first,
followed by a brief synopsis of extant literature on the subject matter. The overarching
objective and aims of the thesis are then presented. These objectives are addressed in three
empirical papers which are included in the thesis as Chapters E, F and G. Also included is a
synopsis of each paper and a demonstration of how the research questions are answered,
along with a discussion to highlight how the three papers are inter-related. A summary of the
main contributions to knowledge made by this thesis is also given.

Al1.2 Context for Research: The Rise of Hard Discounters
Hard Discounters (hereafter known as HDs) are a subset of niche retailers within the grocery
industry known for very low prices and a limited range of products on offer (Mintel, 2016).
In recent years, HDs have undergone rapid global expansion and in some markets account for
up to 35% of total grocery (Hunneman, Verhoef and Sloot, 2021). In the UK, prototypical
HDs Aldi and Lidl have grown from having less than 5% combined market share in 2011, to
holding a joint share of more than 15% in 2021 (Kantar Worldpanel, 2021). During this
decade all other UK market grocery chains have declined or remained stagnant. Furthermore,
Lidl was recognised recently as the fastest growing retailer in the UK (Loebnitz, Zielke and
Grunert, 2020). The well-documented success of HDs is inconsistent with how they are
portrayed in comparison to traditional grocery retailers (Zielke, 2014; Geyskens, Keller,
Dekimpe and de Jong, 2018; Gijsbrechts, Campo and Vroegrijk, 2018; Dekimpe and
Geyskens, 2019; Loebnitz et al., 2020). Consensus suggests HDs are basic stores operating a
no-frills experience at the low-cost end of the market. This may explain why the focus of
research attention in grocery retailing has given HDs scant consideration until recent share
gains (e.g., Loebnitz et al, 2020; Hunneman et al., 2021). Specific studies investigating HDs
are few in number, and little is known about consumer attitudes, preferences and decision
making regarding them, despite the significant attention paid by researchers to the broader
topic grocery retailing.

Against the backdrop of little HD interest and common consensus of a bargain
basement image, two pivotal studies put forward a contrasting perspective: Kumar and
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Steenkamp (2009) and Zielke (2014). Kumar and Steenkamp (2009) predicted the success of
the HD format, noting that shoppers were choosing to shop there on account of quality and
not just for the very low prices offered. Regular HD consumers were characterised as middle
class, noted to be ‘better off and better educated’. Zielke (2014) offers supporting empirical
evidence with the finding that HD low prices are not considered by consumers to mean
substandard products, but instead demonstrate an efficient business model. Although these
studies highlight why HDs might be more than just low-cost grocery alternatives, further
examination is needed to explain the rising popularity of HDs in the UK. Investigating this
topic answers calls for additional knowledge of the HD phenomenon (Vroegrijk, Gijsbrechts
and Campo, 2013; Dekimpe and Geyskens, 2019; Loebnitz et al., 2020). Dekimpe and
Geyskens (2019) highlight what they describe as a ‘lacuna’ between academic research and
retail practice, specifically noting how HDs are ‘under-studied’. Addressing this issue would
as the authors suggest help to avoid retail research being ‘leapfrogged’ by practice. A starting
point for investigation would be to address the long-held viewpoint that consumers have
different perceptions of HDs in comparison to their shopping habits, as findings from
literature and market data would suggest. As the HD format continues to grow and become
part of the mainstream grocery sector, closing the knowledge gap that exists between the two
is of significant interest to both practitioners and scholars.

Al.3 Research Domain and Scope: Hard Discounters and Grocery Store Brands

A prominent feature of the grocery retail landscape is the presence of retailer-owned private
labels or grocery store brands (hereafter known as GSBs). Mainstream grocers sell a mix of
leading national brands and GSBs, optimised according to increased profitability (e.g., Mills,
1995; Corstjens and Lal 2000; Ailawadi and Harlam, 2004) and improved store loyalty (e.g.,
Ailawadi, et al., 2008; Nies and Natter, 2010; Dawes and Nenycz-Thiel, 2013). Recent
estimates state that GSBs account for 40-50% of grocery sales in some European countries
(UK, Germany, Netherlands and Spain), and just under 20% in North America (Nielsen,
2019). However, HDs have built a global retail business almost entirely by selling their own
brands. Over 90% of products sold in HDs are GSBs (Mintel, 2016; Gielens, Ma, Namin,
Sethuraman, Smith, Bachtel and Jervis, 2021), highlighting fundamental business model
differences separating HDs from mainstream grocers (Vroegrijk et al., 2016; Gielens et al.,
2021). A range so heavily dominated by GSBs also places HDs as the leading sellers of
private label products worldwide (Steenkamp, 2018; Gielens et al., 2021). Given the rich 30-
year history of GSB studies within the domain of retail and marketing, the lack of

information regarding HD GSBs remains an opportunity to be addressed.
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Another key difference to mainstream grocers found in HDs is price. HD versions of
GSBs are more than 50% cheaper than national brands despite being of comparable quality
(Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009). In addition to very low prices, HD GSB show high levels of
attribute similarity to national brands (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007; Steenkamp and Sloot,
2018). Lai and Zaichkowsky (1999, pp. 180) used the term ‘copycat brands’ to identify a
distinct type of GSB that is typically a '‘product or service, though not identical, [which] is
viewed as similar in substance, name, shape, form, meaning or intent to an acknowledged and
widely known product or service currently in the marketplace'. Van Horen and Pieters
(2012b, pp.83) expand the packaging similarity further, stating that copycat brands ‘imitate
the name, logo, and/or package design of a leading national brand and take advantage of the
latter's positive associations and marketing efforts’. Kelting, Duhachek and Whitler (2017)
further differentiated copycat brands, proposing two defining characteristics; the deliberate
design to look like a national brand and the use of a retailer specific family brand name (e.g.,
Lidl’s private label Tower Gate). The use of a retailer specific brand name is a key feature of
HD GSBs and unlike mainstream GSBs, the name of the parent retailer is not incorporated
into the packaging design. So successful has this strategy been for HDs, some mainstream
grocers have started to trial similar new GSB formats, including leading UK grocery chain
Tesco (McKevitt, 2017; Baker, Chari, Daryanto, Dzenkovska, Ifie, Lukas and Walsh, 2020).

To summarize, this section highlights how HD GSBs are different in nature to
mainstream GSB versions. This includes very low prices, packaging that imitates leading
national brands and does not display the parent store logo. Despite these differences, HDs sell
more GSBs worldwide than any other retailer (Steenkamp, 2018; Gielens et al., 2021). As
HDs continue to gain market share, the imperative to understand more about how consumers
evaluate HD GSBs becomes increasingly pressing. Building on knowledge gained from the
retail grocery literature and store brand evaluation offers a logical starting point to address
this gap. In the following section, two theoretical underpinnings of GSB evaluation derived
from a review of literature are presented. The Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad and
Wright, 1994) offers a framework explaining the way in which consumers evaluate GSB
packaging in order to protect themselves from making poor purchase decisions. The
Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM) is influenced by motivational factors aligned to the
self-construal of an individual. Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal is the focus of
the second theoretical underpinning presented, highlighting the similarity between
characteristic traits of self-construal and shoppers who are prone to GSB purchasing.
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Al.4 Theoretical Underpinning 1: Consumer Evaluation of Grocery Store Brands and
the Persuasion Knowledge Model

When considering the purchase of GSBs, consumers seek to avoid social risk from the
opinions of others and to mitigate the possibility of receiving a lower quality product than
expected (e.g., Narasimhan and Wilcox, 1998; Batra and Sinha, 2000; Garretson, Fisher and
Burton, 2002; Steenkamp, van Heerde and Geyskens, 2010). Risks are assessed using the
extrinsic cues of price, store image and packaging (e.g., Dodds, Monroe and Grewal, 1991;
Richardson, Dick and Jain, 1994; Batra and Sinha, 2000). However, studies have shown that
some consumers are more prone to purchasing GSBs than others on account of individual
psychological characteristics (Richardson, Dick and Jain, 1996; Ailawadi, Neslin and
Gedenk, 2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al. 2010; Manzur, Olavarrieta, Hildago,
Farias and Oribe, 2011; Martos-Partal, Gonzalez-Benito and Fustinoni-Venturini, 2015).
Although no single defining characteristic or trait has been defined, consensus suggests GSB
prone consumers do not see GSBs as a social risk, but as a way of satisfying desires to
express themselves and stand out from others.

When assessing the risks involved in purchasing a GSB, consumers weigh up the cues
presented along with any relevant personal motivations they have (e.g., Richardson et al.,
1996; Ailawadi et al., 2001). The resulting evaluation will also depend upon what the
individual thinks of the cues or marketing tactics being used. This is known as use of
persuasion knowledge, described in Friestad and Wright’s (1994) seminal persuasion
knowledge model (PKM). In the PKM consumers reflect upon what they consumers knows
about the tactics of persuasion used (price and packaging), what is known about the source of
the persuasion (store image) and how familiar they are with the product and category (topic
knowledge). Studies investigating packaging similarity have used the PKM as a theoretical
basis to understand the impact of GSB imitation of leading brands on consumer perceptions
(Warlop and Alba, 2004, Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b). The use
of highly similar, lookalike or ‘copycat’ packaging to that of leading national brands is a
well-known tactic deployed by HD GSBs (Steenkamp and Sloot, 2018). This suggests the
PKM to also be a suitable theoretical underpinning for a study investigating HD GSBs. The
PKM considers all the product cues by which consumers make decisions regarding GSBs,
such as price, packaging and store image. However, GSB evaluation also depends upon
individual consumer motivations denoting how prone consumers may be (or not) to
purchasing GSBs (e.g., Ailawadi et al., 2001; Steenkamp et al. 2010; Martos-Partal et al.,
2015). Friestad and Wright (1994) address this consideration by suggesting individuals are
motivated differently in their use of the PKM according to differences in self-construal.
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AL.5 Theoretical Underpinning 2: Self-construal and GSB Proneness

Markus and Kitayama (1991) developed the theory self-construal to describe how individuals
are motivated to think and act differently according to how they consider themselves in
relation to others. Two types of self-construal were highlighted: Independent Self-Construal
(1SC) and Interdependent Self-Construal (INSC). ISC individuals consider themselves as
separate entities from others and INSC think of themselves as connected to those around
them. Developed as a theory to explain cultural differences between populations, self-
construal has received considerable attention regarding consumer preferences in a
consumption context (e.g., Escalas and Bettman, 2003; Ahluwalia, 2008; Lalwani and
Shavitt, 2013; Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Lalwani and Forcum, 2016). However, to date no
studies have investigated how self-construal might impact upon GSB evaluation. Within the
grocery retail literature, GSB prone consumers are established as being motivated to stand out
from others and be recognised as individuals. This is consistent with characteristics of those
high in ISC and suggests self-construal to be an influential factor in how store brands are
evaluated. Addressing this with a study investigating the impact of self-construal on GSB
evaluation would be the first of its kind and extend existing knowledge of store brand and
self-construal in an everyday consumption context

A1.6 Summary of Knowledge Gaps to be Addressed

Summarising the background to this thesis and underpinning theories, highlights gaps in
existing knowledge which will be addressed by the research aims, presented in the following
section. The first gap has been established in the development of the research context
presented earlier in this chapter. Further gaps (2-4) will be developed and justified in the
literature review, in Chapters B and C of this thesis.

Gap 1: The increasing popularity of HDs as a grocery retail format has been established on a
global scale. As HDs continue to grow in Europe, North America and Asia, the prevailing
view expressed in extant studies is one of poor-quality, bargain-basement shopping
experiences, at odds with the commercial success observed. There is a disconnect between
consumer perceptions of GSBs and the actual consumer responses recorded.

Gap 2: Consumer perceptions of GSBs are formed using established cues of price, packaging,
and store image. However, HD GSBs are unlike GSBs and tend to be copycat versions of
leading national brands sold without the parent store logo at less than 50% of the leading
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brand price. Based on these differences, it is not known if the cues of GSB evaluation can be
extended to include HDs

Gap 3: The PKM is known to underpin how copycat GSBs are evaluated in a comparative
context, when consumers are aware of the tactics of persuasion being used by the retailer. In
the context of HDs, retailer tactics are less obvious to consumers and the outcome of a
persuasion attempt from a copycat GSB may be different, but this remains unexplored.

Gap 4: GSB evaluation is moderated by consumer traits known as GSB ‘proneness’.
Similarities between GSB prone characteristics and consumer self-construal are highlighted,
suggesting self-construal may be an influencing factor in GSB evaluation. Furthermore, the
PKM is also likely to be affected by self-construal. This suggests self-construal to be an
important but as yet unexplored factor in GSB evaluation.

A2 Research Aims

The research aims for this thesis are based on the theoretical evaluations and gaps within the
literature presented in brief, in the preceding section. The overall objective of this thesis is to
investigate the psychological processes explaining how consumers evaluate GSBs from
mainstream grocers and HDs. The specific research aims (hereafter RAs) are as follows.

RAL: To develop a theoretically grounded conceptual framework that proposes a logical
sequence of procedures to determine how consumers perceive HD GSBs

RA2: To determine if the image perceptions consumers have of HDs are reflected in their
observed shopping habits

RA3: To investigate how consumers perceive HD GSBs using the established cues for GSB
evaluation of price and packaging

RAA4: To understand how self-construal impacts upon the evaluation of HDs and HD GSBs.
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A3 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis is based on three studies that has been structured in the following way. The rest of
Chapter A offers a summary of the following chapters, including a synopsis of the three
studies and a discussion regarding how they are connected to one another.

Chapters B and C present a critical review of consumer evaluations of store brands from
literature, focussing on the setting of retail grocery stores. The drivers of consumer grocery
store brand evaluation are discussed in Chapter B. Chapter C focusses on the theoretical
underpinnings leading into a review of persuasion theory and a discussion regarding the
development and usage of the persuasion knowledge model (PKM), as well as a review of
consumer self-construal and application in a consumption context. The literature review aims
to highlight gaps in existing knowledge and serve as a foundation for the development of a
conceptual framework which can be used to answer the research questions that have been set.

Chapter D presents the development of a conceptual model from the theoretical
underpinnings highlighted in Chapters B and C. From this model, a series of 3 experimental
research designs is developed and presented in Chapters E, F and G as individual studies.
Justification is offered for the methodological and conceptual decisions made in order to
empirically address the research aim and objectives of this thesis. The tools and techniques
adopted in each study are discussed and the strengths and limitations of each are reviewed.
The philosophical orientation of the researcher is presented along with the corresponding
paradigm in which the research is conducted.

Chapters E, F and G present each of the three studies in succession as separate pieces of
research. In combination, the three studies investigate how cues by which GSB are evaluate d
GSBs (price, packaging and store image) are impacted by consumer self-construal. Chapter E
and study 1 empirically investigates if there is a difference between expressed and implicit
consumer preferences regarding store image and the associated effects of alternative
processing mechanisms and motivations of ISC and INSC individuals. Motivational
differences were revealed to be influential on implicit preferences, highlighting the
importance of self-construal in store image evaluation. Chapter F (study 2) extends the use of
self-construal as a moderating variable to investigate effects on other cues of GSB evaluation
(price and packaging similarity). When levels of self-construal were high and different
motivational states activated, evaluation outcomes were reversed in some instances. Drawing
from the PKM, incorporating different motivational aspects of self-construal, a decision-
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making process proposing how consumers evaluate GSBs was developed. Having established
the effectiveness of self-construal on GSB cue evaluation, the final study (Chapter G)
focusses on how consumers visually assess the cue of packaging. Findings confirm the
different cognitive and motivational characteristics consistent with INSC consumers account
for increased levels of visual attention.

Chapter H discusses the results obtained from each of the studies in relation to the research
aims and objectives. The contributions made to knowledge by this thesis are discussed,
stating how results from the three studies advance existing literature, along with suggestions
for practitioner actions. Collectively, the three studies have shown self-construal to have a
considerable influence on how consumers evaluate store brands. The overall process is
complex and highlights that in the absence of familiarity and available heuristics, persuasion
knowledge is activated and draws upon individual goals to aid decision making. When levels
of self-construal are activated, different motivational mechanisms come into play which alter
how GSBs are appraised. The key contributions are as follows:

Contribution 1 The anomaly between consumer preference for grocery stores of over HDs,
and the popularity of HDs as a store format has been resolved. The importance of social bias
in a grocery retail context is demonstrated, extending current knowledge of grocery store
preferences.

