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Abstract 

 
A few decades ago, private label products made their entrance in the Dutch supermarkets. As 

previous research has shown, adding this new tier influences the sales of other products in the 

supermarket. However, up to our knowledge, no research has been done on this appearance in 

the organic context. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to contribute to existing knowledge 

by investigating the extent to which the perceived availability of organic private label products 

would increase or decrease the purchase intention of organic national brand products.  

 

To do so, a questionnaire was conducted among 163 respondents in the network of the author. 

The data that was derived from this was analysed by a multiple regression analysis. The results 

revealed that when it comes to marketing instruments, in-store private label stimulates the 

purchase intention of organic national brand products among consumers. Also, the higher the 

perceived availability of organic private label products, the higher the purchase intention of 

organic national brand products seems to be. Copycat packaging did appear to have no effect. 

However, due to several limitations, further research on several variables and scenarios is 

recommended to obtain a more detailed and definitive overview of these implications. 

Although, this study makes a good effort in showing which focus points as well retailers as 

national brand manufacturers could consider by developing their marketing strategy among 

organic products, and thereby contributes to a better society when it comes to stimulating 

environmentally friendly choices among consumers.  

 

Keywords: organic, private label, national brand, perceived availability, in-store private label 

marketing, copycat packaging 
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1. Introduction  
In the last few years, retailers increasingly started using their own brands, also called ‘private 

label brands’, as a way to differentiate themselves from their competitors (Cuneo, Milberg, 

Benavente & Palacios-Fenech, 2015; González-Benito & Martos-Partal, 2012; Gielens et al., 

2021). By doing so, retailers were able to increase their store loyalty and market share (Collins-

Dodd & Lindley, 2003) and could increase their profit margins and so contribute to a higher 

overall profit of the supermarket (Steenkamp, van Heerde & Geyskens, 2010). 

 

Since retailers could not stay behind with incorporating environmental and social trends in their 

strategic plans, a new introduction has been made in the Dutch supermarket shelves: organic 

private label products. Namely, the increasing trend on consumer environmentalism whereby 

consumers are more willing to buy organic products (products that are more respectful to the 

human health and the environment) (Ghvanidze, Velikova, Dodd & Wilna, 2016; Hsu & Chen, 

2014) is not left as unseen. The figures point the importance of this; according to Savenkova, 

Lebedeva, Adarchenko and Kurbatova (2021), the consumption of organic foods has 

exponentially increased over the last decades by having an annual growth rate of 20-25%, 

which higher than the global market as a whole. Anticipating this, the two retailers with the 

biggest market share in the Dutch supermarket landscape (Albert Heijn and Jumbo) introduced 

a private label-tier with organic products: ‘AH biologisch’ and ‘BIOlogisch van Jumbo’ 

(Chartier, 2019; Grashuis, 2021). A complement to their supermarket assortment could be said, 

since the more extensive this assortment is, the more traffic will be led to the supermarket 

(Berkhout, 2019).  

 

However, as research from Geyskens, Gielens and Gijsbrechts (2010) has shown; the 

availability of private label products can be of influence on consumers’ purchase intention of 

national brand products. From previous findings in literature can be stated that inter alia in-

store private label marketing and copycat packaging can determine the relationship between 

availability and the purchase intention of products (Sethuraman & Cole, 1999; Van Horen & 

Pieters, 2012; Mishra, Malthora & Saxena, 2020). Nevertheless, it is too simplistic to assume 

that these findings can be used to forecast the effect of introducing an organic private label tier 

as well. Namely, the organic tier might be comparable to a premium non-organic tier in price 

and quality (Bezawada & Pauwels, 2013), but several studies indicate that certain consumer 

characteristics could be of influence on the purchase intention of organic products. For 
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example, research from Kamenidou, Stavrianea, and Bara (2020) and from Magnusson, 

Arvola, Hursti, Aberg, and Sjödén (2001) shows differences in purchase intention of organic 

products among different age- and income groups. Beside this, according to Richins (1994), 

the purchase intention of organic products could differ between product groups (hedonic and 

utilitarian products) as well.  

 

Up to our knowledge, to date, no research has been done before on to what extent the above-

mentioned variables (in-store private label marketing and copycat packaging) still hold in an 

organic context. This cannot be left as unseen. Namely, if these variables do have a 

cannibalizing impact in organic context as well, aren’t retailers cannibalizing their own total 

sales then by introducing organic private label products, since the availability of organic private 

label products might influence the purchase intention of organic national brand products? 

Therefore, the following research question is set up:  

 

To what extent does the perceived availability of organic private label products influence the 

purchase intention of organic national brand products?  

 

This research aims to fill this gap in literature. Through online questionnaires, knowledge will 

be acquired about to what extent certain variables are of influence on the relationship between 

the perceived availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of 

organic national brand products. This research aims to deliver important practical findings for 

marketers in the field of organic products. The findings from this research will enable 

supermarket managers to obtain a more detailed marketing strategy when it comes to inter alia 

category management and in-store marketing. On top of that, for national brand-manufacturers, 

it will reveal insights about how they can ‘beat up’ towards retailers or maybe even take 

advantage of retailers’ marketing activities, and how they can keep distinguishing themselves 

on the supermarket shelves. Besides, for society this research will be of value as well. Namely, 

studies show that if we keep consuming like we do now, the world will be shortened (Wu & 

Chen, 2014). By publishing the insights from this research, as well retailers as manufacturers 

will be able to optimize their organic assortment and with this, stir consumers in the right 

direction when it comes to purchasing organic foods. By this, harmful consequences to the 

environment could be reduced (Achola & Were, 2018).  
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This paper is structured as follows: a literature review is conducted with a detailed description 

of the variables in the research question. More information about the variables that are 

potentially of influence on the relationship between the perceived availability of organic private 

label products and the purchase intention of organic national brand products is explained here, 

and a conceptual model is derived from this. In the third chapter, a detailed overview of the 

research methodology is outlined. Following on that, in the fourth and fifth chapter, the data 

collection process and the results of this research will be discussed and finally, in the 

discussion, conclusions, implications, limitations, and directions for further research are 

presented.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 10 

2. Theoretical background  
In this chapter, an outline of the relevant theories regarding the research question will be 

provided. Also, the conceptual model that reflects the problem (which includes the variables 

that potentially are of influence on the relationship between the dependent and independent 

variable) will be explained. Three hypotheses are derived from this, which will also be 

presented in this chapter.  

 

2.1 Private label products 

Private labels brands, which are also known as ‘store brands’, ‘retailer brands’, and ‘distributor 

brands’, are owned, developed, and managed by one retailer (Kotler and Armstrong, 1996). 

Among consumers, one obvious reason for their popularity and growth is their price advantage 

over national brands (Batra & Sinha, 2000). A very logical trend is therefore that in the past 

years, the growth of private label products in Europe was very high. As such, private labels 

have gained market share over national brands, and there is no end in sight (Gielens et al., 

2021; Lamey, Deleersnyder, Dekimpe & Steenkamp, 2012). Even though private label 

products were initially introduced as low-cost alternatives to national brands, private label 

products have been expanded into new tiers as premium and organic (Amaldoss & Shin, 2015; 

Caprice, 2017; Steiner, 2004; Ying & Anders, 2013). An explanation for this is that retailers 

started making large profits by selling private label products. Namely, these private label 

products contained larger margins than the profits made of selling other (national) brands. 

These large profits were mostly due to the fact that retailers could care for the production, 

design, promotion and distribution of the products by themselves. Besides, in this case only 

one party (the retailer) adds margin, which results in a lower selling price or the possibility to 

higher the margin for the retailer (Butz, 2020).  