Contribution 2 The PKM is extended to include the effects of self-construal and a decision-
making process highlighting the relationship between heuristics, persuasion knowledge and
self-construal is presented.

Contribution 3 The importance of self-construal as an influencing factor in consumption
contexts has been extended to include grocery retailing, where it has been shown to be
influential in GSB preferences.

Understanding the dominant self-construal of consumer segments will be beneficial to
retailers and store brand managers when developing strategies to encourage increased
consumption, particularly for less well-known product categories. This is also true for retailer
brands interested in expansion into new markets. The final sub-sections of Chapter H reflect
upon limitations and makes suggestions for future research. This concludes the thesis.

19



A4 Conclusion of the Chapter

In this chapter the aims and scope of the thesis have been stated. The research context brings
to the fore recent success of HDs in the UK, despite a prevailing academic opinion of a poor
experience compared to mainstream retailers. The predominance of own label products sold
in HDs focusses the research scope to HDs and GSBs. Review of related literature revealed
theoretical underpinnings of the PKM and self-construal. Existing knowledge of these
theories can be extended through investigation into how they interact in a mass consumption
setting. The stated research aims seek to address current knowledge limitations. An overview
of how the research aims will be addressed was given in the final section of this chapter
outlining the order and structure of the remaining chapters.
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Chapter B: Literature Review of Store Brands in
Marketing Research

B1 Introduction

This chapter critically reviews the marketing literature, focussing on grocery store brands
(GSBs). First, a definition of store brands is offered to give clarity regarding the focal area of
study for this thesis. This is followed with the literature search strategy, setting out the
process by which materials are located, selected and analysed. Next, a critical review of
extant store brand research is presented. The factors influencing consumer perceptions of
GSBs are discussed, including the trilogy of product cues, source and consumer traits. A
concluding section highlights the limitations of current research with respect to HD GSBs
and underpinning theoretical mechanisms for further review are proposed.

B2 Store Brands in Marketing Research

B2.1 Introduction and Outline of the Chapter

Chapter A of this thesis highlighted a shift in the dynamics of the UK grocery market, giving
rise to recent success of hard discounters, (HDs). HDs are strategically different from other
grocery chains because they do not focus on selling national brands, offering predominantly
their own very low-priced store brands with a high level of similarity to leading national
brands (e.g., Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007; Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009; Vroegrijk,
Gijsbrechts and Campo, 2013, 2016; Steenkamp 2018). Literature investigating grocery store
brands represents a well-developed domain (e.g., Corstjens and Lal, 2000; Ailawadi, Neslin
and Gedenk, 2001; Ailawadi and Keller, 2004; Steenkamp, van Heerde and Geyskens, 2010;
Keller, Dekimpe and Geyskens, 2016, 2020; Wang, Torelli and Lalwani, 2020; Gielens, Ma,
Namin, Sethuraman, Smith, Bachtel and Jervis, 2021) and given the dedication of HDs to
selling store brands, the grocery store brand literature offers an important body of relevant
knowledge from which key concepts can be drawn. Application of the key grocery store
brand concepts to HDs will enable existing knowledge of how consumers evaluate store
brands within HDs to be extended.

As previously noted, many scholars have contributed over the years to the large body
of work investigating issues related to store brands within grocery retail stores. The multiple
topics addressed fall into two different streams namely, why retailers sell their own private
labels (grocery store brands, hereafter GSBs) alongside national brands (e.g., Corstjens and
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Lal, 2000; Ailawadi and Harlam, 2004; Amaldoss and Shin, 2015; Sethuraman, 2009;
Palmeira and Thomas, 2011) and the factors that influence how consumers evaluate GSBs
when they are shopping. However, scholastic attention to HDs remains sparse and is limited
to a few studies (e.g., Cleeren, Verboven and Dekimpe, 2010; Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009;
Ter Braak et al., 2013; Vroegrijk et al., 2013, 2016; Zielke, 2014). A common thread to the
above studies is the paucity of empirical evidence from a consumer perspective, despite the
acknowledgement that HDs represent an important area of managerial and scholastic interest.
A framework for understanding how consumers evaluate GSBs was established by
Richardson, Dick and Jain (1994) highlighting the importance of extrinsic product cues and
store aesthetics. Subsequent studies have confirmed that consumers assess GSBs according
to; 1) what is communicated via the price and packaging (Batra and Sinha, 2000; Garretson,
Fisher and Burton, 2002; Warlop and Alba, 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2010) and 2) how the
source of the GSB is perceived in studies investigating store image (Nies and Natter, 2010;
Bao, Bao and Sheng, 2011; Keller et al., 2016). A third dimension to GSB evaluation was
added by Ailawadi et al. (2001). The influence of characteristic psychological consumer traits
were demonstrated, giving rise to the concept of a GSB prone consumer, with an increased
tendency for GSB preference (e.g., Garretson et al., 2002; Baltas, 2003; Erdem, Zhao and
Valenzuela, 2004; Hansen, Singh and Chintagunta, 2006; Collins, Cronin, Burt and George,
2015; Martos-Partal, Gonzélez-Benito and Fustonini-Venturini, 2015). In summary, studies
relating to GSB evaluation present a three-way interaction between how the product
communicates, the product source and the consumer. This aligns to a classic message, source,
recipient trichotomy as described by persuasion theory (Petty and Brifiol, 2015). Further
investigation of the theories of persuasion is given in the Chapter C, which argues for use of
the persuasion knowledge model (Friestad and Wright, 1994) as an overarching framework

upon which to base this thesis.

B2.2 Defining Store Brands

A large body of literature in marketing focuses on store brands (also known as ‘private label’
brands). Store brands do not bear the manufacturers name but instead carry the name of the
store where they are sold, or another brand name created exclusively by that store (Kumar
and Steenkamp, 2007). Store brands are ubiquitous across multiple categories, and can be
found extensively in apparel, financial services and home furnishings as well as within
consumer-packaged goods and grocery stores. To clarify the boundary of this thesis, the store
brand literature under critical review relates specifically to consumer-packaged goods sold at
grocery retail outlets and is referred to as grocery store brands (GSBs) throughout.
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GSBs are segmented in to 4 main types by Kumar and Steenkamp (2007), value,

copycat, premium and value innovator. A summary of each is given in table 1. Value,

copycat and premium GSBs have been extensively investigated in existing literature (e.g.,
Corstjens and Lal, 2000; Sayman, Hoch and Raju, 2002; Choi and Coughlan, 2006; Vroegrijk

et al., 2016). ‘Value innovator’ GSBs are sold in stores such as Aldi and Lidl, which are a

distinct type of low-cost grocer known as ‘hard discounters’ (HD) (Kumar and Steenkamp,

2007). Few studies have investigated HD GSBs until recently, when Dekimpe and Geyskens

(2019) stated in the Journal of Retailing that academic GSB insights had become

‘leapfrogged by practice’. Subsequent studies into GSB branding have considered value

innovators (e.g., Baker, Chari, Daryanto, Dzenkovska, Ifie, Lukas, and Walsh, 2020; Keller et

a., 2020; Gielens et al., 2021) but to date no studies have specifically investigated HD GSBs.

Table B1. GSB classifications

Value GSB Copycat GSB Premium GSB ‘value innovators’
Examples Tesco Everyday Value Tesco’s «” Tesco’s Finest Aldi and IKEA
Sainsbury’s Basics “” by Sainshury’s Taste the Difference
Objective Low price customer Increase retailer share of +  Provide added-value Best value
option category profits Store differentiation Build store loyalty
Expand customer base Increase negotiating Margin enhancement Generate word of mouth
power with
manufacturer
Branding First price label Umbrella store brand Store brand with sub-brand  Meaningless own-label
Pricing Large discount below leader ~ Up to 50% below leader Close or higher than brand Large discount below leader
brand brand leader brand
Packaging Minimal basic design Similar to brand leader Unique and differentiated Cost efficient

Quality in relation
to brand leader

Poor quality

Quality close to branded
manufacturer’s

(Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007, pp. 27-28)

Onapar/ better or
advertised as better than
leading brand

B3 Review of Research on Grocery Store Brands

On a par with brand leader

For many years, multiple scholars have contributed to the topic of GSBs. Reviewed literature

concurs that in addition to being of managerial interest, GSBs are also an important research

topic. For this thesis, a semi-systematic literature review process was followed, which,

according to Snyder (2019) is a suitable methodology to review a topic studied by different

researcher groups using multiple approaches, theories, and definitions. A protocol was

developed to ensure depth and rigour in the process (Palmatier, Houston and Hulland, 2018).

The purpose of the review was to explore the theories, methodologies and frameworks

relating to GSBs so that existing knowledge could be extended with application to HD GSBs.

Associated keywords were selected to ensure the search was focussed on GSBs, using
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different common terms of ‘private label” and ‘store brand’. The characteristic high similarity
of HD GSBs to leading national brands was also given focus with the keywords ‘copycat’,
‘brand imitation’, ‘lookalike’ and ‘knockoffs’. All terms were all derived from background
reading around the topic as suggested by Hart (2014) who recommends the use of books (e.g.,
Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007) and secondary and managerial data sources (e.g., Mintel, 2016;
McKevitt, 2017). ‘Hard Discounter’ and ‘Discount retailers’ were added in to capture

literature relating to HDs.

B3.1 Literature Search Methodology

A comprehensive search of 3, 4 and 4* ranked peer-reviewed marketing journals (according
to the Chartered Association of Business Schools (CABS)) was conducted. This was a
starting point for the literature review and designed to develop a body of knowledge
regarding the topic and build insights into the theoretical underpinnings. The specific journal
titles and article selection criteria are presented in table 2. The timeline for the initial search
was from 2000 to 2017 and the search was repeated in 2021 (from 2017-2021) to ensure the
body of literature was kept up to date. The first search yielded 78 articles and the subsequent
search a further 8 (see appendix 1 for detailed search records). Thematic content analysis was
used to synthesize and analyse findings, giving rise to different themes within the literature
(Braun and Clarke, 2006). Articles were first sorted into chronological order, logged and
summarised, recording details including the type of GSB investigated, the research objective,
the unit of analysis, dependent variables and theoretical underpinnings, (adapted from
Kelting, Duhachek and Whitler, 2017, pp. 570-571, see appendix 2 for an example). A
version of the Anderson, Lees and Avery (2015) Thematic Analysis Grid (TAG) was used to
record and identify key themes which became the foundations for sections within the
literature review. Two initial observations emerge from this body of literature. First, only 5
articles (2 from snowballing articles from the original searches) address HDs (see table B3).
Second, the majority of empirical studies use historic datasets of shopper behaviour to make
inferences regarding consumer attitudes to GSBs. The underlying psychological drivers

behind observed consumer behaviour with regard to GSBs, however, remains unexplored.

Table B2. Literature search protocol and outcomes, including keywords and criteria
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Step in the

Search Process Detail for each step in the process

Keyword selection Private Label, Store Brand, Copycat, Brand imitation, Lookalike, knockoffs, Hard discounters, Discount retail

Search criteria CABS (2018) 3, 4, 4* Marketing Journals
Journal of Consumer Psychology,
Journal of Consumer Research,
Journal of Marketing,
Journal of Marketing Research,
Marketing Science
International Journal of Research in Marketing,
Journal of Retailing,
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
European Journal of Marketing
Marketing Letters,
Marketing Theory
Psychology and Marketing,
Journal of Business Research

Timeline Initial search 2000-2017, Subsequent search 2017-2021

Selection criteria Selected for further review Rejected
Domain of grocery retailing and/or Hard » Not in grocery retailing (luxury goods, apparel)
Discounters *  Not related to GSBs for example store location,
Consumer evaluation and preference of GSBs layout and characteristics
Influencing factors on consumer evaluation of *  Not related to consumer preference, for example
GSBs (consumer psychology, GSB characteristics strategic retail practices (such as promotional

activities, inter-retailer competition)
Outcome 86 articles for further review and analysis 229 articles rejected

The second point regarding the literature investigating GSBs concerns the methodological
and theoretical underpinnings. Referring again to the 86 empirical articles found through
initial searching, over 54% (46 articles) use modelling of historic datasets applying game
theory and utility theory as underlying principles. By comparison, only 22% of articles use
data collection via survey and a further 19% via experiments. This suggests a heavy skew
toward furthering knowledge of GSBs via the observation of past consumer behaviour, versus
seeking to determine the psychological drivers behind such behaviour. A similar observation
by Riboldazzi, Capriello and Martin (2021) was made in a published review of GSB
literature. To summarise, despite many studies detailing how consumer have behaved, fewer
studies seek to understand why consumers have acted thus. In support of this trend, only one
study of those reviewed used a qualitative method of data collection (Verhoef, Nijssen and
Sloot, 2002). The above gap represents the focus of the present thesis, that is, to empirically
examine the psychological underpinnings of consumer evaluation of store brands and to
include HDs in this appraisal. The main findings from the GSB literature are discussed in the

following section.

Table B3. Summary of specific HD research
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Author(s)

Key observations / findings

Limitations

Steenkamp and Kumar (2009)*

HD format is a global success

HD shoppers are better educated and not the less well off
HD GSBs are not inferior quality to national brands
Consumers may be attracted to HDs because of price but
return due to quality

Theoretical paper with no empirical
evidence

Cleeren et al. (2010)

Competition from HDs causes supermarkets to reduce
prices

Lack of empirical evidence from a
consumer perspective

Ter Braak et al. (2013)

HDs are strategically different to other grocery retailers
and not dependent on manufacturer power.

Lack of empirical evidence from a
consumer perspective

Vroegrijk et al. (2013)

HDs appeal to GSB prone shoppers who are more likely
to shop across multiple stores

Lack of empirical evidence from a
consumer perspective

Zielke (2014)*

Intention to shop in HDs is motivated by emotions and
attributions as well as value perceptions

Calls for further investigation and
substantiation of insights

Vroegrijk et al. (2016)

Retailer strategy of offering value private labels to combat

Lack of empirical evidence from a

consumer perspective

Focus of the study is on retailer value
brands, despite acknowledging the threat
posed by HDs

HDs is ineffective
Baker et al. (2020) ¢ Value private labels are under threat from HDs
® Launch of new value GSB format by retailers to complete
with HDs

* Sourced using snowballing, not from the original search

B3.2 Main Findings from the Grocery Store Brand Literature

The main findings from within the GSB literature include factors that encourage retailers to
sell their own private labels alongside national brands, as well as factors that influence
consumer consumption patterns of GSBs. Topics such as increased retailer profitability (e.g.,
Corstjens and Lal 2000; Ailawadi and Harlam, 2004), improved store differentiation and
store loyalty (e.g., Ailawadi, Pauwels and Steenkamp, 2008; Nies and Natter, 2010; Dawes
and Nenycz-Thiel, 2013), and the impact of the economic climate (e.g., Lamey et al., 2007)
have been considered. Although many scholars have contributed to extending understanding
of strategic reasons for retailers sell their own brands (GSBs), these topics fall outside the
boundaries of this thesis. The focus for this work is to investigate the consumer psychology
underpinning GSB evaluation.

From a consumer evaluation perspective, prior studies examine factors that influence
consumer quality perceptions of GSBs (e.g., Sayman et al., 2002; Gonzalez-Mieres et al.,
2006). Key factors are found to be price (e.g., Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2010;
Zielke, 2014), retailer reputation (image) of the store in which GSBs are sold (e.g., Bao et al.,
2011; Nies and Natter, 2010) and the similarity between GSBs and national brands (e.g.,
Olsen, 2012; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b), as well as the demographic and psychographic
characteristics of GSB consumers (e.g., Garretson, et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011), which

will be discussed in detail in the following section.

B4 Characteristics of Grocery Store Brand Prone Consumers

Many scholars agree that some consumers are more inclined to purchase GSBs than others
(e.g., Richardson, et al., 1994; Ailawadi, et al., 2001; Collins et al., 2015). Richardson et al.
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(1994) proposed certain consumers to be more GSB ‘prone’. According to Martos-Partal et
al. (2015) research into the consumer characteristics defining GSB proneness has largely
focussed on sociodemographic measures. However, Ailawadi and Keller (2004) express
concerns regarding the empirical generalizability of studies. Generally, sociodemographic
studies are considered to be of limited success in explaining GSB proneness (Ailawadi et al.,
2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Erdem et al., 2004; Hansen et al., 2006). One exception to this
can be seen in the work of Baltas (2003), who supports a link between sociodemographic
factors and GSB proneness. Baltas (2003) proposed individuals of higher social status to be
more GSB prone, suggesting that selecting lower priced products was deliberate strategy.
These consumers are considered to be more knowledgeable than others about grocery stores
and GSBs, giving them confidence to by non-branded items. The seminal study by Ailawadi
et al. (2001) related psychological attributes of consumers to the benefits or costs associated
with GSB purchase. A summary of the psychological attributes highlighted by scholars is
given in table B4.

Table B4. Summary of the psychological characteristics displayed by GSB prone consumers

Psychological Characteristics

Study Utilitarian Benefits Hedonic Benefits
Ailawadi et al. (2001) Price consciousness Self-expression in the form of
mavenism (weak)
Garretson et al. (2002) Price consciousness Smart shopper self-perceptions
Positive attitude to GSBs (weak)
Baltas (2003) Price consciousness
Erdem et al. (2004) Price consciousness
Hansen et al. (2006) Sensitivity to price
Manzur et al. (2011) Price consciousness Smart shopper self-perceptions
Collins et al. (2015) Price consciousness
Value consciousness
Martos-Partal et al. (2015) Price consciousness Self-expression
Value consciousness Innovation

B4.1 Utilitarian Benefits of GSBs

There is clear agreement from the majority of scholars that utilitarian benefits manifested as
concerns about price and value or ‘price consciousness’ and ‘value consciousness’ are
associated to GSB proneness. Although closely related attitudinal constructs, price
consciousness measures the extent to which consumers regard price, whereas value
consciousness denotes consumer price-quality evaluations (Lichtenstein, Ridgeway and
Netemeyer, 1993). Only later studies show the inclusion value consciousness to the perceived
utilitarian benefits of GSBs (Collins et al., 2015; Martos-Partal et al., 2015). Commenting on
the limitations of earlier research, both studies note that as GSBs have matured, perceptions
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of quality have improved in particular in relation to multitier GSB portfolios. By offering
multiple value propositions or tiers retailers may target multiple consumer segments in the
same category (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007; Geyskens, Gielens and Gijsbrechts, 2010). This
practice attracts GSB shoppers who have concerns for both price and quality.

B4.2 Hedonic Benefits of GSBs

In addition to psychological characteristics giving rise to utilitarian benefits, hedonic benefits
have also been associated with GSB prone shoppers. Although multiple studies have
investigated hedonic benefits aligned to GSB purchasing, empirical evidence is inconclusive
(table B4). Garretson et al. (2002) and Manzur et al. (2011) note the existence of ‘smart
shopper self-perceptions’ (SSSP), suggesting GSBs satisfy an ego-driven need in consumers
to get a good price. SSSP also provide the shopper with a sense of ‘accomplishment’
(Schindler, 1989) and increased self-esteem (Mano and Elliot, 1997). According to Mano and
Elliot (1997), another known characteristic of smart shoppers is that they will be actively
engaged in information search regarding price and promotional activity in order to achieve
satisfaction.

Ailawadi et al. (2001) employed a consumer characteristic akin to that of SSSP
termed ‘mavenism’. Mavens enjoy the process of shopping, gaining satisfaction from their
acknowledged expertise. Consequently, mavens are also (like smart shoppers) highly
involved in the category and use media such as advertising to increase their knowledge
(Higie, Feick and Price, 1978). Mavens are also known to place high importance on quality as
well as price (Williams and Slama, 1995). Due to the common characteristics of the smart
shopper and the maven, the two are considered to be the same by some scholars (e.g., Price,
Feick and Guskey-Federouch, 1988). It follows that mavens are more likely to be attracted to
high quality GSBs (Ailawadi et al., 2001) and implies a link between the hedonic benefits of
SSSP and mavenism to low price and high quality of GSBs.

Martos-Partal et al. (2015) also note the satisfaction of hedonic benefits related to
innovation and self-expression. The authors explicitly link these benefits to maturation of
GSBs and the development of retailer GSB portfolios. By offering additional or novel
benefits, retailers differentiate between the GSBs they offer in the same category and appeal
to consumers with a desire for self-expression and/or innovation. In a more recent study,
Quinones, Gomez-Suarez and Yagle (2022) investigated the influence of cultural dimensions
on SSSP when purchasing GSBs. Using Schwartz’s (1992) theory of human values, the
authors demonstrated that the values of smart shoppers were influenced by their cultural
context, leading to differences in GSB perceptions between populations. This gave rise to a
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call for further research investigating the impact of country of origin and associated values on
attitudes to GSBs.

This section has reviewed literature relating to the psychological characteristics of
GSB prone shoppers. Existing studies in this area acknowledge that GSB prone shoppers
have evolved over time in line with the development and maturation of GSBs. To date extant
literature depicts the GSB prone shopper as one who is concerned about quality in addition to
price. In pursuit of these benefits, the GSB prone shopper exhibits high levels of engagement
and cognition to satisfy ego-related desires to be recognised by others as ‘smart’. However,
despite the empirically demonstrated psychological traits of GSB prone consumers, no
studies address why such traits emerge., with the exception of Quinones et al. (2022) who
propose the influence of cultural values. The paucity of academic attention in this area
suggests that further study investigating the psychology behind why GSB prone shoppers
display the aforementioned traits would extend existing knowledge. This echoes calls from
scholars for further research into GSB prone shopper psychology (Martos-Partal et al., 2015;
Collins et al., 2015; Quinones et al., 2022).

B5 Factors Affecting Consumer Evaluation of Grocery Store Brands

In addition to consumer related traits, different factors affect the psychological evaluation of
GSBs by consumers. This includes the importance of perceived quality when consumers
assess GSBs, influenced by the price, image of the store image and the packaging. These
three cues (price, store image and packaging) are considered to be the determining factors
upon which GSB evaluations are made (Richardson et al., 1994,1996; Batra and Sinha, 2000;
Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2010).

B5.1 Perceived Quality of Grocery Store Brands

The perceived quality of a product can be defined as a measure of how the consumer judges
the overall superiority or excellence of a product (Zeithaml, 1988). It has been well
documented in literature that GSBs suffer from consumer perceptions of lower quality in
comparison to national brands (e.g., Narasimhan and Wilcox, 1998; Batra and Sinha, 2000;
Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2010). Narasimhan and Wilcox (1998) and Batra and
Sinha (2000) linked consumer preference for national brands to an increased purchase risk
associated with GSBs. Batra and Sinha (2000) further defined the risk to consumers as being
either social or related to perceived quality. They noted that any purchase that might expose

an individual to negative peer group perceptions presents a social risk social risk and thus
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inhibits GSB purchase (Livesey and Lennon, 1978). However, Gonzélez Mieres, Diaz Martin
and Trepalacios Gutiérrez (2006b) present an alternative perspective. The authors
demonstrated that social risk had a positive effect on purchase intention of GSBs. This led to
a proposal that individuals who purchase GSBs may be considered as smart buyers (this
raising their social standing) by others because they are capitalising on the cheaper prices
offered by GSBs. This is in keeping with related studies investigating the benefits of smart
shopper perceptions and mavenism derived through GSB purchasing (e.g., Ailawadi et al.,
2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011). In addition to the social risk involved in
the purchase of GSBs, Batra and Sinha (2000) stated additional risk to be linked to the
perceived quality of the product. Many scholars have since investigated the perceived quality
‘gap’ between GSBs and national brands (see table B5).

A basic tenet of studies seeking to determine how consumers assess GSB quality is
the information asymmetry that exists between buyers and sellers (consumers and retailers)
(Spence, 1973). Spence, (1973, pp. 355) terms the lack of knowledge equilibrium as °...an
investment decision under uncertainty’, which is mitigated through the sending and
interpretation of signals. In order to signal product quality to consumers, manufacturers use
multiple different cues (e.g., Cox, 1967; Olson and Jacoby, 1972; Olson, 1977; Dodds,
Monroe and Grewal, 1991; Helm and Mark, 2007; Bodur, Tofighi and Grohmann, 2016).
Cox (1967), Olson and Jacoby, (1972) and Helm and Mark (2007), agree cues can be either
intrinsic to the product (judged through direct experience such as taste) or extrinsic such as
price (Olson, 1977), retailer reputation /or store image and the image of the product portrayed
by packaging (Dodds et al., 1991; Bodur et al., 2016; Konuk, 2018). In order to address the
information asymmetry, consumers rely on extrinsic cues in the absence of other information,
specifically when assessing GSB quality (Richardson et al., 1994, Batra and Sinha, 2000).
The impact of extrinsic cues of price, store image and packaging (specifically in relation to
the similarity of GSBs to national brands) on consumer evaluation of GSBs is critically

discussed in the following sections.

Table B5. Key findings from studies investigating the perceived quality gap between GSBs
and national brands.

Study Key Finding

Richardson et al. (1994) Consumer evaluation of the quality gap is based on extrinsic cues
rather than intrinsic cues

Batra and Sinha (2000) Consumers are more concerned about the experience quality of GSBs
than the quality of ingredients
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Garretson et al. (2002) Value seeking consumers are not concerned with the quality gap

Verhoef et al. (2002) National brands can combat GSBs by increasing the perceived quality
gap with innovation and enhanced brand image

Gonzélez-Mieres et al. Perceived quality of the store is the most influential extrinsic cue in

(2006) addressing the perceived quality gap

Steenkamp et al. (2010) As GSBs mature, consumer perceptions of the quality gap diminish

Olson (2012) Copycat packaging decreases the perceived quality gap

Kadirov (2015) GBSs can use marketing tactics to close the quality gap and
manufacturers should focus on authenticity

Bodur et al. (2016) GSBs with ethical attributes are considered higher in quality in the
presence of high-quality extrinsic cues (price and store image)

Konuk (2018) Store image has a positive impact upon perceived quality for organic
GSBs

B5.2 The Role of Price as a Cue of GSB Quality

It has been well documented in literature that GSB prone consumers are characteristically
price conscious (e.g., Ailawadi et al., 2000; Collins et al., 2015, see table B4) and price is a
quality cue which has received a great deal of scholastic attention (Miyazaki, Grewal and
Goodstein, 2005). Many scholars also support the notion that lower prices of GSBs equate to
lower perceived quality (e.g., Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2010). Steenkamp et
al. (2010) propose that consumers evoke a ‘price-quality schema’ (Peterson and Wilson,
1995) and use price as a short cut to assess the quality of a product to reduce cognitive
expenditure. Alternatively, Garretson et al. (2002) employ attribution theory (Heider, 1958;
Sawyer and Dickson, 1984) to account for the perceived quality gap between GSBs and
national brands, whereby consumers attribute a lower price to an inherent problem with the
product.

In addition to attributions of lower quality Zielke (2014) noted that low price also
evoked positive attributions. The author demonstrated that low GSB prices were attributed to
increased efficiency of the retailer’s business model, which was of benefit to consumers.
Beverland and Farrelly (2010) suggest that low priced brands are considered to be more
‘authentic’ by consumers because lower prices imply that rather than seeking profit,
manufacturers (or in the case of GSBs, retailers) are demonstrating sincere regard for their
customers. In support of this study, Kadirov (2015) proposed that lower priced GSBs were
considered to be more authentic by consumers, in comparison to national brands. However,
noting that low priced GSBs could be either positively or negatively evaluated by consumers,
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Kadirov (2015) called for further investigation into the psychology of the GSB prone shopper
to explain this phenomenon.

B5.3 The Role of Store Image as a Cue of GSB Quality

The highly cited work by Martineau (1958) suggested that in addition to practical traits (e.g.,
price), consumers also thought about the personality of retail stores when making purchase
decisions ‘...store image refers to the definition of the store in the shoppers’ mind that
includes both functional and psychological attributes...’ (pp.47). Many scholars have since
contributed to the conceptualization of store image, stating it to be a definition of the overall
impression of the store (Zimmer and Golden, 1988) and more recently as the impression of
the retailer in the mind of the consumer (see Ailawadi and Keller, 2004 for a comprehensive
review). In order to gauge a store’s image, consumers refer to shopping experiences at the
store or to external information relating to the retailer such as news, media or word of mouth
(WOM) (Mazursky and Jacoby, 1986).

Store image has also been documented as a constituent of store brand equity
(Ailawadi and Keller, 2004; Hartman and Spiro, 2005), which is an important consideration
because consumers with a more favourable store image have an increased likelihood of store
loyalty (Martineau, 1958). Consequently, store image has been shown to increase the utility
of a store visit as well as the intention to visit (Sirohi, McLaughlin and Wittink, 1998; Baker,
Parasuraman, Grewal and VVos, 2002;). In addition to this, store image impacts upon how
consumers evaluate the goods sold by a retailer (Dodds et al., 1991). Of particular interest to
his thesis is the influence of store image on the consumer evaluation of GSBs. Building upon
an earlier study by Richardson et al. (1994), Semeijn, van Riel and Ambrosini (2004)
empirically demonstrated that store image plays a key role as an indicator of perceived GSB
quality.

The relationship between store image and GSBs has been further investigated in
recent years (e.g., Bao et al., 2011; Nies and Natter, 2010; Keller et al., 2016). Confirming
the impact of store image on perceptions of GSB quality, Bao et al. (2011) added that store
image also served as a differentiator between GSBs from different retailers. Nies and Natter
(2010) and Keller et al. (2016) focussed on the mutuality of the relationship between GSBs
and store image. Nies and Natter (2010) proposed that GSBs also could impact upon store
image, in reverse of previously accepted wisdom. The authors considered GSBs to be brand
extensions of the retail store because they carry the store name. The image of the parent
brand influences that of the extension (V6lckner and Sattler, 2006) but there is also a reverse
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spillover effect from extension to parent (Loken and Roedder John, 1993). Therefore, it also
follows that store image influences GSBs and vice versa (Nies and Natter, 2010).

The influence of store image on GSBs was further investigated by Keller et al. (2016),
in respect to the branding choices retailers adopt across their GSB portfolios. The authors
noted that because store image indicated GSB quality, retailers promoting an upscale image
typically employed a store branded approach for GSBs. According to Keller et al. (2016) the
image of the store and the image of the GSB are acting as quality cues to the consumer.
Based on cue consistency theory (Miyazaki et al., 2005), two consistent cues (as in this case)
are more predictive of quality than inconsistent cues. Therefore, consumer quality
perceptions may be enhanced. Keller et al. (2016) also note that stores with a more price-led
or value image are less likely to adopt a store branded GSB strategy. However, as noted by
the authors, the study did not include HDs due to a ‘different role’ played by GSBs in their
stores, although further explanation of this role was not alluded to.

In conclusion, store image plays an important role in the consumer evaluation of
GSBs because it serves as an indicator of GSB quality which can differentiate between
retailers (Semeijn, et al., 2004; Bao et al., 2011; Keller et al., 2016). By considering GSBs as
brand extensions (because they are predominantly store branded), not only does the image of
the store brand influence the GSB, but vice versa (e.g., Vélckner and Sattler, 2006; Nies and
Natter, 2010). However, there is little clarity around the spillover of image from store to GSB
and GSB to the parent store in cases where GSBs do not carry the store brand. Nies and
Natter (2010) inferred spillover effects to still occur in the absence of store branding on
GSBs, no supporting empirical evidence was offered. The study collected data from major
retail formats but did not include HDs, which employ a deliberate strategy of non-store
branded GSBs (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007). Similarly, Keller et al. (2016) chose to not
include HDs in their study of retailer branding choice because of the different GSB strategy
used in these stores.

B5.4 The Role of Packaging as Cue of GSB Quality: The Phenomenon of Copycats.