With time, the private label assortment grew up to a multi-layer assortment in most 

supermarkets (Geyskens et al., 2010). From then, private label products could be divided into 

three tiers: a premium-, standard-, and an economy tier (Geyskens et al., 2010), whereby an 

example of the standard tier is ‘Jumbo huismerk’ (Jumbo, n.d.a). These different tiers caused 

broadening of the private label product range and thereby provided private labels the 

opportunity to compete with national brand manufacturers (Jonas & Roosen, 2005). As a result, 

the dominance of national brands has declined; nowadays private label established a permanent 

place in the market (Gielens, 2012). Retailers are not dependent on national brands anymore to 

fill the shelves, which puts these retailers into a good position when it comes to negotiating 
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with national brands about transfer prices. On top of this, increased private label share has a 

positive effect on consumer loyalty since the more time and money the consumer spends on a 

brand, the more exposed they are to this certain brand. This increases familiarity and 

willingness to buy, and thereby consumer loyalty (Ailawadi, Pauwels & Steenkamp, 2008). 

Private label products can be sold using one brand name as for example Albert Heijn 

and Jumbo do with ‘Albert Heijn huismerk’ and ‘Jumbo huismerk’ (Albert Heijn, n.d.a), 

(Jumbo, n.d.a), or retailers can decide to create multiple brands for different quality tiers and 

categories (Keller, Dekimpe & Geyskens, 2016). An example of a retailer who does this is 

Aldi; their private label assortment consists of multiple brands like ‘Markus koffie’ and 

‘Moreno’ (Butz, 2020). Before the introduction of the different quality tiers, private labels had 

the status of being a cheap, inferior version of national brands. The introduction of these 

different quality tiers resulted in a transition of the private label image towards a trustworthy 

alternative of national brands (Kumar & Steenkamp, 2007).  

However, beside the aforementioned, introducing private label products also has a dark 

side for some parties in the selling process. It is namely unavoidable that under certain 

conditions, introducing private label products leads to cannibalization of sales of national brand 

products (Geyskens et al., 2010). One of the reasons for this is that “consumers do not operate 

in a vacuum, but rather respond to the marketing activities of companies” (Lamey et al., 2012). 

In this research of Lamey et al. (2012) to which marketing instruments are of influence on 

private label market share, there is stated that for example in-store marketing is an important 

determiner for considering a purchase of a certain brand. This is further confirmed by the study 

of Mishra et al. (2020), who state that in-store marketing of private label products has a positive 

effect on the purchase intention of private label products. They show for example that in-store 

private label marketing is significantly related to consumers’ attitude towards private label 

brands. By stating this, there can be concluded that certain marketing activities, and especially 

in-store private label marketing, are capable of creating a shift from consumers’ purchase 

intention from national brand products towards private label products.  

 
2.2 National brand products 

Although consumers claim they make food choices based on product quality and taste, extrinsic 

cues such as product brand, strongly impact their perceptions and decisions (Dotson, Clark, 

Davé & Morris, 2012). Research shows that brand name plays a major role in product 

evaluation, driving expectations about performance and quality (Poulsen, Juhl, Kristensen, 

Bech & Enguland, 1996). In addition, brands cause consumers to perceive better taste, and in 
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blind versus informed conditions, they evaluate the same products differently (Fornerino & 

d’Hautville, 2010; McClure, Li, Tomlin, Cypert & Montague, 2004). The study of Rossi, 

Borges and Bakpayev (2015) shows for example that national brands (brands owned by 

national manufacturers; Manzur, Olavarrieta, Hidalgo, Fariías & Uribe, 2011) lead to superior 

taste perceptions and purchase intentions only when consumers are informed of the brand.  

Since products are, as stated above, often selected on their extrinsic cues, for this 

research, it is interesting to investigate which specific marketing instruments are of influence 

on the purchase intention. Research on marketing instruments that are key influencers in the 

decision-making process between private label products and national brands revealed that 

packaging is one of the main influencers of the final purchase intention (Waheed, Khan & 

Ahmad, 2018).   

Packaging is thus often used to distinguish products on the shelf. But what will happen 

when because of introducing a private label product, the national brand and private label brand 

products become difficult to distinguish, since they can be perceived as similar to each other 

because of ‘copycat packaging’ (Van der Bel, van Hoorn & Pieters 2013)? As far as we know, 

no earlier research has been done to whether this is the case for the purchase intention ‘battle’ 

between organic private label products and organic national brand products as well. This is 

not totally unimportant, since these findings can deliver concrete input for retailers who want 

to gain market share by offering organic private label products. Namely, when consumers 

perceive little or no difference between available options, by making use of features such as 

form, size, and color of packaging, retailers can compete on this with national brand 

manufacturers and ‘win’ consumers for them (Gielens & Steenkamp, 2007; Steenkamp et al., 

2010). 

 

2.3 Organic products 

The organic market has been growing worldwide for the past decades (Shahabi Ahangarkolaee 

& Gorton, 2021). According to Savenkova et al. (2021), organic products currently form an 

individual sector with a yearly growth rate of 20-25%, which is many times faster than the 

global market in general. Because of that, it is not surprising that organic products are seen as 

“one of the most remarkable trends in the food industry” (Jetten, Cox, & Deckers, 2018).  

Of origin, selling organic products took mainly place in specialty stores (Bionext, 

2018). However, when the demand grew, national brands reacted on this by setting the 

introduction of organic products in regular supermarkets in motion (Chartier, 2019). For 
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example, ‘Calvé’, a Dutch peanut butter manufacturer, introduced an organic tier next to their 

everyday assortment (Calvé, n.d.). The growth of the organic market rose even more when 

retailers noticed this trend as well, and thereby also started introducing organic products using 

their private label brands in their assortment (Chartier, 2019; Rijksoverheid, 2019). For 

example, retailer Albert Heijn introduced organic products under the name of ‘AH biologisch’ 

(Albert Heijn, n.d.b). Not much later, retailer Jumbo also introduced an organic tier under the 

name ‘BIOlogisch van Jumbo’ (Jumbo, n.d.b), and even discounters like Lidl and Aldi are 

competing on the organic market nowadays (Aldi, n.d.a; Lidl, n.d.a).   

As aforementioned, research has been done on the relationship between introducing 

private label products and the purchase intention of national brand products, and which 

variables could determine this relationship (Geyskens et al., 2010). However, little is known 

about whether these variables are also of influence on the relationship between organic private 

label products and organic national brands. This cannot be left as unseen, since if these 

variables do have a cannibalizing impact in organic context as well, aren’t retailers 

cannibalizing their own total sales then by introducing organic private label products?  

More knowledge about this potential appearance is valuable for retailers when it comes 

to inter alia category management and in-store marketing. Besides, national brand-

manufacturers can benefit from these insights when it comes to ‘beating up’ towards retailers 

or maybe even take advantage of retailers’ marketing activities and can keep distinguishing 

themselves on the supermarket shelves.  

Furthermore, for society this research is valuable as well. Namely, studies show that if 

we keep consuming like we do now, the world will be shortened (Wu & Chen, 2014). Many 

consumers are currently concerned about environmental-related issues (Lee, 2014). Since 

consumers are sensitive to the information related to this, encouragement and triggering the 

adaptation of green choices like buying organic products is crucial for sustainable development 

(Taufique et al., 2017). By publishing the insights from this research, as well retailers as 

national brand manufacturers will be able to optimize their organic assortment and with this, 

stir consumers in the right direction when it comes to purchasing organic foods. By this, 

harmful consequences to the environment could be reduced (Achola & Were, 2018).  

 

2.4 Perceived availability 

As past research on the organic food consumption has shown, the most important reason for 

not buying organic food appears to be the lack of availability, whereby availability refers to 
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“the ease or difficulty to obtain or consume a specific product” (Magnusson et al., 2001). 

Although the motivation to consume organic products can be high, it may be impossible to do 

so because of a low perceived availability (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). When it comes to 

organic products, De Pelsmacker, Driesen and Rayp (2003) found that the purchase rate of 

organic products sometimes suffers among not being visible/stand out in a supermarket and/or 

are inadequately promoted. Therefore, in this research, the concept ‘perceived availability’ is 

included.  

When the perceived availability of organic private label products is high, the purchase 

intention of organic national products is expected to decline; the concept ‘cannibalization’ is 

expected here. Namely, by introducing the organic private label tier, this effect is expected 

under influence of certain variables, since previous research from (Geyskens et al., 2010) 

reveals that the introduction of a new tier can affect the choice for national brand products. 

Cannibalization originates from the literature of marketing strategy and describes how 

competition among products leads to reduction of sales volume, sales revenue, or market share 

(Desai, 2001). The concept of product cannibalization was defined by Heskett (1976), who 

described it as “the process by which a new product gains sale by diverting sales from an 

existing product”. Subsequently, the following hypothesis is formulated:  

 

H1: The higher the perceived availability of organic private label products, the lower 

the purchase intention of organic national brand products will be. 

 

2.5 In-store private label marketing 

Initially, private label brands were positioned as affordable alternatives to national brands. 

However, this scenario is changing since consumers increasingly show a positive inclination 

for private label brands (Corstjens & Lal, 2000). De Wulf, Odekerken-Schroder, Goedertier 

and Van Ossel et al. (2005) indicate that retailers could grow by enhancing the quality 

perception of their private label brands compared to national brands by sharing information 

actively with the shoppers through in-store information, advertising, and public relations 

campaigns. Retailers, generally, cannot devote a significant amount of funds in mass media 

promotion of their private label brands like national brands do. In such a scenario, in-store 

private label marketing initiatives can play a crucial role in building a positive attitude towards 

consumers for private label brands, educate consumers and foster the growth of their private 

label interest (Konuk, 2018; Mishra et al., 2020). The study of Mishra et al. (2020) also 
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emphasized how retailers can use in-store private label marketing to impact the attitude of 

consumers towards private label brands. Results of this study revealed in that in-store private 

label marketing was positively and significantly related to private label attitude. Several other 

studies confirm this by showing off the importance of in-store marketing as consumers make 

numerous decisions when they are in the store (Fam et al., 2011; Johnen & Schnittka, 2020). 

Beneke and Carter (2015) described in-store marketing as “an indispensable marketing tool for 

private label brands”. Others describe that in-store marketing has a positive influence on brand 

sales (Bemmaor & Mouchoux, 1991; Chandon, Hutchinson, Bradlow & Young, 2009; Ladeira, 

de Oliveira Santini & Jardim, 2019). From all these marketing activities, Abril and Rodriguez-

Canovas (2016) emphasized on signage, and in particular posters and graphics, as vital tools to 

enhance familiarity and attitude towards private label brands. From the above-mentioned 

findings can be concluded that in-store private label marketing is an important driver for 

purchasing private label products. However, up to our knowledge, no research has been done 

on this topic in the field of organic food products. Therefore, the second hypothesis states:  

H2: In-store private label marketing will negatively affect the relationship between the 

perceived availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of 

organic national brand products. 

2.6 Copycat packaging 
In recent years, the function of food packaging has certainly gone far beyond its original role 

in portion control and product preservation (Hine, 1995). As the decades passed by, the key 

role played by the packaging in marketing became increasingly clear (Calder, 1983; Lannon, 

1986; Masten, 1988; Pilditch, 1973; Sacharow, 1982; Simms & Trott, 2010; Underwood & 

Ozanne, 1998; Vartan & Rosenfeld, 1987). As a result, therefore, packaging proclaimed the 

fifth ‘P’ in the marketing mix (Nickels & Jolsen, 1976). Not surprisingly, private label 

manufacturers reacted by consistently (ab)using the quality transfer potential through 

packaging by presenting their store brands with a package design that is similar to national 

brand packages. This concept is called ‘imitation packaging’ (Van der Bel et al., 2013). By 

private label manufacturers doing this, revenue is taken from the national brand-manufacturer 

by uninformed or inattentive shoppers confusing the two products, i.e., the brand and the 

imitator, and purchase the lookalike (the private label product) by mistake (Falkowski, 

Olszewska & Ulatowska, 2014; van Horen & Pieters, 2012; Zaichkowsky, 2006). With this, 

the sales of national brand products may suffer since consumers assume that the branded good 
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and its lookalike are made by the same manufacturer (Walsh & Mitchell, 2007). Knowing this, 

an important question remains here; which specific packaging aspects are actually of influence 

in the consumer decision making process?  

Research of Potter (2009) on the effects of product packaging on consumer purchase 

intention shows that different packaging cues are of influence on how a product is perceived. 

They found that non-textual aspects of a product’s packaging are the most significant 

characteristics in influencing how a product is perceived. To elaborate on this, for this research, 

a look was taken on the aspects of ‘copying’. Van Horen and Pieters (2012) reveal that the 

most effective strategy of ‘copycatting’ is a strategy in which the private label package imitates 

the underlying theme from a national brand, called ‘theme imitation’. Examples of these 

themes are the ‘traditional, family-produced olive oil’-theme of the Bertolli brand, and the 

‘freshness of Alpine milk’-theme of the Milka brand (Van Horen & Pieters, 2012). To find out 

whether ‘theme imitation’ in copycat packaging also plays a cannibalizing role in organic 

context, the third hypothesis states:  

H3: Copycat packaging will negatively affect the relationship between the perceived 

availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of organic 

national brand products. 

2.7 Control variables 
To prevent the results from this research being biased, several control variables were found to 

be important on this topic. The control variables that will be included in this research are 

‘product group’ (whether a product is utilitarian or hedonic), and the demographic 

characteristics ‘age’ and ‘income’.  

 

2.7.1 Product group: hedonic versus utilitarian products  

While some goods are consumed for their usefulness (utilitarian goods), other goods are 

consumed for their ability to provide pleasure (hedonistic goods) (Richins, 1994). To control 

for unobserved category effects, ‘product group’ is included as a control variable in this 

research.  

 

2.7.2 Age 

To control for unobserved category effects, the variable ‘age’ is included as a control variable 

in this research. Namely, looking in an organic context, age is a proven influencer on the 
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purchase intention of organic foods in general. As the research from Kamenidou et al. (2020) 

reveals, sustainable food consumption is not the same for every age category. In their study, 

they aimed to explore organic food behavior among multiple generational cohorts (Baby 

Boomers, Generation X, Generation Y and Generation Z), looking for generational differences 

in behavior. Results reveal that the Gen Z-generation purchases organic food 

sometimes/occasionally. On the other hand, the older people are, the more frequently organic 

food is being purchased. Therefore, the control variable ‘age’ is included in this research.  

 

2.7.3 Income 

Looking at previously done studies on income when it comes to the purchase intention of 

organic products, there can be stated that income does influence purchase behavior. Namely, 

organic food products are generally sold at higher prices in the marketplace than non-organic 

food products, which has been pinpointed by researchers as one of the greatest barriers against 

consumers’ organic food purchase (Magnusson et al., 2001). Both income and price trigger 

affordability issues (Lian & Yoong, 2019) with the latter playing a significant role in 

consumers’ purchase intentions toward organic food products (See & Mansori, 2012). 

Therefore, also the control variable ‘income’ is included in this research.  
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2.8 Conceptual model  
This research aims to find out to what extent the perceived availability of organic private label 

products cannibalizes the purchase intention of organic national brand products. Research on 

existing literature indicated several variables as important to take into account in this research. 

Therefore, the two moderators ‘in-store private label marketing’ and ‘copycat packaging’ are 

included in this research to examine to what extent the relationship between the dependent and 

independent variable is moderated by these variables. To prevent this research from being 

biased, the three control variables ‘product group’ (hedonic versus utilitarian products), ‘age’ 

and ‘income’ are included in this research as well. Figure 1 provides an overview of all 

proposed relationships: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the relation between the independent (perceived availability of organic private label products), 
dependent (purchase intention of organic national brand products), moderating (in-store private label marketing and copycat 
packaging), and control variables (product group, age and income).  