The packaging (or trade dress) of GSBs, alongside price and store image, is an extrinsic cue
used by consumers to assess product quality (Richardson et al., 1994, Batra and Sinha, 2000).
It has long been recognised by scholars that packaging can enhance consumer quality
perceptions of GSBs, in particular when similarity to leading national brands is displayed
(e.g., Zaichkowsky and Simpson, 1996; Steenkamp and Geyskens, 2013). GSBs displaying
high levels of similarity to national brands are known as copycats (Warlop and Alba, 2004)
and represent a distinct sub-set of GSB literature.
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The occurrence of ‘copycatting’ has been a topic of interest to scholars investigating
GSBs and represents a subset of the GSB literature presented in table B5. A copycat
(imitation or lookalike) can be defined as a ‘product or service, though not identical, [which]
is viewed as similar in substance, name, shape, form, meaning or intent to an acknowledged
and widely known product or service currently in the marketplace' (Lai and Zaichkowsky,
1999, pp. 180). More specifically, the practice of copycatting is a common and deliberate
retailer strategy, resulting in hundreds of own-label products designed to look like successful
brands in order to create a ‘halo of resemblance’ causing consumers to perceive similarities in
use, content and origin (Kapferer,1995). Balabanis and Craven (1997) define a copycat as 'a
new generation of own-brand products that have similar packaging characteristics to leading
brands products’ (p.299). Van Horen and Pieters (2012b, pp.83) expand the packaging
similarity further, stating that copycats ‘imitate the name, logo, and/or package design of a
leading national brand and take advantage of the latter's positive associations and marketing
efforts’. Whist copycats can be very similar to originals, they are not exact copies and are
distinct from counterfeit brands (Le Roux, Bobrie and Thébault, 2016), which are ‘illegal
low-priced and often lower quality replicas of products that typically possess high brand
value’ (Wilcox and Sen, 2009, pp. 259).

The practice of copycatting represents a growing research stream, reflecting that half
of all GSBs have been identified as copycats (Steenkamp and Geyskens, 2013). An array of
different topics have been investigated including; how consumers evaluate copycats
(D’ Astous and Gargouri, 2001; Warlop and Alba, 2004; Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen
and Pieters; 2012b), the effect of different imitation strategies and (Olson, 2012; van Horen
and Pieters; 2012a; van Horen and Pieters, 2017), how copycats impact upon the consumer
shopping experience (Kelting et al., 2017) and suggestions for measuring the degree of
imitation (Satomura, Wedel and Pieters, 2014).

Table B6. Summary of GSB research investigating copycats indicating the research objective
and mode of copycat evaluation.
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Comparative Non-comparative

Study Research objective evaluation of evaluation of
copycats copycats
D’Astous and To investigate the impact of antecedent
Gargouri (2001) factors on copycat evaluation X X
Warlop and Alba To investigate consumer preference for X
(2004) copyecats relative to national brands
Miceli and Pieters To investigate the impact of consumer
(2010) mind set on evaluation of different X
copycat strategies
Olson (2012) To investigate the effectiveness of
copycat packaging to infer product X
origins
van Horen and To investigate the effectiveness of
Pieters (2012a) different imitation strategies in X
copycats
van Horen and To investigate the impact of
Pieters (2012b) comparative evaluation between X X
copycats and national brands
Satomura, Wedel To develop a detection method and X
and Pieters (2014) metric for copycat brands
Kelting, Duhachek To investigate the impact of copycats X
and Whitler (2017) on shopping experience
van Horen and To investigate the phenomenon of X

Pieters (2017)

copycatting in different categories

All of the studies reviewed to date consider copycats as GSBs, sold in grocery stores
alongside national brands, offering consumers’ choice at the point of purchase. In keeping
with this assumption, each study employs a methodology involving the comparison of
national brands to the copycats that imitate them. Evaluation by consumers may take place in
a comparative or non-comparative way (Olsen, 2002). Different modes of comparison
influence how the brand is evaluated and impact upon subsequent attitude and purchase
intentions (Nowlis and Simonson, 1997; van Horen and Pieters, 2012b). Therefore, it may be
expected that consumers evaluating copycat GSBs may evaluate them differently depending
on the mode of the evaluation.

Only two studies (D’ Astous and Gargouri, 2001 and van Horen and Pieters, 2012b)
investigated how copycats were evaluated by participants in the absence of the national
brand, in a non-comparative mode. Both studies offer evidence that copycats are evaluated
differently when comparisons to the national brand cannot be made. In both cases, non-
comparative evaluation led to a more positive outcome for the copycat. In the absence of the
national brand, consumers make decisions based on their overall impression of the copycat
(Olsen, 2002). According to van Horen and Pieters (2012b), this can lead to a more positive
outcome for two reasons. First, any positive associations the consumer may already hold
relating to the national brand are transferred to the copycat, enhancing the evaluation. This
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process of assimilation takes place in situations where the target stimulus (the copycat)
presents information that is accessible to the consumer (recipient) (van Horen and Pieters,
2012b). However, in situations where two items are compared (e.g., the copycat is compared
to the national brand it has copied), the better known and hence more recognisable item (the
national brand) becomes a comparison standard to which the other is compared (Sherif and
Hovland, 1961). Once the contrast to the national brand is made, the consumer is aware that
the information presented by the copycat is an attempt to influence them, causing a negative
evaluation (van Horen and Pieters, 2012b).

In addition to the contrasting effects of comparative evaluation, van Horen and Pieters
(2012b) note that negative evaluation of copycat brands can be induced when consumers
evoke their naive theories of persuasion. Naive theories of persuasion are thoughts that
consumers hold regarding the tactics marketers might use to persuade them (Tormala and
Brifiol, 2015). The persuasion knowledge model (PKM) (Friestad and Wright, 1994)
proposes that consumers evaluate persuasion attempts (e.g., advertisements or packaging
claims) based on the persuasion theories or knowledge they hold. Awareness of a blatant
copycat highlights that the displayed similarity to the leading brand is a persuasion tactic and
activates the consumer’s persuasion knowledge (van Horen and Pieters, 2012b). Consumers
judge the copycat to be unfair and thus it is evaluated negatively. Theories of persuasion and
the PKM are critically review in the following chapter.

In this section, a review of the copycat GSB literature (focussing on packaging
similarity to the leading national brand) has highlighted how the mode in which a copycat is
evaluated (comparative versus non-comparative) is highly influential upon the outcome of
that evaluation (van Horen and Pieters, 2012b). When products are encountered next to each
other it is more likely that they will be evaluated comparatively than if they were displayed in
isolation (Muthukrishnan and Ramaswami, 1999). Comparative evaluation between a GSB
and the leading national brand may highlight the tactic of copying and evoke consumer
persuasion knowledge, leading less positive GSB perceptions (Warlop and Alba, 2004;
Miceli and Pieters, 2011; van Horen and Pieters, 2021b). It is common practice for retailers to
present copycat GSBs and national brands side by side or within close proximity on the shelf
(Kelting et al., 2017). This is likely to promote comparative evaluation. However, HDs are
known to stock less than 10% of branded goods (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007) and thus
comparative evaluation between GSBs and national brands is unlikely. Only two studies
D’Astous and Gargouri (2001) and van Horen and Pieters (2012b) have investigated copycat
GSB evaluation in a non-comparative environment and neither included HD GSBs. This
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highlights an area in which further research focussing on HD GSBs could extend existing
knowledge of the evaluative processes of consumers in relation to GSBs.

B6 Conclusions from the Literature Review and Knowledge Gaps

In this chapter, a critical review of GSB research has been presented, investigating elements
contributing to the growth of GSBs and the factors affecting how consumers evaluate GSBs.
Despite the large body of extant GSB literature, there are a number of unanswered questions
in relation to HDs, which are a relatively new and under researched phenomenon within

grocery retailing. A concluding section summarising of these tensions is given below.

B6.1 Summary of the Literature Review Conclusions

Review of the GSB literature calls attention to a paucity of studies relating to HDs,
highlighted in Chapter A as a current disruptive phenomenon impacting the grocery retail
market. This has given rise to tension between observed HD growth and the portrayal of HDs
in comparison to traditional grocery retailers (Zielke, 2014; Geyskens et al., 2018;
Gijsbrechts, et al., 2018; Dekimpe and Geyskens, 2019; Loebnitz et al., 2020). Although
noted scholars (e.g., Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009) acknowledge the importance and
difference of HDs scant scholastic attention has been paid to this emergent marketplace.
Much of the existing GSB research advocates that the presence of national brands in grocery
stores is fundamental to GSB success. However, this assumption fails to account for the
success of HDs which do not sell national brands. This exposes an area in which existing
theoretical explanations regarding the consumer purchase of GSBs are not applicable.

One focus of GSB literature is understanding the type of shopper who is more likely
to purchase GSBs. Scholars offer a profile of the psychological characteristics that make a
consumer more ‘prone’ to GSB purchasing. In short, the GSB prone consumer is conscious
about price and quality, is highly engaged in the category and motivated to stand out and be
recognised by others for their achievement (Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson et al., 2002;
Manzur et al., 2011; Martos-Partal et al., 2015). Although it remains highly likely that such
characteristics will also play an important role in an HD environment, there are no existing
studies to confirm this assumption.

GSB literature also portrays three well-researched and evidenced extrinsic cues of
store brands upon which consumers make evaluations. These are the price of the GSB, the
image of the store in which it is sold and the packaging, such as how similar the GSB looks to
the leading national brand (e.g., Richardson et al., 1994; Garretson et al., 2002; Warlop and

37



Alba, 2004; Steenkamp et al., 2010; Nies and Natter, 2010; Zielke, 2014; Keller et al., 2016).
Pricing of GSBs represents a large and well researched topic alone and is considered to be the
dominant cue (Garretson et al., 2002; Steenkamp et al., 2010). Early researchers linked low
prices to low quality, suggesting consumers use price as a quality heuristic when shopping.
However, more recently, studies have noted the quality development of GSBs and suggested
that a low price may also signal attributes other than quality (Zielke, 2014). This includes
attributes such as a concern for the well-being of the consumer and an efficiently run
business. Furthermore, the quality of GSBs sold by HDs is on a par or even higher than that
of leading national brands (Steenkamp and Sloot, 2018). This has created tension between the
acknowledged ‘low price, low quality’ assumption which dominates the GSB literature and
the observed positive evaluation of very low priced GSBs in HDs. This tension remains
unresolved, highlighting a gap in current literature.

In addition to price, store image is also considered as an important extrinsic cue for
consumer GSB evaluation (e.g., Nies and Natter, 2010; Keller et al., 2016). It is widely
accepted that GSBs are brand extensions of the store brand and benefit from positive
spillover. However, studies to date have focussed upon store brands which are branded with
the store name. There is no empirical evidence to suggest that the store image will have a
similar positive effect on GSBs that are not store branded a (i.e., standalone brands) and bear
no relation to the parent store. Therefore, the extrinsic cue of store image remains unexplored
for standalone GSBs (such as those sold in HDs).

Finally, there is ample empirical evidence to suggest that consumers use packaging to
assess GSB quality (e.g., Richardson et al., 1994; Zaichkowsky and Simpson, 1996; Batra
and Sinha, 2000; Steenkamp et al., 2010). Extent research also suggests that consumer quality
perceptions of GSBs are enhanced when the packaging displays visual similarity to national
brands (e.g., Steenkamp et al., 2010). GSBs that deliberately look similar to national brands
are known as copycat GSBs (Warlop and Alba, 2004, see table B6). When consumers are
aware a GSB is deliberately copying a national brand, the copycat GSB is evaluated more
negatively (e.g., van Horen and Pieters, 2012Db). Prior research indicates that consumers
become aware of copying as a marketing tactic on account of direct comparison between
GSBs and national brands. Comparisons are most likely to occur in grocery stores, where
GSBs are placed near or next to national brands (Kelting et al., 2017). However, HDs are
known for predominantly selling GSBs (Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009), over half of which
are copycats (Steenkamp and Geyskens, 2013). Therefore, consumers are likely to be aware
that the products on sale are GSBs, despite the lack of opportunity to use national brands as a

comparator. Evidence reporting on the success of HDs implies that consumers knowingly
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evaluate copycat GSBs positively, however this issue remains unresolved empirically. A
summary of the tensions in existing literature give rise to a considerable gap in knowledge
which is highlighted below

B6.2 Statement of a Gap in Current Knowledge

In this chapter it has been demonstrated that HDs are under-researched in the GSB literature,
despite calls for new studies (e.g., Vroegrijk et al., 2013, 2016). The documented success of
HDs in the last decade is not explained with the inferior image portrayed of them in relation
to mainstream grocery stores (Zielke, 2014; Geyskens et al., 2018; Gijsbrechts, et al., 2018;
Dekimpe and Geyskens, 2019; Loebnitz et al., 2020). Unlike grocer retailers, in HDs 90% of
sales come from GSBs (Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009) yet the established cues of GSB
evaluation (price, packaging, and store image) have not been explored in an HD setting. The
same can be said of the identified consumer characteristics of GSB proneness. This highlights
a gap in the GSB literature concerning the GSBs sold in HDs. Little is known about how
consumers evaluate them and if the same product cues and individual characteristics
developed in the mainstream grocery literature apply. This gap can be addressed by
investigating how consumers evaluate GSBs in HDs, based on the established product cues
(price, store image and packaging) and consumer characteristics. This will extend the GSB
literature to include HDs.

Two potential mechanisms which may explain the tensions highlighted in the
literature regarding HD GSBs are persuasion knowledge and self-construal. Persuasion
knowledge describes the cognitive processes consumers use in order to help them make better
purchase decisions when evaluating manufacturer tactics such as price and packaging of store
brands (Friestad and Wright, 1994; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b). Self-construal (Markus
and Kitayama, 1991) defines how consumers think of themselves, influencing thoughts,
motivations and actions. Known to influence product choices, characteristics of self-construal
are consistent with those of GSB prone consumers (table C8). Persuasion knowledge and
self-construal are critically discussed in the following chapter.
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Chapter C: Literature Review of the Conceptual
Foundations Underpinning Grocery Store Brand
Evaluation

C1 Introduction

This chapter builds upon findings from Chapter B and presents a critical review of literature
for two conceptual foundations of GSB evaluation: persuasion theory and self-construal.
First, persuasion theory (Part 1) and specifically the persuasion knowledge model (PKM) are
considered. Justification for use of persuasion theory is given by highlighting the overlap
between the three constituent parts of persuasion theory (source, message, and recipient) and
the cues by which GSBs are evaluated (store image, price and packaging). Focus on the PKM
reveals how the self-construal of individuals impacts upon the model. This leads to further
critical evaluation of self-construal as a theoretical construct, with focus on application
withing the marketing literature and the context of consumption. Parallels are drawn between
the psychological traits of GSB prone shoppers and characteristics consistent with self-
construal. The chapter concludes by highlighting how the PKM and self-construal fit together
as underpinning theoretical foundations of GSB evaluation. Current gaps knowledge
concerning GSB evaluation, the PKM and self-construal are stated.

C2 Persuasion Theory and the Persuasion Knowledge Model in Grocery
Store Brand Evaluation

Persuasion theory is proposed as an underpinning framework for the evaluation of store
brands and use of persuasion knowledge, particularly when GSBs have highly similar
packaging to the leading national brand is reviewed. This is followed by a summary of the

key points made, the highlighted gaps in knowledge and conclusions.

C2.1 Introduction and Outline of the Chapter

Chapter B offered a critical review the GSB literature, highlighting the factors known to
influence the consumer GSB evaluation, namely: the store image, the price and packaging of
the product and individual consumer traits. Considering these three factors in turn highlights
a link between GSB evaluation and the three elements of persuasion theory, stated by Petty
and Brifiol (2015) to be source, message and recipient.
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First, considering store image, defined by Ailawadi and Keller (2004) as a summary
of the knowledge consumers hold about the store in memory. When making purchase
decisions, the image of the store is used to determine the quality of store brands sold
(Richardson et al, 1994; Bao et al., 2011; Nies and Natter, 2010; Keller et al., 2016).
Therefore, consumer knowledge regarding the seller (or source) of GSBs is known to
influence evaluations and preferences. Second, when evaluating the price and packaging of
GSBs, consumers are making an assessment on what is being communicated about the
product on offer (Richardson et al., 1994, Batra and Sinha, 2000, Steenkamp et al., 2010).
The advertised cost and packaging elements (brand name and design) are marketing tactics
being conveyed by the seller or delivered as a message to the recipient (Friestad and Wright,
1994). Finally, individual consumer traits are known to influence GSB preference, with some
consumers being more likely to purchase GSBs than others (Richardson, et al., 1996;
Ailawadi, et al., 2001; Collins et al., 2015). Traits include sensitivity to price and quality as
well as ego-driven motivations to stand out and be recognised as different, highlighting the
influence of individual consumer or recipient characteristics.