 

A set of three hypotheses is set up (indicated with H1-H3), which will clarify the relations 

between the above-mentioned variables. The hypotheses will be confirmed if the corresponding 

variables are proven to be significant predictors in the model.  
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3. Methodology 
This chapter provides insights into the research design, the data collection method, the selected 

sample for this research, the way the constructs were measured, the pre-test, how research 

ethics played a role in collecting data for this master thesis, and the data analysis procedure.  

 

3.1 Research design  

Within this thesis, quantitative research in the form of an online questionnaire (Appendix A) 

is conducted. A quantitative approach fits the research question, since a lot of research already 

has been done in the retail environment on the role of assortment composition on purchase 

intention. However, despite the numerous insights from the previous works, very few studies 

have considered this role in an organic context. In response to this limitation, this study aims 

to provide a more in-depth investigation of this phenomenon by gaining statistical data on the 

influencers on purchase intention of consumers in the field of organic products. A questionnaire 

was used to derive data from consumer whereby the eventual moderating effect of the variables 

‘in-store private label marketing’ and ‘copycat packaging’ on the relationship between the 

dependent and the independent variable was measured. There has been made use of a 

questionnaire because with this method, it is possible to gather a lot of data in a short time span 

(Vennix, 2006). The choice for an online questionnaire was made to enhance anonymity, and 

to decrease social desirability.  

 

3.2 Product choice 

Since this research is controlled for ‘product group’, in the questionnaire, there was made use 

of two various products in different product groups: hedonic and utilitarian products. To make 

an informed decision about the type of product, research has been done on which products are 

seen as hedonic and utilitarian by consumers. Studies from Maehle, Iversen, Hem and Otnes 

(2015) and Schouteten et al. (2018) indicated that ‘chocolate’ can be seen as a hedonic product, 

and ‘milk’ as a utilitarian product. Also, for these products it is very plausible that these are 

products that are common in the everyday lives of the sample unit and that the respondents had 

previous experiences with it, which decreased the chance that people would fill in the wrong 

answers because they didn’t know the products used in this research. Therefore, chocolate and 

milk were used as representatives for the mentioned product groups.  
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3.3 Data collection  
To publish the questionnaire, the online program ‘Qualtrics’ was used. The questionnaire was 

spread among the personal network of the author, and via the social media platforms Instagram 

and Facebook. The questions were translated into Dutch (Appendix B), since the author spread 

the questionnaire mostly among Dutch people, whereof some were not fluent in English. Doing 

this made it easier for respondents to fill in the questionnaire, and this lowered the time and 

effort the questionnaire took, which subsequently made it more feasible to obtain the intended 

number of respondents. By this, also the chance on missing values was lowered since 

respondents were less likely to quit halfway, since the effort level was lower.  

 

3.4 Sample selection 
Because in this research there was made use of a multiple regression analysis, some sample 

size requirements had to be met. A correct sample size is highly relevant since this is of direct 

influence on the appropriateness and the statistical power of the regression (Hair, Black, Babin 

& Anderson, 2019). When the sample size is not big enough, the results are not generalizable. 

On the other hand, when the sample size is too big (over 1000), the results become over-

sensitive, which can lead to almost every relationship being statistically significant. Since the 

size of the sample is of influence on the generalizability of the results by the ratio of 

observations to independent variables, the ratio should not fall below 5:1, what means that five 

observations should be made for every independent variable. Although the minimum is 5:1, a 

number of 15 to 20 observations is desired for each independent variable. When this level is 

reached, the results should be generalizable if the sample is representative (Hair et al., 2019).  

The conceptual model consists of three independent variables. Since this research is 

controlled for product group, two different groups of respondents were created. Each group 

was exposed to questions about either the hedonic product (chocolate) or the utilitarian product 

(milk). This means that for both the research settings (1: hedonic product group and 2: 

utilitarian product group), the sample size requirements had to be met. Therefore, this research 

has striven for 60 respondents per setting (three times the desired level of 20), which means a 

total amount of respondents of 120 to reach the sample size requirements. When this number 

would be reached, the results should be generalizable if the sample is representative (Hair et 

al., 2019). However, to overcome sample size problems after having analysed the data for 

missing values and outliers, there was striven for 150 respondents in total (table 1): 
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1) Hedonic product group: questions about organic private label 

chocolate and national brand chocolate in combination with in-store 

marketing + questions about organic private label chocolate and 

national brand chocolate in combination with copycat packaging 

75 respondents 

2) Utilitarian product group: questions about organic private label 

milk and national brand milk in combination with in-store marketing 

+ questions about organic private label milk and national brand milk 

in combination with copycat packaging 

75 respondents 

Table 1. Research setting 

 

The division between the respondents was done randomly with the randomizer-tool 

from Qualtrics. By making use of this method, the two respondent groups that were created 

would be ‘probabilistically similar on average’, since they were created at random (Kirk, 2012). 

This makes it possible to assume that the two groups are comparable. A prerequisite of 

randomization is that respondents are not aware of which group they are placed in. 

Randomization is seen as important because (1) it provides normally distributed idiosyncratic 

characteristics of the respondents, (2) the chance on unbiased estimate of error effects is 

minimalized by this and (3) it protects the independence of error effects (Kirk, 2012). 

The respondents were selected by convenience sampling; a method which often is used 

when the researcher has a limited number of resources, time, and workforce (Etikan, Musa, & 

Alkassim, 2016). It provided the author the possibility to approach respondents that are easily 

accessible due to their proximity, availability, and willingness to participate and is mostly used 

in quantitative studies. Making use of this method increased the chance of meeting the sample 

size requirements for this research (Etikan et al., 2016). To increase the chance of completely 

fulfilled questionnaires, the questionnaire length was taken into account since the response rate 

as well as the item-response will be higher when the questionnaire is not too long (Sahlqvist et 

al., 2011).  

 

3.5 Construct measurements 

The constructs in the conceptual model were measured by using existing scales from literature, 

and non-existing scales which were validated by three experts to make sure that developed 

items would cover what was aimed to be measured (Appendix C). These experts all had a 

background in the field of teaching brand management or were holding a function as brand 

manager in a company. Short interviews were held with these experts, whereby they were asked 

to judge all the items on appropriateness by comparing the items with their own experience in 
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doing research on consumer behavior, and previous literature study they conducted to help with 

this research. Having collected the opinions from these experts, the best fitting items were 

chosen by the author to use in the questionnaire. After that, the items were translated into 

Dutch, as the data collection would take place mostly among Dutch people. Reversion of some 

questions took place to overcome acquiescence bias (Friborg, Martinussen, & Rosenvinge, 

2006). All items were scored by the respondents with a five-point Likert scale, since Weijters, 

Cabooter, and Schillewaert (2010) stated that this scale results in the lowest levels of extreme 

responses, and that it produces lower levels of mis-responses when reversed items are used.  

At the start of the questionnaire, a short introductory text and one introductory question 

were shown to each respondent, where the respondents were informed that they were taking 

part in a research and that their answers would be saved, but only would be shared with staff 

members of the Radboud University. Hereby, respondents had the right to decline to participate 

and quit the questionnaire. There was also ensured that participating in this research would be 

anonymous, and a short description of the purpose of this study was given.  

Thereafter, a second introductory question was asked to each respondent: “Have you 

been grocery shopping at Albert Heijn in the last six months?”. This question was asked to 

make sure that the respondents have had a chance to notice organic private label products in 

the supermarket and by that form an opinion about the perceived availability of the organic tier 

in this supermarket. If the respondent answered ‘no’, he/she was immediately directed to the 

end of the questionnaire, because his/her answers could not be used for the results of this 

research. To make a well-informed choice for the supermarket to conduct this research on, 

research was done at which supermarket has the highest market share, to maximize the chance 

that the respondents would have visited this supermarket and would be able to empathize with 

the situation. Research from Grashuis (2021) indicated that Albert Heijn currently has the 

highest market share (35%), so therefore, Albert Heijn was selected for this research. 