To summarise, persuasion theory is concerned with understanding how consumer
attitudes may be altered in the context of a persuasive message such as an advertisement or
product messaging (Tormala and Brifiol, 2015). The underlying premise of the theory
considers the trichotomy of interactions between the source, the message and the recipient,
which are closely related to the elements forming the basis of GSB evaluation (price,
packaging, store image and consumer traits). This thesis proposes the use of persuasion
theory and in particular the use of Friestad and Wright’s (1994) Persuasion Knowledge
Model (PKM) as a framework for investigating how consumers evaluate HD GSBs. This
section offers a critical review of persuasion theory with particular focus on the PKM.

This section begins with a critical review persuasion theory and the underlying principles on
which the theory is based. This is followed with a discussion of literature relating to the three
signature variables (source, message, recipient). Criticisms of persuasion theory are noted and
the development of the PKM is presented. Attention is drawn to the impact of consumer
motivation on the outcome of persuasion, highlighting self-construal theory an influencing
factor. The application of the PKM to marketing contexts is discussed, with special focus
given to the evaluation of copycat GSBs. Differences between expected and predicted results
are highlighted, suggesting contextual or circumstantial factors give rise to a change in the
outcomes of persuasion events. A final summary presents gaps in existing knowledge and
highlights opportunities to extend current knowledge of the PKM within the domain of

marketing and retail.
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C2.1 Persuasion Theory: Key Constructs and Applications

Persuasion is a term that refers to ‘any procedure with the potential to change someone’s
mind’ (Brifol and Petty, 2009). Persuasion theory has roots in the social psychology
literature and the early empirical studies of Hovland and Weiss (1952) and Hovland, Janis
and Kelley (1953). Later work by Weinstein (1969) led to an early definition of persuasion,
based on the authors premise that socially successful individuals possessed the ability to
persuade others. Weinstein (1969) stated that the most important skills required were those
that enabled individuals to ‘get others to think, feel, or do, what they want them to’ (p. 753).
Based on this framework, persuasion research remains concerned with three distinct variables
of source, message and recipient or who says what to whom (Tormala and Brifiol, 2015). The
following sections offer a critical discussion of each of the three aforementioned variables,
which is followed in turn by a discussion highlighting the development of the Persuasion
Knowledge Model (Friestad and Wright, 1994).

C2.1.1 Source Credibility

The source of a persuasive message is concerned with the entity (person, or organization) that
delivers the persuasive message (see Brifiol and Petty, 2009 for an extensive review). The
most common and frequently studied factor is source credibility (SC) (Pornpitakpan, 2004).
Early work by Hovland and Weiss (1952) demonstrated that the increased persuasiveness of
messages was directly linked to the credibility of the message source. In other words, the
characteristics of the message giver can have an impact on how the message is received (Dou,
Walden, Lee and Lee, 2012). SC has been described as a ‘classic variable’ in persuasion
research (Brifiol, Petty and Tormala, 2004) and has been applied to various persuasion
situations such as; advertising (e.g. Brifiol et al., 2004; Barone and Jewell, 2010), consumer
recommendations (Petersen and Hamilton, 2014), compliance to authority (Jung and Kellaris,
2006) and corporate and celebrity endorsement (Goldsmith, Lafferty and Newell, 2000).
Persuasion commonly occurs when there is asymmetry of information between buyers and
sellers (Spence, 1973). As discussed in section B2.6.5 the purchase of a GSB can be
considered a persuasion attempt, where consumer rely upon extrinsic product cues such as
price, packaging or store image to assess GSB quality (e.g., Dodds et al., 1991; Bodur et al.,
2016). Other marketing mix elements such as advertising can be used by consumers as
quality signals to address the information gap (Kirmani, 1990).

C2.2.2 Message Position, Strength and Volume

42



Many scholars note the importance of factors relating to the message in situations of
persuasion (Sherif and Hovland, 1961; Petty and Cacioppo, 1984a; Petty and Cacioppo,
1986; Clark and Wegener, 2013; Tormala and Brifiol, 2015). Notably message strength (or
quality of the argument presented) and message volume (or how many arguments are
presented) are considered. Tormala and Brifiol (2015) note that message positioning is
important because it may argue with or against the recipient’s beliefs. This supports Sherif
and Hovland’s (1961) Social Judgement Theory, which postulates that messages congruent to
the recipient will be more favourably evaluated because they are in keeping with his/her
‘latitude of acceptance’. However, Clark and Wegener (2013) posit individuals process
messages differently depending on their motivational state. Therefore, motivational state is an
important consideration in understanding any attitude change as a result of positioning (Clark
and Wegener, 2015). Research into message argument strength denotes high quality (strong)
arguments to be more persuasive than weak arguments (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986).
Characteristically, strong arguments encourage the recipient to think favourably about
matters relating to the message. Tormala and Brifiol (2015, pp. 34) give the example of a
strong message advocating exercising. By focussing on the outcomes of exercise and making
them seem desirable, relevant and attainable, the arguments appear more compelling and
convincing to the recipient. Petty and Cacioppo (1984b) highlight how the volume of
arguments may impact on the message outcome. Increasing the number of arguments gives
rise to more thoughts the recipient has about the message, resulting in increased persuasion.
However, in cases where the recipient does not think about the message, the authors propose
that individuals may adopt a heuristic of ‘the more arguments the better’, which also leads to

persuasion increases.

C2.2.3 The Impact of Recipient Characteristics on Persuasion

The characteristics of the persuasion recipient (or target audience) can affect the way
individuals process persuasion attempts (Tormala and Brifiol, 2015). According to Brifiol,
Petty and Barden (2007) emotions have been the subject of a research stream that spans
multiple decades and are the dominant recipient characteristic to be studied (Petty and Brifiol,
2015). According to the authors, early studies supported the notion that positive emotions,
(such as happiness) were acknowledged to have a direct positive impact upon persuasion.
However, other studies (e.g., Petty, Schuman, Richman and Stratham,1993) suggested that
emotions play a more complex role in persuasion and can lead to multiple different effects.

Development of the influence of contextual factors on persuasion gave rise to a framework by
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with the impact of recipient emotions (and other characteristics) on persuasion can be better
understood (Petty and Brifiol, 2015).

C2.2.4 Criticisms of Persuasion Theory

The long tradition of persuasion research regarding the three variables of source, recipient
and message has been criticised by many scholars due to what Kitchen, Kerr, Schultz,
McColl and Pals (2014) describe as ‘conceptual ambiguities’ leading to lack of generalizable
results. Specifically, the authors note literature relating to the topic fell into two camps, one
where persuasion was achieved using heuristics and the other as a result of extended
argument consideration. According to Petty and Cacioppo, (1984a, pp. 668) ‘there is
surprisingly little agreement concerning how and why the traditional variables affect attitude
change’. The authors proposed that in the event of a persuasive message, the amount of
cognitive effort an individual will give to process the message depends on factors relating to
the situation and the individual themselves (the context). This led to the development of the
elaboration likelihood model (Petty and Cacioppo, 1984a,1986) and the heuristic-systematic
model (e.g., Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly, 1989). Both models represent processing
frameworks for understanding persuasion which add in the context to the variables of source,
recipient and message (Kitchen, et al., 2014).

Further criticism of persuasion theory came from Wright (1986) who argued for a
greater emphasis to be placed by scholars on the consumer or the ‘target’ of persuasion.
Wright (1986) coined the phrase ‘schemer schema’ to denote the idea that consumers held
innate knowledge about persuasion that they could use to interpret marketers’ tactics. Jost,
Kruglanski and Nelson (1998) later described Wright’s (1986) schemer schema as way
individuals can judge their own thinking or metacognition.

C2.2.5 Metacognition
The topic of metacognition encompasses developments within the domain of persuasion that
refer to ‘thinking about thinking’ or how a person judges their own knowledge (Alba and
Hutchinson, 2000; for a review see Brifiol and DeMarree, 2012). A broader definition is
offered by Jost, et al. (1998) who state that metacognition relates to 1) The beliefs individuals
hold regarding their own and others mental states and processes, 2) The beliefs held by
individuals about how the mind works / should work, 3) Naive theories held by the
individual.

Persuasion can be affected by features of metacognition in multiple ways (Brifiol, et
al., 2004). According to the authors, the sight of an attractive model on a product
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advertisement may cause certain individuals to think that their evaluation of the product
might be positively affected as a result. Recognition of this attempt at bias could motivate
some people to try and correct for it as they evaluate the product (Wegener and Petty, 1995),
leading to persuasion resistance. Further development of the concept that when consumers
think about their own thoughts or ‘lay’ or ‘naive’ theories regarding persuasion led to the
development of the persuasion knowledge model (PKM) by Friestad and Wright (1994) and
Kirmani and Campbell (2004).

C2.3 The Persuasion Knowledge Model
The PKM (Friestad and Wright, 1994; Kirmani and Campbell, 2004) assumes consumers
enter a persuasion event (for example viewing an advertisement) with knowledge about the
topic, the agent (advertiser or brand owner) and the act of persuasion (how persuasion object
is trying to influence them) (depicted in figure C1). In order to ensure they are not taken in by
the persuasion attempt, the three types of knowledge the consumer has interact, to develop a
defence strategy (Campbell and Kirmani, 2008). The defensive strategy or coping behaviour
influences how each individual consumer will respond to the persuasion episode. As a result,
consumers may see the agent as being less credible, more likely to deceive them and can also
result in a behaviour change (e.g., Kirmani and Zhu, 2007; Campbell and Kirmani, 2008).
Friestad and Wright (1984) proposed that the PKM is not static and as consumers
learn, over time they become more sophisticated in their approach to persuasion attempts.
Campbell and Kirmani (2008) demonstrated that different age groups displayed different
levels of persuasion knowledge, with adults being more sophisticated than children in coping
with persuasion tactics. According to Panic, Cauberghe and De Pelsmacker (2013) children
possess less critical processing than adults as they have not acquired the same level of
knowledge about persuasion. There are three different types of knowledge depicted by the
PKM (figure C1), namely persuasion knowledge, agent knowledge and topic knowledge.
These three types of knowledge will be defined and critically discussed in the following
paragraphs.
Figure C1. The Persuasion Knowledge Model
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C2.3.1 Persuasion Knowledge

Campbell and Kirmani (2008, pp.554) note that persuasion knowledge refers to a persons’
‘...knowledge or beliefs about how persuasion ‘works’...”. The authors include in this
definition the knowledge consumers hold about the tactics used by an agent in an act of
persuasion. Examples of persuasion tactics include guilt appeals (e.g., Cotte, Coulter and
Moore.,2005), use of rhetorical questions (e.g., Ahluwalia and Burnkrant, 2004), price (e.g.,
Hardesty, Bearden and Carlson, 2007) and the deliberate use of highly similar (copycat)
packaging (e.g., Warlop and Alba, 2004; Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen and Pieters,
2012a,b).

Despite the array of deliberate persuasion tactics, if consumers are not aware that they
are being manipulated, they do not take any action (Friestad and Wright, 1994). The authors
proposed the change of meaning principle to describe how consumer understanding of a
marketer’s tactic alters. Campbell and Kirmani (2008) note ‘external influences’ can elicit a
change of meaning. Which, according to Aguirre-Rodriguez (2013) is when consumers learn
about marketers’ tactics via sources such as the media and their peers
Once made aware of the deployed tactic, consumers determine how appropriate (right or
wrong) they perceive the tactic to be.

Friestad and Wright (1994) and latterly Kirmani and Campbell (2004) discuss how
persuasion knowledge is aligned with the goals of an individual. In the original paper,
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Friestad and Wright (1994) highlight how the overriding goal for consumers to evoke
persuasion knowledge is to cope with persuasion attempts and exercise self-control. In
addition to this, consumers are motivated to satisfy their own goals when in a persuasion
situation. Campbell and Kirmani (2004) further investigated the influence of personal goals
on persuasion and demonstrated how interaction with the persuasion agent was different
according to the desired outcome of the persuasion attempt. Friestad and Wright (1994) also
bring attention to different motivational elements that may impact upon how individuals
develop or use persuasion knowledge. Specifically, the authors highlight cultural differences
and call out Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory as an example of an
influential self-schema. Characteristic traits aligned to self-construal schemas are likely to
impact upon how persuasion episodes are interpreted. A critical review of self-construal is
presented in the following section C3 following the perspective that different outcomes of a
persuasion attempt are observed according to the motivational dispositions of individuals.

C2.3.2 Agent Knowledge

Agent knowledge is defined as the beliefs a consumer holds of ‘the traits, competencies and
goals of the persuasion agent’ (Friestad and Wright, 1994, pp.3). According to Campbell and
Kirmani (2008) agent knowledge includes what consumers know about salespeople,
companies or brands. The authors note that literature investigating source credibility (e.g.,
Dholakia and Sternthal, 1977) is informative of how consumers react to agent knowledge. As
previously discussed, source credibility refers to how well the consumer perceives the source
at providing accurate or truthful information (e.g., Tormala and Petty, 2004). Therefore, the
characteristics of the persuader can influence the outcome of a persuasion attempt (Dou et al.,
2012).

C2.3.3 Topic Knowledge

Topic knowledge refers to the consumer’s knowledge about the topic or content of the
persuasion attempt (e.g., Campbell and Kirmani, 2008). The topic of a persuasion attempt can
be a service, a social cause or a specific product or brand (Ham, Nelson and Das, 2015).
Other scholars have linked the level of topic knowledge directly to consumer expertise (e.g.,
Ahluwalia and Burnkrant, 2004; Zhuang, Cui and Peng, 2018). In studies investigating online
shopping context, Ahluwalia and Burnkrant (2004) demonstrated that consumers more adept
at reading product reviews had a greater propensity to spot suspicious content. Similarly,

Zhuang et al. (2018) noted that experienced consumers can tell if reviews have been ‘faked’
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or not. Thus, topic knowledge considers what consumers know about the topic as well as how
much they know.

C2.4 Applications of the PKM in Marketing

There have been multiple applications of the PKM within the domain of marketing across a
range of different persuasion contexts (for a review, see Ham et al., 2015). Included are
interactions with a salesperson (Campbell and Kirmani, 2000), pricing tactics (e.g., Hardesty
et al., 2007), charity advertising (Hibbert, Smith, Davies and Ireland, 2007) and product
placement (Wei, Fischer and Main, 2008). More recently the PKM has been used to
investigate the effectiveness of advergames (advertising in game format) to children (Panic et
al.,2013).

Despite such a diversity of uses, Nelson and Ham (2012) report that scholars have
mostly used the PKM to explore the rejection of persuasion tactics with little focus on cases
where tactics are positively evaluated and accepted. However, Isaac and Grayson (2017)
addressed Nelson and Ham’s (2012) claim and proposed that activation of persuasion
knowledge can also result in positive evaluation of the agent. The authors demonstrated that
credible persuasion tactics (for example offering high quality and low price) may be trusted
and believed by consumers. This finding reflects Friestad and Wright’s (1994, pp.13)
perspective that not all marketing tactics are deliberately negative, indeed ...some tactics are
used when marketers understand and respect what people want to know about a type of
product’. Therefore, activation of persuasion knowledge can lead to an increase in negativity
or positivity of evaluation.