Following on that, a short explanation to the respondents was given to introduce them 

to what was expected of them by filling in this questionnaire and thereby to make sure that the 

respondents answer in the right (aimed) way. It was namely important that they imagined that 

they were in the Albert Heijn and in need of the concerned product; organic chocolate or 

organic milk. This was indicated with the sentence: “Imagine that you are in the Albert Heijn 

to buy an organic chocolate bar” or “Imagine that you are in the Albert Heijn to buy a carton 

of organic milk”, depending on the group the respondents were in. Thereby, a brief description 

of the concepts ‘private label’ and ‘national brand’ was given here. Beside this textual 

explanation, example images were shown of the chosen hedonic organic private label product 
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(extra dark chocolate bar from AH biologisch; Albert Heijn, n.d.c) and the hedonic organic 

national brand product (extra dark chocolate bar from Côte d’Or; Albert Heijn, n.d.d), or of the 

utilitarian organic private label product (AH biologisch semi-skimmed milk; Albert Heijn, 

n.d.e) and the utilitarian organic national brand product (Arla biologisch semi-skimmed milk; 

Albert Heijn, n.d.f), also depending on the group the respondents were in. This was done to 

familiarise the respondents with the concepts ‘private label products’ and ‘national brand 

products’, and thereby reduce the chance that they mix up these products in their heads. The 

prices for the selected products were not visible since this could be of influence on the purchase 

intention as well (Wang, Ma, Bai & Zhang, 2021), and this lays beyond the scope of this 

research.  

From then, questions were asked about the constructs. Firstly, questions were asked 

about the purchase intention of organic national brand products. This concept was measured 

by asking the respondents how high their purchase intention was for organic national brand 

chocolate. Here, no image was shown of the organic national brand product, since this example 

brand could be of influence on the score the respondent would fill in (Hillenbrand et al., 2013). 

To measure this construct, three items were used. The first item was a five-point scale of Yunus, 

Rashid and Ariffin (2014), questioning the respondents to rate the item “I consider buying 

organic national brand chocolate”. The scale ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly 

agree’. This scale was sufficient to use in this research, since the internal consistency of the 

measurement has been checked, resulting in a Cronbach’s alpha score from 0.661, which 

exceeds the acceptable value from 0.6 (Yunus et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2019). The second item 

used to measure purchase intention was a five-point scale of Tarkiainen and Sundqvist (2005), 

questioning the respondents to rate the item “I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate”. 

The scale ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. This scale was also sufficient to 

use in this research because of an Cronbach’s alpha-score from 0.812, which exceeds the 

acceptable value from .6 (Tarkiainen & Sundqvist, 2005; Hair et al., 2019). The third item is a 

five-point scale from Lee, Hsu, Han & Kim (2010), questioning the respondents to rate the 

item “I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate”. Also this scale ranged 

from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ and was sufficient to use in this research since the 

internal consistency exceeded the acceptable value of 0.6 (0.890) (Lee et al., 2010; Hair et al., 

2019). To control for product group, the other half of the respondents were asked to fill in 

scores for the same items among the utilitarian product ‘milk’.  

The concept perceived availability of organic private label products was measured by 

asking the respondents to rate three items for the hedonic product ‘chocolate’, on the created 
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five-point Likert-scale. The first item was: “Organic private label chocolate is always 

sufficiently available at Albert Heijn”, originating from a scale created by Tarkiainen and 

Sundqvist (2005). The scale ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. This scale was 

sufficient to use in this research, since the internal consistency-check resulted in a Cronbach’s 

alpha score from 0.782, which exceeds the acceptable value from .6 (Tarkiainen & Sundqvist, 

2005; Hair et al., 2019). Because up to our knowledge no further useful items were available 

in literature among perceived availability, the two other items were self-developed by the 

author, based on theory about perceived availability. Based on theory from Magnusson et al. 

(2001), the item “It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn” was 

created. The third item, “Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn” 

was created based on theory from De Pelsmacker et al. (2003). For both these items, the five-

point Likert scale ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ was used to remain consistency in the 

questionnaire. To control for product group, the other half of the respondents were asked to fill 

in scores for the same items among the utilitarian product ‘milk’.  

The concept in-store private label marketing was measured by asking the respondents 

to what extent they expected to be influenced by in-store private label marketing. Since Abril 

and Rodriguez-Canovas (2016) emphasized on signage as the vital tools to enhance familiarity 

and attitude towards private label brands, the focus in this measurement was laying on posters 

and graphics. To measure this concept, there has been made use of four items. The first item to 

measure this variable with was based on a five-point Likert scale from Hussain and Ali (2015), 

which originally was “I tend to buy more when I come across attractive and impressive 

displays”. For this research, it has been transformed into “My interest towards private label 

chocolate grows when I come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting 

private label chocolate”, with ‘1’ being ‘strongly disagree’ and ‘5’ being ‘strongly agree’. This 

scale is sufficient to use in this research, since the internal consistency of the measurement has 

been checked, resulting in a Cronbach’s alpha score from 0.797, which exceeds the acceptable 

value from 0.6 (Hussain & Ali, 2015; Hair et al., 2019). Because up to our knowledge, no 

further useful items were available in literature among in-store private label marketing, the 

remaining three items were self-developed by the author, based on theory about in-store private 

label marketing. Based on theory from Konuk (2018) and Mishra et al. (2020), the items “When 

I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the product turns more positive 

if there are attractive graphics and posters present” and “In-store organic private label 

marketing works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the products and so 

creates a better image in my head” were created. The fourth item, “My intention to buy organic 
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national brand chocolate declines when I come across attractive and impressive graphics or 

posters promoting organic private label chocolate” was created based on theory from Bemmaor 

and Mouchoux (1991), Chandon et al. (2009) and Ladeira et al. (2019). For all these items, the 

five-point Likert scale ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ was used. To control for product 

group, the other half of the respondents were asked to fill in scores for the same items among 

the utilitarian product milk.  

The concept of copycat packaging was measured by asking the respondents to what 

extent they expected to be influenced by similar packaging. Van Horen and Pieters (2012) 

revealed that the most effective strategy of copycatting is ‘theme imitation’, so therefore, the 

focus was laying on this theory in this measurement. Hereby, again, because up to our 

knowledge no further useful items were available in literature among copycat packaging, three 

items were self-developed by the author, based on previous theories about copycat packaging. 

There again was made use of five-point Likert scales. However, this time the scale was the 

reversed; ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ to overcome acquiescence bias 

(Friborg et al., 2006). The first-created item was based on theory from Van Horen and Pieters 

(2012); “When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes get confused 

between private label products and national brand products because of similar themed-

packages”. The second and third item, “Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar 

to that of national brand organic chocolate” and “I ever got home with an organic national 

brand chocolate bar instead of an organic private label bar (or the other way around) due to 

visual similarity” were based on theory from Falkowski et al. (2014) and Zaichkowsky (2006). 

To control for product group, the other half of the respondents were asked to fill in scores for 

the same items among the utilitarian product milk.  

After the above-mentioned questions about the constructs, two questions regarding 

demographics were asked. Since asking sensitive questions at the beginning of a questionnaire 

could be of influence on the outcome of the results, the most sensitive questions were asked 

lastly (Cifaldi & Neri, 2013). Therefore, the questionnaire ended with questions regarding to 

the control variables age and income. To measure the respondents’ age, there was made use of 

a four-point scale with age categories, based on theory from Kamenidou et al. (2020). By doing 

this, the respondents could later on be classified onto the generation-cohorts: 

- 1946-1964: Babyboomers 

- 1965-1977: Generation X 

- 1978-1994: Generation Y  

- 1995 or later: Generation Z 
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The choice for using cohorts instead of just the age number is because of that “cohort effects 

are lifelong effects” (Schewe & Meredith, 2004). Using cohorts therefore makes more sense 

than dividing the respondents in different age categories.  

Lastly, a question to control for income was asked to each respondent. Based on data 

from CBS (2020), a measurement scale with five categories was created to measure the 

respondents’ current gross income to be able to classify them into groups as well. This scale 

consisted of the following categories: 

- €0.- till €1000.-  

- €1000.- till €1500.-  

- €1500.- till €2000.-  

- €2000.- till €3000.-  

- €3000.- or more 

At the end of the questionnaire, the respondents were thanked for their participation, and 

they got offered the chance to receive a report of the findings. There was also stated that the 

respondents could contact the researcher if they had any questions regarding the research or 

the results.  