C2.5 Use of the PKM to Investigate GSBs

When the PKM has been used as a framework by which to investigate copycat brands,
scholars have demonstrated the existence of a change of meaning, with either a positive or
negative interpretation (e.g., Warlop and Alba, 2004; Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen
and Pieters, 2012a,b, 2013). Warlop and Alba (2004), Miceli and Pieters (2010) and van
Horen and Pieters (2012a,b) all demonstrate that when consumers are aware of the tactics
employed by a copycat, activation of persuasion knowledge results in a negative evaluation.
However, Warlop and Alba (2004) also noted that if copycat brands were not actively
threatening the leader brand (positioned at lower price levels) then the tactic of similarity did
not result in a negative coping strategy. Van Horen and Pieters (2013) support the positive
evaluation of tactical similarity. The authors demonstrated that in cases where tactical
similarity benefits the consumer, the change of meaning has a positive effect on evaluation.
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Further investigation into the positive evaluation of blatant similarity has been called for by
many scholars to extend understanding of conditions under which it is more likely to take
place (Warlop and Alba, 2004; Campbell and Kirmani, 2008; van Horen and Pieters, 2013).

Specifically relating to copycat GSBs, the PKM has been used to explore consumer
reactions to brand similarity (e.g., Warlop and Alba, 2004) and how different types of
similarity and consumer mind-set influence consumer responses (e.g., Miceli and Pieters,
2010; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b). In keeping with Nelson and Ham’s (2012)
perspective, the prevailing view offered in extant literature posits high similarity imitation to
be perceived less favourably by consumers than low similarity or copying of themes rather
than visual features (van Horen and Pieters, 2012b). However, Isaac and Grayson’s (2017)
alternative positive perspective (as discussed in the previous sub-section) is also supported
(Campbell and Kirmani, 2008; van Horen and Pieters, 2013).

Campbell and Kirmani (2008) suggested that the outcome of a consumer evaluation
may differ according to the circumstances under which the evaluation was made. The authors
noted that under certain conditions, the judgements consumers make towards imitation brands
may be reversed. Further support from van Horen and Pieters (2013) demonstrated preference
reversal for imitation brands in consumers experiencing high levels of uncertainty. The
authors established that even though consumers were aware the brands were imitations,
recognisable characteristics were evaluated favourably (vs negatively) because they offered
familiarity in an otherwise unfamiliar choice set. Van Horen and Pieters (2013) called for
further research to establish conditions under which blatant similarity is positively evaluated
by consumers.

In summary, persuasion theory and in particular the PKM suggests that consumers
develop defensive strategies to avoid being persuaded (Campbell and Kirmani, 2008). The
outcome of a persuasion attempt depends on knowledge held by the consumer (target)
regarding the persuasion agent (source), the topic (e.g. the brand) and the tactics employed.
For example, the prevailing negative perspective that GSBs are trying to ‘fool’ the consumer
(Warlop and Alba, 2004), would support a defensive action, such as choosing to not purchase
the GSB. However, it also follows that if GSBs were considered positively, as supporting the
consumer (perhaps by offering additional benefits, e.g., similar quality at a lower price) no
defensive strategy would be required. Therefore, although the PKM has previously been
applied to explain why consumers perceive GSBs negatively, consideration of contextual

information could cause perceptions to be reversed.
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C2.6 Conclusions on Persuasion Theory and using the PKM for GSB evaluation
Persuasion theory relating to attitude change has been widely developed across many
disciplines in psychology and marketing (e.g., Tormala and Petty, 2015). The underlying
premise of the theory considers the relationship between three distinct variables, namely the
source, the recipient and the message (or subject) of persuasion (Petty and Brifiol, 2009;
Tormala and Brifiol, 2015).

Wright’s (1986) criticism of persuasion theory led to increased emphasis on the
consumer in persuasion situations. Friestad and Wright’s (1994) seminal work proposed the
PKM, a metacognitive persuasion theory including the thoughts consumers have about their
knowledge of a persuasion attempt. Three distinct types of knowledge have become
synonymous with the PKM; agent knowledge (the credibility or image of the source),
knowledge of the persuasion or tactics (such as pricing and packaging) and knowledge of the
topic (such as brand knowledge or expertise) (Campbell and Kirmani, 2008).

The PKM has been previously applied to the consumer evaluate copycat brands
(Warlop and Alba, 1994, Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b, 2013).
However, these studies do not concur on the outcome of the evaluation, exposing a limitation
to current theoretical understanding (Warlop and Alba, 2004; van Horen and Pieters, 2013).
Furthermore, calls from the aforementioned scholars to investigate this unresolved question
have remained unanswered. In addition to persuasion knowledge, the importance of
consumer goals and motivations on the outcome of persuasion attempts are fundamental to
the PKM (Friestad and Wright 1994; Kirmani and Campbell, 2004). Friestad and Wright
(1994) make specific mention of Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal as an example
of how consumer traits regarding motivation, information processing and resulting behaviour
are likely impact how individuals use their persuasion knowledge. Investigating how
consumer self-construal impacts the evaluation of copycat GSBs presents a novel extension
to the PKM and the current GSB literature.

C3 Self-Construal in Marketing Research

C3.1 Introduction

The psychological characteristics of consumers have received interest from scholars in
determining how individual traits might influence GSB evaluation. Studies have highlighted a
sub-set of consumers who are by their nature more likely to purchase GSBs, described as
being GSB ‘prone’ (Richardson et al.,1996; Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson, et al., 2002;
Baltas, 2003; Erdem et al., 2004; Hansen et al., 2006; Steenkamp et al., 2010; Collins et al.,
2015; Martos-Partal et al., 2015). Building on Richardson et al. (1996), Ailawadi et al. (2001)
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initiated a stream of research linking the psychological characteristics of GSB prone
consumers to the benefits associated with GSB purchasing (see B.2.5 for a review). This
body of work depicts a store brand prone consumer who favours GSBs an account of
concerns related to price and quality, is highly engaged in the category with an ego-driven
desire to be perceived by others as ‘smart’. Although these thoughts and actions are
established, no studies to date have sought to examine why such traits are exhibited by GSB
prone consumers.

Explanations for how a person might think or act can be found within the domain of
social psychology, which has a has a long tradition of literature investigating the role of the
self in informing cognition, motivation and behaviour (for a review, see Baumeister, 1998).
Marcus and Kitayama’s (1991) foundational study used the term self-construal to denote how
individuals perceive themselves in relation to others. According to the authors an individual’s
self-construal determines how information is processed as well as influencing attitudes and
behaviours. Self-construal theory (Markus and Kitayama, 1991) was developed to
characterize observed cultural differences between Western and Asian perspectives
highlighted in a body of research published in the 1980s and early 1990s (e.g., Hofstede,
1980; Triandis 1989; Schwartz and Bilksy, 1990). The characteristic collectivist nature of
Eastern cultures and the individualisms seen in the West were a starting point for the
development of self-construal theory. Latterly, self-construal has been applied to studies that
are both across and within cultures (e.g., Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Chang, 2010; Cross,
Hardin and Swing, 2011; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). The observed ‘Western’ and ‘Asian’
self-construals may also be found within individuals of all cultural backgrounds (Cross and
Markus, 1991; Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992; Singelis, 1994). This has given rise to multiple
applications of self-construal to demonstrate consumer reactions or preferences in marketing
contexts (Ahluwalia, 2008; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013; Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Hong and
Chang, 2015; Lee and Pounders, 2019).

A critical analysis of the application of self-construal in marketing and specifically
consumption contexts, draws out the influence of characteristic cognitive and motivational
traits (Escalas and Bettman, 2005; Lee and Shavitt, 2006; Swaminathan, Page and Giirchan-
Canli, 2007; Ahluwalia, 2008; Chen, 2009; Zhang and Shrum, 2009; Zhu and Meyers-Levy,
2009; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013; Ma, Yang and Mourali, 2014; Millan and Reynolds, 2014;
Hong and Chang, 2015; Shavitt and Barnes, 2020). Cognitive processes associated with self-
construal explain why some consumers may have different product perceptions according to
the how they are branded, priced and displayed (Ahluwalia, 2008; Chen, 2009; Zhu and
Meyers-Levy, 2009; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). Self-construal also gives rise to a tendency
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for some shoppers to seek hedonic benefits from the act of consumption (Millan and
Reynolds, 2014; Hong and Chang, 2015). Also associated with self-construal are
motivational characteristics, which encourage some consumers to use the purchase of
products to stand out from others and be seen as individuals (Escalas and Bettman, 2005; Lee
and Shavitt, 2006; Swaminathan et al., 2007; Zhang and Shrum, 2009; Ma et al., 2014;
Shavitt and Barnes, 2020). A comparison of the observed traits associated with self-construal
and those of GSB prone consumers made in section B2.5 is given, highlighting overlap

between the two concepts.

C3.2 The Main Precepts of Self-Construal Theory

For many centuries there has been scholarly interest in determining and defining the
existence of the human self. The topic can be traced back to 1890 and William James, whose
work offered a theoretical distinction between the social, spiritual and material selves. The
following century, Hallowell (1955) proposed that all individuals see themselves as
‘physically distinct’ from others. Subsequent scholars, in accord with the notion that social
interactions shape the self, established the difference between the ‘public’ self on display to
others and the ‘private’ unobservable inner self (e.g., Baumeister, 1986; Greenwald and
Pratkanis, 1984).

Building on the work of Greenwald and Pratkanis (1984), Triandis (1989) posited
cultural differences could account for different expressions of the public, private self and
‘collective’ self (aspects of the self that are shared with a social group). He argued that
collectivist cultures nurtured individuals to develop thoughts, perceptions and intelligence
that refer to a group (collective). Individualist cultures, on the other hand, encouraged
individuals to develop cognitions based on their own traits. A seminal thesis by Markus and
Kitayama (1991) endorsed the cross-cultural argument proposed by Triandis (1989). The
authors’ observed that individuals from Western (individualistic) and Asian (collectivist)
cultures differed in the way they defined themselves. Using the term self-construal, Markus
and Kitayama (1991) described how individuals perceived themselves in relation to others.
Typically, Western cultures hold what the authors’ termed an independent self-construal
(hereafter ISC) and Asian cultures tend to display an interdependent self-construal (hereafter
INSC).

Markus and Kitayama (1991, pp. 226) used a diagrammatic representation to explain
the differences between those with an ISC versus an INSC (figure C2). The self and others
are depicted by different sized circles. Each X represents different aspects of the self or

others. Xs in bold were termed by Markus and Kitayama (1991) as ‘core concepts’ or the first
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representations that come to mind when thinking about the self. For the independent self
(ICS) all Xs or aspects are held within unique circles, to demonstrate the distinct and
individual nature of the self in relation to others. However, in the interdependent self (INSC)
the boundaries between the self and others are blurred and the core concepts of an individual
may be shared with others. This causes relationships to be with other people to characterize
interdependent individuals (Hamaguchi, 1985).

Figure C2. Conceptual representations of the self
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C3.2.1 Relational Interdependent Self-Construal

The dichotomous nature of Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory has been
developed by scholars to include a third self-construal, known as ‘relational self-construal’
(e.g., Brewer and Gardner, 1996; Cross and Madson, 1997; Cross, Bacon and Morris, 2000;
Agrawal and Maheswaran, 2005). Brewer and Gardner (1996) argued that self-construal was
dependent on social situations and therefore relationships with others as well as larger groups
or collectives were influential. In addition to INSC a relational self-construal must also be
present. In subsequent studies Cross and Madson (1997) and Cross et al. (2000) proposed that
relational self-construal could be accounted for by gender differences in Western cultures.
The authors’ stated that in Western cultures, women are more likely to develop a self-
construal defined by relationships with others because of inherent societal gender bias. The
dominant social influence for western women promotes deference to others over the self,
leading to relational thinking, feeling and behaving (Cross and Madson, 1997).

Cross et al. (2000) defined relational self-construal as the degree to which individuals
define themselves in terms of close relationships, making a clear distinction from Markus and
Kitayama’s (1991) collective definition of INSC. It has been widely accepted by scholars that
INSC is represented by both collective and relational components (Agrawal and Maheswaran,
2005). However, as noted by Cross et al. (2011), despite the acknowledgement that INSC has
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two components (one relational and one collective), most researchers consider INSC as a
single construct. In keeping with the majority of self-construal studies, this thesis will give
further consideration to INSC only.

C3.2.2 The Accessibility of ISC and INSC across all Populations

Markus and Kitayama (1991) developed self-construal theory as a direct result of observed
differences between Western and Asian cultures. Self-construal theory has subsequently
become widely developed and applied to within-cultural and cross-cultural studies (Zhu and
Meyers-Levy, 2009). Many scholars have argued that both ISC and INSC coexist within
individuals of all cultural backgrounds (e.g., Cross and Markus, 1991; Bhawuk and Brislin,
1992; Singelis, 1994). Cross and Markus (1991) observed that individuals from a collectivist
cultural background had developed both ISC and INSC. The authors demonstrated that
individuals with both self-construals were better able to cope with stresses caused by
experiencing alien cultures. Singelis (1994) interprets this as an ability to switch between two
cultural modes, drawing support from Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) who determined that
certain individuals are able to modify their behaviour according to the cultural context.
Building on these assumptions, Singelis (1994) demonstrated the co-existence of ISC and
INSC in individuals within cultures and developed a widely accepted scale for their
measurement.

The notion that ISC and INSC coexist within individuals, led other scholars to
establish that an individual’s self-construal can be altered through situational priming?* and
therefore accessible at that moment in time (e.g., Trafimow, Triandis and Goto, 1991,
Gardner, Gabriel and Lee, 1999; Oyserman and Lee, 2008). Trafimow et al. (1991) theorised
that because ISC and INSC were held in separate schemata in a person’s memory, either
could be primed in individuals from the same culture. In support of this thesis, the authors
demonstrated that reading a text related to either schema could temporarily make that schema
highly accessible. Consistent results were obtained in a study by Gardner et al. (1999) who
employed a writing task to access both ISC and INSC related schemata. Further agreement
can be found in Oyserman and Lee’s (2008) study, adding that although individuals within
different cultures hold both ICS and INCS, one schema will dominant or chronically
accessible (always available) and will conform to societal norms.

Establishing that different self-construals could be primed in individuals (e.g.,
Trafimow et al., 1991; Gardner et al., 1999; Oyserman and Lee, 2008) has led to development

1 Situational priming refers to the deliberate activation of representations held in the mind of a subject that will assist in the interpretation
for the processing of subsequent information (Oyserman and Lee, 2008). Once a concept has been primed, other concepts that are associated
with it in memory are also primed.
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and application of self-construal theory to many marketing contexts. The following section
offers a critical review of the application of self-construal theory to marketing contexts.

C3.3 The Influence of Self-Construal on Cognition, Motivation and Behaviour

Many scholars seeking to investigate how the cognition and motivation of individuals
impacts upon behaviour have noted the importance of the self in processing information (see
Baumeister, 1998 for a review). According to Cross, et al. (2011) one of the most important
contributions of Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) self-construal theory is that it offers an
alternative (non-western) perspective to extant literature investigating the role of the self in
determining the thoughts and actions of individuals. Markus and Kitayama (1991) proposed
that the different self-construals (ISC or INSC) would lead to contrasting individual thought
processes, motivations and behaviours (table C7). The rest of this section critically considers
the impact of self-construal on cognition, motivation and behaviour of individuals.

Table C7. Summary of the key differences in cognition, motivation, and social behaviour
between individuals of an ISC or INSC self-construal

Individual traits | Independent self-construal Interdependent self-construal
Cognition e Low contextual sensitivity e High contextual sensitivity
e Separation, differentiation, and e Connection and assimilation
contrast
Motivation e Values are individualistic e Values group harmony
e Self-enhancement e Self-criticism
e Promotions focus e Prevention focus
Social behaviour | e Self-oriented e Group oriented, cooperative
e Direct communication e Indirect communication
e Willing to confront or use e Avoids confrontation
dominating strategies e May imitate and seek
proximity to others

Source: Adapted from Cross et al. (2011, pp. 15)

C3.3.1 The Impact of Self-Construal on Cognition

A key argument of Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) study posits that high INSC individuals
are more likely to think about others and consider the social context of interactions than high
ISC individuals. It follows that high INSC individuals will develop much more complex
thoughts about others and themselves in social contexts. According to Cross et al. (2011) this
leads to two key differences in cognition between individuals with ISC and INSC, these are;
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1) different levels of awareness of the context and interactions with others, and 2) different
cognitive mechanisms for processing information.