 

3.6 Pre-test 

Since in this research there has been made use of self-developed scales, a pre-test was 

developed to make sure that all the questions would be clear and answerable for the 

respondents. Contact with three experts in brand management namely resulted in insights about 

that it might be difficult for respondents to answer questions about perceived availability, 

private label marketing and copycat packaging, because this requires a lot from respondents’ 

memory. These experts also indicated that most of the choices consumers make are 

unconsciously, and therefore this way of measuring (asking questions) might not be fully 

appropriate. Two experts indicated that the best method to properly address the research 

question, would be using (field) experiments. However, due to the current circumstances with 

COVID-19, field experiments seemed to be unfeasible. Therefore, the choice for an online 

experiment has been considered, but due to the inexperience of the author among creating the 

needed images for this online experiment, the choice has been made to make use of an online 

questionnaire, whereby all items were validated by experts and pre-tested and discussed with 

respondents to experience which items eventually were still unclear and therefore maybe not 

measuring what they are supposed to measure. To do so, the questionnaire was sent to 10 
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randomly selected people in the network of the author, who filled in the questions. After 

receiving the answers on the questions, the author contacted the respondents to speak about the 

clarity of the questions. Some small adjustments were made, and by this, the final questionnaire 

was developed to set out. The final questionnaire has been online from April 19th 2021 until 

April 21st 2021.  

 

3.7 Research ethics  

To make sure that this research would be ethically responsible, the five principles for research 

ethics from the American Psychological Association were scrutinized (Smith, 2003). 

The first principle is to “discuss intellectual property frankly” (Smith, 2003), whereby 

the APA’s Ethics Code states that authorship should be discussed as early on in the research as 

possible and should reflect contribution. In this thesis, there is one author, what was mentioned 

on the front page of this document. Besides, the supervisor and the second examiner are both 

mentioned on the cover page as well. Next, primary data obtained in this study will be stored 

for at least five years. Hereby, the ability to prove authenticity will be provided. The data will 

not be shared with third parties unless this is necessary. Furthermore, there was ensured the 

data will be treated confidentially.  

The second principle states that the author should be conscious of the multiple roles 

he/she has (Smith, 2003). The roles of the author in this case are ‘researcher’ and ‘student’. 

Both these roles can be seen as professional and therefore as ethical.  

The third principle is that the researcher should follow informed-consent rules (Smith, 

2003). To comply with this, respondents were informed in the introduction of the questionnaire 

that they were taking part in a research. Hereby, respondents have had the right to decline to 

participate in the research or could have quit the questionnaire whenever they changed their 

mind. If the respondent did not finalize the questionnaire, his/her answers were deleted and the 

answers were not used in this study. At the end of the questionnaire, there was stated that the 

respondents could contact the researcher if they had any questions regarding the research or 

the results and that their answers will be saved.  

The fourth principle is that the researcher should respect the confidentiality and privacy 

of the respondents (Smith, 2003). Participating in the research was anonymous, which was 

indicated in the introduction of the questionnaire. Since the study is of quantitative nature, data 

was used in large entities and no single cases will be discussed. This enlarges the respondent’s 
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privacy. Besides, data is treated confidentially and shared only with staff members of the 

Radboud University.  

The fifth principle is to tap into ethics resources (Smith, 2003). This was done by 

reading the APA’s Ethics Code and following their five principles for research ethics. By 

complying these principles, this research can be seen as ethically responsible.  

 

3.8 Statistical test  

To analyse the data and to test the three formulated hypotheses, the data was implemented in 

SPSS. In the created dataset, firstly, all questions were labelled. Thereafter, the data was 

checked for missing values and outliers and the quality of the data was investigated. Following 

on that, a multiple regression analysis was used to test the three hypotheses.  

 

3.8.1 Checking data for missing values and outliers  

At first, the data was checked for missing values and outliers. Since all variables were 

metrically scaled in this research, this was done by creating descriptive statistics-tables for all 

the variables, and by checking the normality of the data (Pallant, 2010).  

 

3.8.2 Investigation of data quality  

To investigate the quality of the data, a factor analysis was conducted to find out the 

correlations between the different items of the constructs. Therefore, a look was taken on the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett-values. The KMO-value should be >0.50, and 

Bartlett’s test should be significant (p <0.001). The eigenvalue should be >1 and the scree plot 

should be checked on whether this gives the same number of factors as the eigenvalue (Hair et 

al., 2019). Eventually, rotation could take place to increase the interpretability.   

Thereafter, a reliability analysis was conducted. Reliability refers to the grade of 

consistency between multiple measurements of a variable, which means that the questionnaire 

should show the same results under consistent conditions (Hair et al., 2019). Cronbach’s Alpha 

was used to check whether the variables were reliable. In general, a value of an α of 0.6 is 

acceptable, but in an ideal situation the value of α exceeds 0.85 (Hair et al., 2019). If the value 

of α turns out to be below 0.6, the questionnaire is not perceived as reliable, since the overall 

consistence of the measures is not high enough then. In this case, the deletion of items can 

improve the α-value. According to Hair et al. (2019), deleting an item is conceivable when it 

will result in an increase of at least 0.05.  
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3.8.3 Multiple regression analysis  

A multiple regression analysis was then used to test the hypotheses and to get an indication of 

the relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables, and the 

influence of the moderators on this relationship (Hair et al., 2019). Before a multiple regression 

analysis could be conducted, some assumptions had to be checked. At first, there has to be a 

linear relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables. Second, there 

needs to be constant variance of the residuals. Third, the residuals have to be independent. 

Fourth, there needs to be a normal distribution of the residuals and fifth, there has to be no 

multicollinearity. Lastly, for a regression analysis, all variables need to be metrically scaled 

(Hair et al., 2019). If all the assumptions are met, the regression analysis could be conducted. 

Since in this research moderators were included, the moderator effects, also known as 

the ‘interaction effects’, were measured as well. These ‘second’ independent variables could 

namely change the form of the relationship between the independent and dependent variable 

(Hair et al., 2019).  A multiple regression prediction with two moderators is generally formed 

as follows: Ŷ = b0 + b1X + b2Z + b3X*Z + b4W + b5X*W 

 

In a predicted estimate, individual error terms are assumed to have a mean of zero. Because of 

this, there was no error term added to the prediction formula. Ŷ stands for the predicted value 

of Y, which indicates the dependent variable. Besides, b0 is the regression intercept, and b1−5 

are the estimate of the regression slope. As well ‘Z’ as ‘W’ are moderators here (Hair et al., 

2019). 

The first step was testing the main effect. The independent variable (perceived 

availability of organic private label products) is indicated with ‘OPLP’ and the dependent 

variable (purchase intention of organic national brand products) with ‘ONBP’. The moderators 

‘in-store private label marketing’ (IPLM) and ‘copycat packaging’ (CP) were included as well. 

Since these variables were metrically scaled, to avoid multicollinearity, as well the independent 

variable as the moderators needed to be mean-centered in the equation (Hair et al., 2019). As 

control variables, ‘Age’ (AGE), ‘income’ (INC) and ‘product group’ (PROD) were added (b6, 

b7 and b8 in the equation below). These had to be mean-centered as well to increase the 

interpretability of the results (Dalal & Zickar, 2011). Concluding, the following equation was 

tested: 

 

ONBP = b0 + b1OPLPi + b2IPLMi + b3OPLPi * IPLMi + b4CPi + b5OPLPi * CPi + b6AGEi 

+ b7INCi + b8PRODi 
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4. Analysis 
In this chapter, an overview of the data-analysis is provided. At first, all the questions were 

labelled. Thereafter, the data was cleansed by removing missing values and outliers. Following 

on that, the quality of the data was investigated by conducting a factor- and a reliability 

analysis. Next, the assumptions were tested and thereafter, a multiple regression analysis was 

used to test the three hypotheses.  