C3.3.2 Self-Construal and Awareness of Context and Relationships

Self-construal related differences in context and social awareness have been investigated by
multiple scholars (e.g., Markus and Kitayama 1991; Ahluwalia, 2008; Lewis, Goto and Kong,
2008; Chen, 2009; Lin and Han, 2009; Chang, 2010; Wu, Cutright and Fitzsimons, 2011;
Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013)

In Markus and Kitayama’s (1991, pp. 230) original work, the authors described ISC
individuals as separate from social context and INSC individuals as connected to social
context. Support for this statement can be found across contrasting empirical approaches
adopted by Lewis et al. (2008), Chen (2009), Lin and Han (2009) and Chang (2010). Lewis et
al. (2008) and Lin and Han (2009) demonstrated differences in attention given to the context
and to target objects through measurement of neural activity. Results from both studies
concur that differences in cognition are underpinned by self-construal.

Further empirical studies by Chen (2009) and Chang (2010) used situational primes to
affect consumer responses. Chang (2010) observed that subjects primed to affect INSC were
more inclined to think about themselves in the context of others and those primed for ISC
focussed thoughts on themselves. Noting the self-focus of ISC individuals, Chen (2009)
coined the phrase ‘decontextualizing’ to describe how subjects with primed ISC focus on
themselves and their own thoughts especially when making decisions. The author
demonstrated empirically that when evaluating prices, high ISC individuals made judgements
based on their own knowledge. Conversely those of high INSC were more likely to make
comparisons with other products or refer to other sources of information.

In addition to the differences between ISC and INSC individuals based on context
awareness, Ahluwalia (2008) and Lalwani and Shavitt (2013) endorsed the relational
awareness aspects highlighted by Cross et al. (2011). Building upon the notion that INSC
individuals are driven by the relationships they have with others (Markus and Kitayama,
1991), Ahluwalia (2008) proposed that INSC individuals hold a wider definition of what a
relationship is than ISC individuals. Describing this difference as an INSC ‘relational
processing advantage’, the author posited that INSC individuals had a superior cognitive
capability to appraise more connections and relationships between objects and individuals.
Applying this assumption to consumer perceptions of brand extensions, Ahluwalia (2008)
observed that INSC individuals are more likely to perceive brand extensions as a good fit
because they are able to recognise more ways in which the parent and extension are related.
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Further support for the importance of relational processing in consumer product evaluations
is offered by Lalwani and Shavitt (2013). According to the authors INSC implies a tendency
for individuals to make price-quality judgements. However, under certain conditions that
encourage relational processing, both ISC and INSC make product judgements based on price
and quality. One such condition is presented by symbolic products which enable consumers
to express their identity to others (Escalas and Bettman, 2005) and therefore offer a broader
set of attributes which stimulates increased relational processing (Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013).
Similarly, when product quality is described broadly and abstractly, it is more inclusive
bringing additional attributes to mind (Ones and Viswesvaran, 1996). Therefore, differences
in self-construal can be mitigated by relational processing for products that are symbolic in
nature or described using abstract (broad) measures of quality (Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013).

C3.3.3 The Impact of Self-Construal on Cognitive Processing.

In addition to the effect of self-construal on an individual’s awareness of the context and
interactions with others, Cross et al. (2011) also note that self-construal can impact the way
in which individuals think (cognitive processing). According to Swaminathan et al. (2007)
what a person thinks about will influence how they think. Because individuals of different
self-construal hold different thoughts about themselves in relation to others (Markus and
Kitayama, 1991) it follows that the way in which they think will differ too. Extending the
earlier work of Markus and Kitayama (1991) Nisbett, Peng, Choi and Norenzayan (2001)
determined two distinct ways of thinking according to the Western or Asian cultural
background of an individual: analytic processing describes the cognitive framework
characteristic of western (ISC) cultures and holistic processing denotes the thinking pattern of
Asian (INSC) cultures. These two processing modes will be discussed further in the

following sections.

C3.3.4 Analytic Processing

According to Nisbett et al. (2001, pp. 293) analytic processing ‘involves a detachment of the
object from its context, a tendency to focus on attributes of the object to assign it to
categories, and a preference for using rules about the categories to explain and predict the
object's behavior’. The authors associated analytic processing with western cultures,
described by Markus and Kitayama (1991) as possessing a predominantly ISC. Subsequent
scholars have built upon the work of Markus and Kitayama (1991) and Nisbett et al. (2001),
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investigating the analytic processing of ISC individuals (e.g., Nisbett, 2003; Monga and John,
2007; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Hong and Chang, 2015).

According to Nesbitt (2003) ISC individuals regard themselves and all objects as
separate entities. Building upon this notion, Monga and John (2007) and Zhu and Meyers-
Levy (2009) propose that all pieces of data encountered by ISC individuals are therefore
considered and processed individually (analytically). The authors draw upon Markus and
Kitayama’s (1991, pp. 226) original study, noting that ISC individuals consider target objects
‘contrastively’ against other objects and that when the focus is on a single target object, other
entities are for purposes of comparison only. Monga and John (2007) noted that different
thinking styles were aligned to distinct cultural backgrounds (e.g., Eastern vs Western). The
authors empirically demonstrated Western (ISC) cultures to be analytic processors and
therefore more likely to focus on object attributes. This led to the suggestion of cultural
differences in brand evaluations, especially in relation to brand extensions (Monga and John,
2007).

Further evidence for differences in product evaluations was offered by Zhu and
Meyers-Levy (2009) and Hong and Chang (2015). In both studies, the authors noted that
because analytic processing involves the comparison of separate entities, contrast effects
occur during product evaluation. Zhu and Meyers-Levy (2009) found analytic processors
more likely to judge a product on its own merits (attributes) and not take into account the
setting, such as fixtures or other display features. According to Hong and Chang (2015)
contrastive processing by ISC individuals also implies reliance upon internal references (such
as feelings or emotions) when making decisions. The authors note how emotions or moods
can therefore influence how ISC individuals make product choices.

Linking a reliance on oneself in making judgments to affective feelings (e.g., Gorn,
Pham and Sin, 2001), Hong and Chang (2015) proposed ISC decision making to be affect
based (affective decision making). Drawing upon the predication of INSC individuals to
constrain themselves according to what others do, think or feel (Markus and Kitayama,
1991), the authors proposed INSC decision making likely to be subject to evaluation. When
decision making is subject to evaluation or held to account, it has been shown to be more
elaborate, as justifications are considered (e.g., Tetlock and Boettger, 1994). Hong and Chang
(2015) therefore described INSC decision making as cognitive decision making.

Prior research investigating the role of affect in product evaluations (e.g., Adaval, 2001)
states that when the mood of an individual is consistent with the mood of the information
presented, more importance is given to that information. According to Adaval (2001) the
consistency of information and the mood of an individual are more likely to occur for
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hedonic criteria. Due to the proposed difference in decision making of ISC and INSC
individuals (affective vs cognitive), Hong and Chang (2015) suggest hedonic vs utilitarian
products may be evaluated differently. The authors calling for further research to substantiate

this claim.

C3.3.5 Holistic Processing

As outlined by Markus and Kitayama (1991), individuals of INSC view themselves as
connected to others and defined by interpersonal relationships. INSC individuals place
importance on belonging to a group, which informs the way they think known as holistic
processing (Aaker, 1999; Cross et al., 2011). Holistic processing is fundamentally different to
the analytic processing style of ISC individuals (e.g., Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009, see
previous section). Extant research suggest that the cognitive styles of thinking employed by
consumers is an important indicator of consumption behaviour (e.g., Nisbett et al., 2001;
Nisbett, 2003; Monga and John, 2007; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Lalwani and Shavitt,
2013). This section outlines the underlying principles of holistic processing, giving examples
of how consumer behaviour may be influenced.

Nisbett et al. (2001, pp. 293) define holistic processing as based upon ‘attention to
relationships between a focal object and the field, and a preference for explaining and
predicting events on the basis of such relationships’. Nisbett (2003) supports the emphasis
placed on the connection between objects and clarifies the term ‘object’ to include social
relationships between the individual as well as others. However, later studies by Monga and
John (2007), Zhu and Meyers-Levy (2009) and Lalwani and Shavitt (2013) investigate the
influence of holistic processing on product evaluations. Monga and John (2007) highlighted
how ISC individuals have a greater propensity to consider brand extensions to be of a good
fit. Building upon Ahluwalia’s (2008) relational processing advantage, Zhu and Meyers-Levy
(2009) add that the cognitive impact of holistic processing blurs the boundaries between
distinct objects and therefore product perceptions may assimilate with thoughts about the
context. Similarly, Lalwani and Shavitt (2013) note how holistic thinkers see product
attributes (quality) as ‘inseparable’ from contextual factors (price), making price-quality
judgments more likely. However, prior studies indicate that the use of price to judge quality
is common in Western societies (e.g., Rao and Monroe, 1989), which tend to exhibit an
analytic processing style. Lalwani and Shavitt (2013) called for further investigation into how
consumers of different self-construal use price to evaluate products when more product

attributes are also considered.
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C3.3.6 Summary of Cognitive Differences Between ISC and INSC Thinkers.

In this section evidence has been presented demonstrating how the self-construal of an
individual can influence evaluation of brand extensions, based on the ability of INSC
individuals to exercise relational processing (Ahluwalia, 2008; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013).
Further evidence has been presented to suggest that the way individuals evaluate a target
product is influenced by mode of cognition, be it analytic or holistic (e.g., Nisbett, et al.,
2001; Nisbett, 2003; Monga and John, 2007; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Lalwani and
Shavitt, 2013; Hong and Chang, 2015). Holistic processors are able to blur the boundaries
between individual objects and consider product attributes as connected to the surrounding
context (Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2008; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). However, despite the fact
that many scholars believe GBSs to be brand extensions of the retail store brand (\VVolckner
and Sattler, 2006; Nies and Natter, 2010) application of self-construal theory to GSB
evaluation remains unexplored in extant literature. The impact of self-construal on relational
and social awareness offers a promising lens through which to investigate the psychology
underpinning the consumer evaluation of GSBs.

C3.4 The Impact of Motivational Traits of Self-Construals

In addition to shaping the cognitive processes of individuals, Markus and Kitayama (1991)
also proposed that the self-construal of an individual impacts upon their motivations and
behaviour (A critical discussion of behavioural traits is presented in section C3.5). As
summarised by Cross et al. (2011, pp. 154) individuals of different self-construal display a
number of contrasting motivational traits. This includes individualism and self-promotions vs
group values and self-criticism (e.g., Schwartz, 1994; Lee and Shavitt, 2000; Aaker and Lee,
2001; Zhang and Shrum, 2009; Ma et al., 2014; Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Shavitt and
Barnes, 2020). This section offers a critical discuss of how motivational aspects of self-
construal impact upon consumer product evaluation.

C3.4.1 Individualism and Self-Enhancement Tendencies of ISC Consumers

Aaker and Lee (2001), Swaminathan et al., (2007) Zhang and Shrum (2009), Millan and
Reynolds (2014) and Shavitt and Barnes (2020) give particular reference to individualistic
(group harmony) values of ISC (INSC) individuals. Aaker and Lee (2001) and Swaminathan
et al., (2007) proposed individualism can be expressed by individuals signalling their
differences to others. In support of this notion, Escalas and Bettman (2005) and Millan and
Reynolds (2014) posit that and I1SC individuals show uniqueness to others through the
products they choose to buy. The authors demonstrated that shoppers dominant in ISC were
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more likely than high INSC shoppers to seek out symbolic products, which deliver additional
benefits of status and uniqueness. Zhang and Shrum (2009) noted that another way 1SC
individuals differentiate themselves is by showing others how independent and autonomous
they are. In an empirical study investigating impulsive consumption, ISC individuals were
shown by the authors to be more impulsive consumers when in the presence of others. The
same study noted that INSC individuals supressed impulsive motivations to preserve group
harmony and not risk bringing the group into disrepute (Zhang and Shrum, 2009). The focus
for INSC to promote group harmony was highlighted by Shavitt and Barnes (2020) to run
across the whole customer journey and not be limited to just the moment of consumption.
These studies highlight a tendency for ISC dominant individual to use consumption as a
means to demonstrate individuality to others and stand out from the crowd. This bears a
direct relationship with characteristics observed in studies relating to GSB prone shoppers,
who likewise are motivated to differentiate themselves from others through their GSB
purchases (Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011; Martos-Partal et
al., 2015). Although similarities between GSB proneness and ISC traits are apparent, to date
no studies have sought to investigate the impact of self-construal on the consumer evaluation
of GSBs, highlighting a gap in current knowledge of this topic.

Further evidence suggesting a link between ISC individuals and GSB proneness can
be found in studies investigating how ISC individuals are motivated by self-enhancement
(e.g., Schwartz, 1994; Lee and Shavitt, 2000; Ma et al., 2014; Millan and Reynolds, 2014).
Schwartz (1994) and Millan and Reynolds (2014) suggest ISC individuals are motivated by
personal achievement, which according to Millan and Reynolds (2014) leads to greater self-
esteem. However, Markus and Kitayama (1991) noted that for INSC individuals, self-esteem
is increased through positive close relationships. In order to maintain positive relationships
with others, INSC individuals tend to avoid status products when shopping as opposed to ISC
individuals who place importance on brand and store image, and seek out status brands
(Millan and Reynolds, 2014).

Lee and Shavitt (2000) demonstrated I1SC individuals to be driven by achievement
recognition and the opportunity to enhance themselves in comparison to others. In a study
investigating the impact of self-construal on the consumer adoption of new products, Ma et
al. (2014) identified the mechanism of self-related distinctiveness needs to describe the
underlying motivation of ISC individuals to promote themselves and be set apart from others.
The authors defined self-related distinctiveness needs as ‘the quest for a desirable balance

between the need for differentiation and the countervailing need for affiliation’ (pp. 115).
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According to Ma et al. (2014) self-related distinctiveness needs offer a dynamic approach to
understanding the consumer adoption of innovation.

In addition to a motivation for individualism, ISC consumers also desire to be seen as
better than others and distinguish themselves via personal achievement (e.g., Lee and
Shavitt., 2000; Ma et al., 2014; Millan and Reynolds, 2014). This correlates to the ego driven
satisfaction GSB prone consumers receive when they are recognised by others for their
superior knowledge and expertise of the GSB category in question (e.g., Mano and Elliot,
1997; Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2015). Highlighting this
similarity supports the notion mentioned in the first paragraph in this sub-section, bringing
attention to the similarity between ISC traits and GSB characteristics. Current literature has
not addressed this relationship and highlights an area in which knowledge can be extended
through a study investigating how self-construal impacts upon GSB evaluation

C3.5 The Impact of the Behavioural Traits of Self-Construals on Consumption

This section offers a critical discussion of the how self-construal led behaviour of individuals
manifests within marketing, specifically relating consumption contexts. The influence of
group orientation on the feelings and mood of an individual are noted (e.g., Millan and
Reynolds, 2014) and similarities to the traits associated with of GSB proneness are
highlighted.

Scholars are in agreement that consideration of the self is highly influential in
understanding how individuals process information which leads to behavioural outcomes (for
a review see Baumeister, 1998). The behavioural traits of individuals according to their self-
construal is summarised by Cross et al. (2011) in table C7) which has been a subject of some
interest for scholars (e.g., Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Hong
and Chang, 2015). According to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991, pp. 226) definition, a person
with a high ISC exhibits behaviour which is ‘...organized and made meaningful primarily by
reference to one’s own internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and actions, rather than by
reference to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others’. Millan and Reynolds (2014)
propose ISC individuals to be autonomous by nature and naturally detached from social
networks. A lack of attachment may lead to an emotional state of loneliness or isolation. To
compensate for feelings of solitude, Millan and Reynolds (2014) proposed ISC consumers
engaged in hedonic consumption on order to regulate their emotional state. Further evidence
of hedonic satisfaction is demonstrated by Hong and Chang (2015) who note how ISC
consumers are more likely to make unexpected or unusual product choices based on the
enjoyment it delivers. Hedonic consumption gives rise to benefits such as stimulation and

62



emotional gratification (e.g., Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982; Kleine, Kleine and Allen,
1995) and is more likely in high ISC consumers (Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Hong and
Chang, 2014). Millan and Reynolds (2014) called for further research to investigate the
influence of self-construal on product preference across other (non-clothing) categories. To
date, extant literature has not responded to this call.