 

4.1 Questionnaire respondents  

The questionnaire was answered by 163 respondents. Checking for missing values, three 

respondents were found to have missing values because they filled in that they didn’t give 

permission to use their answers for scientific reasons. Six respondents indicated that they didn’t 

visit Albert Heijn at least once in the last six months, and therefore haven’t had the chance to 

notice the organic private label tier. According to the four-step process for identifying missing 

data and applying remedies from Hair et al. (2019), the decision was made to delete these 

respondents out of the database. To check for acquiescence bias, three questions according to 

the variable ‘copycat packaging’ were measured with a reversed scale, according to the 

procedure of Friborg et al. (2006). None of the respondents answered positively or negatively 

to all questions, so concluded can be that according to this rule, no extra respondents had to be 

deleted from the dataset. To make this reversed data usable for further analysis, the concerned 

questions were reversed ‘back’ with the ‘transform’-procedure in SPSS. To check for other 

missing values, the ‘define variable properties’-analysis from SPSS was used. This resulted in 

no other missing values. Concluding from this can be stated that in total, nine respondents 

contained missing values and were removed from the data set. This resulted in a final 

respondent total of 154. There has been made use of the randomization-procedure in Qualtrics 

to randomly divide respondents in one of the two product groups (milk and chocolate). The 

option ‘evenly present elements’ was used to ensure that both groups reached their aimed group 

sizes. This resulted in a respondent total of 80 respondents in the chocolate group, and 74 

respondents in the milk group. For the chocolate group, this number reaches the aimed number 

of respondents of 75 per product group, as stated in chapter 3. The lower respondent number 

for the milk-group is not a problem since the sample size is still above the required 60 

respondents per setting (Hair et al., 2019). The aimed and actual respondent numbers can be 

viewed in table 2 below: 
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 Aimed respondents Actual respondents 

1) Hedonic product group (chocolate) 75  80 

2) Utilitarian product group (milk) 75  74 

Total 150  154  

Table 2. Respondents’ distribution 

 

The next step in preparing the data for a multiple regression analysis was checking the 

distribution of the respondents in the sample. A symmetrical distribution is not a requirement 

for a multiple regression analysis, but is desired. Deviation can namely possibly be of influence 

on correlations, linearity and homoscedasticity (Field, 2013). Of all the respondents in total, 

74% was born in 1995 or later, and therefore this is by far the largest category in the sample. 

14.3% was born in the time period of 1978 until 1994, 7.8% in 1946 until 1963 and 3.2% in 

1965 until 1977. Looking at the deviation between the respondents when it comes to current 

gross monthly income, most respondents could be placed in the group of €0.- till €1000.- 

(51.3%), followed by €2000.- till €3000.- (18.8%), €3000.- or more (13.6%), €1000.- till 

€1500.- (9.1%) and €1500.- till €2000.- (7.1%).  

From the above-mentioned, there could already be stated that there is no symmetrical 

distribution, since for both age and income, two groups stand out clearly. To determine the 

exact distribution of the variables, the skewedness and the kurtosis of the data was checked 

(Appendix D, table 1 and 2). By creating frequency-tables in SPSS, the control variables ‘age’ 

and ‘income’ were found to be skewed and kurtosis after dividing the skewness-score by the 

standard error of skewness-score, and are therefore not normally distributed: 

 
  Age Income 

N Valid 154 154 

 Missing 0 0 

 Skewness -1.987 .575 

 Std. Error of Skewness .195 .195 

 Kurtosis 2.941 -1.353 

 Std. Error of Kurtosis .389 .389 

Table 3. Frequencies-table age and income 

 

Transforming the data following the transform-procedure as described by Hair et al. (2019) 

does not reduce this problem. Therefore, the decision has been made to go on with this data. 

This footnote on this research will be further discussed in the limitations of this thesis.  
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4.2 Factor- and reliability analysis  
 
4.2.1 Factor analysis 

To check the construct validity, all scales used for this research were judged based on their 

KMO (>0.5), Bartlett’s test of significance (p <0.001), their eigenvalue (>1), and the scree plot 

As stated by Pallant (2010), the KMO-test value indicates whether the correlation matrix equals 

the partial correlation matrix. Therefore, this value should be minimal 0.5 for being considered 

as ‘acceptable’. A value higher than 0.8 is considered as ‘good’. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

is used to measure the equality of variances across groups against the inequality of variances 

for at least two groups, whereby equality of variances is called ‘homogeneity’. Thereby, this 

test is used to check whether the variables in the population correlation matrix are uncorrelated 

(Pallant, 2010). A summary of the results of this analysis is textually explained below, 

whereafter tables of the most important values follow. 

 For the milk group, the KMO-value shows a number of 0.664, so is considered as 

acceptable. The observed significance level resulting from the Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 

significant with a value of 0.000. Therefore, there can be concluded that the relationship among 

the items is strong (Appendix D, table 3). Looking at the factor correlation matrix of the milk 

group (Appendix D, table 4), there can be stated that none one of the values is >0.30. Therefore, 

varimax (orthogonal) rotation could take place when rotating.  

 For the chocolate group, the KMO-value shows a value of 0.661, so is considered as 

acceptable. The observed significance level resulting from the Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 

significant with a value of 0.000. Therefore, there can be concluded that the relationship among 

the items is strong (Appendix D, table 5). Looking at the factor correlation matrix of the 

chocolate group (Appendix D, table 6), there can be stated that none one of the values is >0.30. 

Therefore, varimax (orthogonal) rotation could take place when rotating. Based on this data, it 

was allowed to proceed with the factor analysis. 

 
Factor KMO Measure of Sample 

Adequacy 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

significance 

Milk group  .664 .000 

Chocolate group  .661 .000 

Table 4. KMO and Bartlett’s Test per product group 
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Looking at the communalities-table for the milk group (Appendix D, table 7), one item 

was found to be below the critical value of 0.20; “Recode_I ever got home with an organic 

national brand milk carton instead of an organic private label (or the other way around) due to 

visual similarity”. This means that not enough of this item is clarified by the factor analysis, 

and therefore, this item was deleted. 

 

 Initial Extraction 
Recode_I ever got home with an organic national brand milk carton instead 
of an organic private label milk carton (or the other way around) due to visual 
similarity 

.191 .046 

Table 5. Communalities-table milk group: deleted item  

 

After deletion, all the values in the communalities-table exceeded the critical value of 

>0.20 (Appendix D, table 8). Thereby, the KMO value was recalculated and turned into a value 

of 0.679. Bartlett’s test showed significance again with a value of 0.000 (Appendix D, table 9).  

 

Factor KMO Measure of Sample 

Adequacy 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

significance 

Milk group after deleting item  .679 .000 

Table 6. KMO and Bartlett’s Test milk group after deleting item  

 

Thereafter, a look has been taken on the proportion of variance of the factors (Appendix 

D, table 10). Hereby, all factors with an eigenvalue >1 were taken into account as a factor. 

There could be seen that together, factor 1, 2, 3 and 4 clarify 74.9% of the total variance, which 

is above the minimal value of 60%. Subsequently, four factors are used for the milk group.  

 
Factor Cumulative % 

1 33.071 
2 54.616 
3 65.453 
4 74.934 

Table 7. Total variance explained-table milk group  

 

Inspecting the scree plot that could be derived from the data, this finding could be 

confirmed since four factors were on the kink (Appendix D, figure 1).  

From now on, an oblique rotation could take place to make the items more interpretable 

since at least one of the values in the factor correlation matrix has a value >0.30 (Appendix D, 

table 11). This also means that a look was taken on the pattern matrix (Appendix D, table 12) 
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to check for cross loaders. From this could be stated that one item is loading on two factors, 

namely the variable “Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of 

organic national brand milk”, since the difference between factor 2 and factor 4 was <0.20.  