The incidence of hedonic satisfaction derived from consumption choices adds further
weight to the connection between ISC tendencies and GSB proneness. GSB prone consumers
gain enjoyment from purchasing store brands, linked to feelings of making choices that are
smarter than those made by others and setting themselves apart from others in the process
(Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011; Martos-Partal et al., 2015).
A summary of studies highlighting how self-construal impacts upon consumption choices and
the implications of this for GSB evaluation is summarised in table C8. Supporting evidence
for the similarity between ISC tendencies and characteristics of GSB prone shoppers is
highlighted.

Table C8. A summary of how self-construal impacts upon product evaluation highlighting
conceptual overlap with traits of GSB prone consumers.

stud Impact of self-construal on product Implication for GSB evaluation from store brand
y evaluation literature

Cognitive processes

INSC individuals have a relational

ék(\)l(t)]f\;/;/aha processing advantage and are more Evidence to suggest a preference for GSBs that display
likely to prefer brand extensions. the parent store name on the packaging
Suggests a relationship between GSB prone consumers
ISC consumers are more likely to rely ~ and increased ISC. GSB prone consumers rely upon
Chen (2009) upon their knowledge and thoughts superior category knowledge to seek recognition from
when making decisions others (e.g., Mano and Elliot, 1997; Ailawadi et al., 2001;
Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2015)
Suggested a relationship between ISC tendencies and
Lalwani and ISC shoppers are less likely to view GSB proneness. GSB prone consumers are price and

value conscious. They are more likely than other
consumers to view low price positively (Collins et al.,
2015; Martos-Partal et al., 2015).

Shavitt (2013)  low price as a sign of lower quality

Smart shopper self-perceptions mean that GSB prone

Zhu and ISC consumers judge a product on its consumers are engaged in information search about the
Meyers-Levy merits and do not take into account roducts as opposed to reliance on opinions of others
(2009) influences from others. P PP P

(Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011)

Seeking hedonic benefits

Self-construal influences consumer Link between GSB prone consumers and high ISC. GSB
Millan and shopping habits and high ISC prone consumers achieve hedonic benefits by being smart
Reynolds consumers are more likely to make shoppers or exhibiting maven-like behaviour (Ailawadi et
(2014) hedonic purchases than those high in al., 2001; Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011;
INSC. Martos-Partal et al., 2015)
Hong and ISC consumers are more likely to gain Similar tendencies demonstrated by GSB prone

consumers who gain enjoyment from standing out from

Chang (2015) satisfaction from idiosyncratic choices others (Ailawadi et al, 2001; Manzur et al., 2011)

Motivated to stand out from others and be noticed
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ISC are motivated to express

I(\glglei)al. themselves and stand out from others.
Lee and Shavitt  ISC seek out status brands to be
(2006) noticed.
Suggests a relationship with GSB proneness because
Escalas and Symbolic products enable ISC GSB prone consumers are motivated to stand out from
Bettman (2005) consumers to express their identity others and express themselves (Ailawadi et al., 2001;
Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011; Martos-Partal
Brand preferences align to self- etal., 2015)

Swaminathan construal, ISC for individualism and

etal. .
(2007) INSC to align to the group
The focus for INSC is to maintain
. relationships with retailers and other
Shavitt and
Barnes (2020) consumers (and not stand out from the

crowd)

INSC are influenced by group harmony
Zhang and when shopping and suppress impulsive
Shrum (2009) motivations. ISC more likely to show

their independence via their purchases.

C3.6 Conclusions on Self-Construal in Marketing Research

First, the impact of an individual’s self-construal on cognition has been well documented in
extant literature (e.g., Nisbett et al., 2001; Ahluwalia, 2008; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009;
Chang, 2010; Cross et al, 2011; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). According to Cross et al., (2011)
cognitive differences can be characterized in two ways, by differences in relationship
awareness (to others and the context) and via different mechanisms of cognitive processing.
Considering differences in the awareness of relationships, scholars have shown INSC
individuals to possess a ‘relational processing advantage’ (e.g., Ahluwalia, 2008). This
advantage enables INSC individuals to make more connections between objects and
individuals, leading to an increased acceptance of brand extensions (Ahluwalia, 2008). As
noted in section B2.6.4, although many scholars consider GSBs as brand extensions (e.g.,
Volckner and Sattler, 2006; Nies and Natter, 2010), copycat GSBs sold in HDs are
characterized as standalone brands and do not bear the name of the parent (store) (e.g.,
Kelting et al., 2017). This suggests it is unlikely that INSC individuals would evaluate
copycat GSBs (of the standalone type) more positively than those with high ISC
characteristics. However, to date there are no studies investigating the impact of self-
construal on GSB purchasing with or without the presence of the store brand on pack.

In addition to the differences in relational processing, self-construal also impacts upon the
cognitive processing of individuals (e.g., Nisbett et al., 2001; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009;
Chang, 2010; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). Mode of cognition influences how target products
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are evaluated (Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009). The analytic
processing of ISC individuals is characterized by a reliance on the self and judging a product
on its own merits as opposed to influences from others (Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009). On the
other hand, holistic processing by INSC individuals facilitates the assimilation of product and
contextual attributes such as price and quality (e.g., Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). Therefore,
INSC individuals are more likely to use price as an indicator of quality. However, as noted by
Lalwani and Shavitt (2013) extant price/quality evaluation studies have not taken other
product attributes into account. Therefore, the impact of packaging similarity on price quality
judgements according to self-construal remains unexplored.

A second conclusion stems from findings regarding the motivational traits aligned to
different self-construals (e.g., Zhang and Shrum, 2009; Millan and Reynolds, 2014). Zhang
and Shrum (2009) and Millan and Reynolds (2014) note that because ISC individuals are
motivated to differentiate themselves from the group, they are more likely to purchase brands
that make them stand out, demonstrate autonomy and superior achievement. The drive of ISC
individuals to differentiate and demonstrate achievement, bears much resemblance to the
traits exhibited by GSB prone shoppers as discussed in section B2.5. In addition to concerns
regarding price and quality the GSB prone shopper also enjoys recognition from other that
they are different and possess superior category knowledge (e.g., Garretson et al., 2002;
Manzur et al., 2011). Therefore, it is logical to suggest that ISC traits are more likely to be
exhibited in GSB prone shoppers. However, to date extant research has not investigated the
relationship between GSB proneness and self-construal. Addressing this gap in knowledge
will lead to increased understanding of why some consumers are GSB prone, as well as
offering a novel extension to self-construal theory.

Finally, scholars have noted that ISC individuals are more likely to make hedonic
purchases than INSC individuals (e.g., Millan and Reynolds, 2014). ISC behavioural traits
are characterised by separation from others, which can, according to Millan and Reynolds
(2013) lead to feelings of isolation and loneliness. The authors note that ISC individuals
compensate for such feelings with emotional gratification from hedonic consumption. In
section B2.5.2 of this thesis a hedonic element of GSB purchasing was highlighted.
Specifically, the feeling of being a smart shopper when buying GSBs gives rise to pleasurable
satisfaction (e.g., Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson, et al., 2002, Manzur et al., 2011).
Shoppers who are more GSB prone are more likely to seek and derive this hedonic benefit.
Overall, this section of literature reviewing self-construal in marketing has highlighted clear
overlap between the acknowledged traits of GSB prone consumers and the established

cognitive, motivational and behavioural characteristics of self-construal. Cognitively, ISC
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and INSC individuals have different mechanisms (Ahluwalia, 2008; Zhu and Meyers-Levy,
2009; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013). Consequently, ISC individuals are 1) less open to
influence from others, 2) unlikely to link quality with price and 3) not influenced by others
when making product evaluations. With respect to motivation, 1SC individuals seek to stand
out from others and express individuality and through product choices (Escalas and Bettman,
2005; Lee and Shavitt, 2006; Swaminathan et al., 2007; Zhang and Shrum, 2009; Ma et al.,
2014; Shavitt and Barnes, 2020). Behaviourally, ISC also from INSC, with increased
likelihood of making hedonic purchases (Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Hong and Chang,
2015). Together, these highlighted characteristics show clear similarity to GSB prone
shoppers who achieve satisfaction from standing out and being recognised as individuals for
superior category knowledge (Ailawadi et al., 2001; Garretson, et al., 2002, Manzur et al.,
2011; Martos-Partal et al., 2015). However, no studies to date have investigated the impact of
self-construal upon GSB evaluation. This thesis seeks to address this gap and investigate the
psychological processes underpinning the consumer evaluation of GSBs. To this end, the
application of self-construal theory represents well-suited theoretical framework which also
offers a novel extension to the GSB and self-construal literatures.

C4 Summary of Knowledge Gaps Highlighted in the Literature Review
This is the concluding section of Chapter C in which final justification for the use of the
PKM and self-construal as underpinning theoretical foundations to investigate the consumer
evaluation of GSBs is given. Gaps in knowledge that have come to light as a result of the
literature review process are summarised leading to development of research aims which are
stated in Chapter D of this thesis.

C4.1 The PKM and Self-Construal in GSB Evaluation

The relationship between the PKM and self-construal is established by looking at how these
theoretical foundations support the evaluation of GSBs. Starting with the extrinsic cues of
GSB evaluation, persuasion theory has been identified as a relevant theoretical framework in
section C2 of this chapter. Persuasion theory focusses on three signature variables of source,
the message, and the recipient (e.g., Tormala and Brifiol, 2014). These variables align closely
to the findings from Section B2.6.3 and the influential factors in consumer evaluation of
GSBs, namely price and packaging (the message), store image (the source) and recipient
(consumer characteristics). Friestad and Wright (1994) proposed a development of persuasion

theory to take account of the knowledge an individual has about their own thoughts, giving
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rise to a metacognitive interpretation of persuasion in the PKM. According to the PKM,
consumers use what they know about the source and the message in order to protect
themselves from being taken in by the tactics of marketers. This accounts for two of the three
persuasion variables. Considering the influence of consumer characteristics (recipient),
Friestad and Wright (1994) highlight how individual motivation affects persuasion
assessment and suggest self-construal as a likely factor.

Self-construal influences motivation, cognition, and behaviour of consumers (e.g.,
Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Cross et al., 2011). Many studies have demonstrated the impact
of self-construal on consumption choices consumers make (e.g., Ahluwalia, 2009; Zhu and
Meyers-Levy, 2009; Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013; Ma et al., 2014; Millan and Reynolds, 2014;
Hong and Chang, 2015; Shavitt and Barnes, 2020). When ISC is the dominant self-construal,
consumers are more likely to judge products on their own merits and place less importance
on price and store image (e.g., Ahluwalia, 2008; Zhu and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Lalwani and
Shavitt, 2013). Individuals for whom ISC dominates are also more likely to seek hedonic
benefits from purchases (e.g., Millan and Reynolds, 2014; Hang and Chang, 2015) and
choose products that enable self-expression and recognition (e.g., Ma et al., 2014; Shavitt and
Barnes, 2020). Summarising the consumption characteristics associated with 1SC highlights a
high level of crossover with documented traits of GSB prone consumers (see sections B2.5
and C3, table C8). This suggests self-construal to be a likely influence upon consumer
choices and preferences regarding GSBs. Together the PKM and self-construal cover the
three elements of persuasion theory (source, message, and recipient) and correspond to the
established factors of GSB evaluation, store image (source), price and packaging (message)
and consumer characteristics (recipient). Based on these two theoretical foundations, a
conceptual framework is developed in Chapter D in order to meet the research aims proposed
as a result of gaps in knowledge highlighted in the literature review.

C4.2 Gap 1: Using the PKM in GSB Evaluation when Retailer Tactics are not Overt
Persuasion theory and specifically Friestad and Wright’s (1994) PKM offers a theoretical
basis for the coping actions of consumers when they are involved in a persuasion episode,
such as making a purchase in a grocery store. Application of the PKM has been used to
explain how consumers cope with packaging similarity in GSBs (e.g., Warlop and Alba,
2004; Miceli and Pieters, 2010; van Horen and Pieters, 2012a,b). However, studies to date
have only considered copycat GSBs from mainstream grocery retailers, based on the display
of the parent store name on the packaging and the presence of the leading national brand as a
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comparator for evaluation. These two elements represent important information upon which
the persuasion tactics of the retailer are assessed in a persuasion event. Without the presence
of either element, the outcome of a using the PKM to assess copycat GSBs is unknown.
Recent growth of HDs has been highlighted as a topic of emerging interest within the GSB
literature in Chapter B. HDs typically sell a range of goods which is predominantly copycat
GSBs. Unlike mainstream grocers, HDs do not display the parent store name on the
packaging of store brands. Another difference is that HDs do not offer consumers the
opportunity to make a comparison to leading national brands at the point of purchase. Less
than 10% of sales in HDs are from branded goods and thus it is unlikely that a contrasting
evaluation can be made (Steenkamp and Kumar, 2009). This presents a gap in current
knowledge regarding use of the PKM to underpin GSB evaluation and raises the question of
how consumers evaluate copycat GSBs when retailer tactics are not available.

C4.3 Gap 2: The Influence of Self-Construal on GSB Evaluation

Self-construal theory has been proposed as a theoretical framework for explaining how
consumer characteristics impact upon the psychological processes underpinning GSB
evaluation. Critical evaluation of the main tenets of self-construal highlights the influence of
characteristic cognitive, behavioural, and motivational traits demonstrated by consumers
(e.g., Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Cross et al., 2011). Self-construal has been used in
multiple consumption contexts to explain differences between sample population preferences
(e.g., Escalas and Bettman, 2005; Lee and Shavitt, 2006; Swaminathan et al., 2017; Shavitt
and Barnes, 2020). However, to date no studies have specifically investigated consumer
preference for GSBs. An established influencing factor in GSB preference is related to the
psychological characteristics of consumers, known as GSB ‘proneness’. Consumers who are
GSB prone are motivated to stand out and be recognised by others as smart, for their
knowledge of the category and associated purchase decisions (Ailawadi et al., 2001;
Garretson et al., 2002; Manzur et al., 2011; Martos-Partal et al., 2015). Similarly, ISC
consumers use purchase occasions to express themselves and highlight how they are
individuals who make decisions based on their own knowledge (e.g., Lee and Shavitt, 2006;
Ahluwalia, 2008, Lalwani and Shavitt, 2013; Millan and Reynolds, 2014). The overlap
between GSB proneness and ISC traits suggest that self-construal will have an influence on
how GSBs are evaluated. Despite a recent study linking cultural values and the smart shopper
feelings of GSB consumers (Quinones et al., 2022), a gap in current knowledge remains.
Investigating how self-construal impacts on the evaluation of GSBs will directly address this
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gap and extend knowledge of self-construal in marketing contexts as well as furthering
understanding of GSB prone consumers.
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Chapter D: Development of the Conceptual Framework

D1 Introduction and Outline of the Chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to answer RA1 and develop a conceptual framework for
conducting research. This chapter will also establish the philosophical foundations upon
which the research is based and discuss guiding principles that have given rise to the
methodological decisions made in each study. Specific methodological details will be
covered in each of the individua studies, in Chapters E, F and G.

D2 Developing the Conceptual Framework

D2.1 Research Aims
The objective of this thesis, as stated in section A2 is to investigate how consumer self-
construal influences perceptions of GSBs from mainstream grocers, and HDs. The individual

RAs are stated again here for clarity.

RAL: To develop a theoretically grounded conceptual framework that proposes a logical
sequence of procedures to determine how consumers perceive HD GSBs

RA2: To determine if the image perceptions consumers have of HDs are reflected in their
observed shopping habits

RA3: To investigate how consumers perceive HD GSBs using the established cues for GSB

evaluation of price and packaging
RA4: To understand how self-construal impacts upon the evaluation of HDs and HD GSBs.

In order to satisfy the first research aim, a conceptual framework upon which to base the
subsequent studies is developed in this section of the thesis. RA2 seeks to investigate the
divergence of opinion regarding perceived consumer attitudes to HDs with mention of both
poor and positive perceptions with th