 
Item Factor 

 1 2 3 4 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of 
organic national brand milk 

-.111 .340  .379 

Table 8. Pattern matrix milk group   

 

However, based on theoretical grounds, the decision has been made to not delete this 

item. Namely, deleting this item will not result in less factors or a better value of the factor 

loadings. Concluding can be stated that there are four factors in the milk group which are well 

interpretable and are in line with the findings from literature: 
 Factor 

Item: 1 2 3 4 

I consider buying organic national brand milk x    

I intend to buy organic national brand milk x    

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk x    

My intention to buy organic private label milk increases when I come across attractive 
and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk 

 x   

When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the product turns more 
positive if there are attractive graphics and posters present 

 x   

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label milk works 
informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product and so creates a 
better image in my head 

 x   

My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come across attractive 
and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk 

 x   

It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn   x  

Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn   x  

Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn   x  

Recode_When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I sometimes get confused 
between private label products and national products because of similar-themed 
packages 

   x 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of organic national 
brand milk 

 

   x 

Table 9. Factor loadings milk group   
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Looking at the communalities-table for the chocolate group, there could be stated that 

all are items below the critical value of 0.20 (Appendix D, table 13). This means that 

statistically seen, no items had to be deleted. However, to enhance the comparability of both 

product categories (milk and chocolate), the decision was made to also delete the item 

“Recode_I ever got home with an organic national brand chocolate bar instead of an organic 

private label (or the other way around) due to visual similarity” for the chocolate group 

(Appendix D, table 14). After deleting the this, the KMO value turned into 0.670, and Bartlett’s 

test showed significance again with a value of 0.000 (Appendix D, table 15).  

 
Factor KMO Measure of Sample 

Adequacy 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

significance 

Chocolate group after deleting item  .670 .000 

Table 10. KMO and Bartlett’s Test after deleting item chocolate group  

 

Thereafter, a look was taken on the proportion of variance of the factors. From this table 

could be stated that together, factor 1, 2, 3 and 4 clarify 75% of the total variance (Appendix 

D, table 16) and so also for the chocolate group, four factors were used for further analysis.  

 

Factor Cumulative % 
1 27.675 
2 45.895 
3 62.821 
4 75.003 

Table 11. Total variance explained-table chocolate group  

 

Looking at the scree plot, this could be confirmed since four factors are before the kink 

(Appendix D, figure 2).  

Thereafter, a varimax rotation could take place to make the items more interpretable, 

since none of the values in the factor correlation matrix was >0.30 (Appendix D, table 17). 

Therefore, a look was taken on the factor matrix to check for cross loaders (Appendix D, table 

18). This matrix showed that three items were loading on two factors, namely the items “It is 

easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn”, “Organic private label chocolate 

stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn” and “Organic private label chocolate is always 

sufficiently available at Albert Heijn”. This was concluded because the differences between 

the loadings on factor 2 and factor 3 for these items were <0.20.  
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Item Factor 
 1 2 3 4 
Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert 

Heijn 

 .456 .642 -.121 

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn  .645 .634  

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn  .308 .445  

Table 12. Factor matrix chocolate group  

 

 To continue with this data, a varimax rotation was done. This resulted in a rotated factor 

matrix whereby no items were having cross loaders anymore (Appendix D, table 19). To 

conclude, it could be stated that also for the chocolate group, there are four factors that are well 

interpretable and in line with the findings from literature:  
 Factor 
Item: 1 2 3 4 
My intention to buy organic private label chocolate increases when I come across 
attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label chocolate 

x    

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the product turns 
more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters present 

x    

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label chocolate works 
informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product and so creates a 
better image in my head 

x    

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I come across 
attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label 
chocolate” are loading 

x    

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate  x   
I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate  x   
I consider buying organic national brand chocolate  x    
It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn   x  
Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn   x  
Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn   x  
Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes get 
confused between private label products and national products because of similar-
themed packages 

   x 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to that of organic 
national brand milk 

   x 

 

Table 13. Factor loadings chocolate group   
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4.2.2 Reliability analysis 

Cronbach’s Alpha was used to check whether the variables used in this research were reliable. 

In general, a value of an α of 0.6 is acceptable, but in an ideal situation the value of α exceeds 

0.85 (Hair et al., 2019). When the α-value is lower than 0.6, the variable is seen as not be 

reliable. Namely, the overall consistence of the measures is too low then. When this is the case, 

deleting items can improve the α-value. According to Hair et al. (2019), deleting an item is 

conceivable when it will result in an increase of at least 0.05. In table 14 below, an overview 

of the Cronbach’s Alpha-values of the variables in this research is given, whereafter a detailed 

textual explanation of the obtained values follows: 

 

Product group Factor Cronbach’s Alpha 

Milk Purchase intention .923 

 Perceived availability .759 

 In-store private label marketing .854 

 Copycat packaging .369 

Chocolate Purchase intention .905 

 Perceived availability .773 

 In-store private label marketing .852 

 Copycat packaging .663 

Table 14. Summary table Cronbach’s Alpha 

 

The reliability analysis for the variable purchase intention in the milk group shows a value of 

α = 0.923, which lies above the ideal value of α = 0.85 (Appendix D, table 20). Looking at the 

item-total statistics-table, no potential item to be deleted was shown, since there will be no 

increase of at least .05 (Appendix D, table 21).  

The reliability analysis for the variable perceived availability in the milk group shows 

a value of α = 0.759, which means that this value lies above the critical value of 0.6 (Appendix 

D, table 22). The ‘Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted’-column in the item-total statistics-table 

shows one potential item to be deleted, namely “Organic private label milk stands out on the 

shelf at Albert Heijn”, since there will be an increase of at least 0.05 then. However, because 

for this research there has mainly been made use of existing measurement scales from literature, 

the items were validated by experts and were pre-tested, the decision was made to not delete 

this item for eventually improving the value of α. Hence, there was stated that this scale meets 

the reliability-criteria as well (Appendix D, table 23).  
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The reliability analysis for the variable in-store private label marketing in the milk 

group shows a value of α = 0.854, which is also above the ideal value of α = 0.85 (Appendix 

D, table 24). Also here, the item-total statistics-table shows no potential item to be deleted, 

since no increase of at least 0.05 was observed (Appendix D, table 25).  

The reliability analysis for the variable copycat packaging in the milk group shows a 

value of α = 0.369, which indicates a value below the critical value of 0.6 (Appendix D, table 

26). Despite of the outcomes in the Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted-column in the item-total 

statistics-table, the decision has been made to not delete any of the items, since there will be 

only one item left then, which could affect the validity of the scale (Diamantopoulos, Sarstedt, 

Fuchs, Wilczynski & Kaiser, 2012). Therefore, also this last scale for the milk-group was 

confirmed to be reliable (Appendix D, table 27). 

The reliability analysis for the variable purchase intention in the chocolate group shows 

similar results to the milk-group; a value of α = 0.905 which is also above the ideal value of α 

= 0.85 (Appendix D, table 28). Looking at the item-total statistics-table, the Cronbach’s Alpha 

if item deleted-column shows no potential items to be deleted, since there is no increase of at 

least 0.05 (Appendix D, table 29).  

The reliability analysis for the variable perceived availability in the chocolate group 

shows a value of α = 0.773, which means that this value lies above the critical value of .6 

(Appendix D, table 30). The Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted-column shows one potential 

item to be deleted; “Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn”, since 

there will be an increase of at least 0.05 then. However, also for measuring this variable, 

existing measurement scales from literature, experts’ opinions and a pre-test were used. 

Therefore, the choice has been made to not delete this item for eventually improving the value 

of α (Appendix D, table 31).  

The reliability analysis for the variable ‘in-store private label marketing’ in the 

chocolate group shows a value of α = 0.852, which means that also this value lies above the 

ideal value of α = 0.85 (Appendix D, table 32). Looking at the item-total statistics-table, the 

Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted-column shows no potential items to be deleted, since there 

is no increase of at least 0.05 (Appendix D, table 33).  

Lastly, the reliability analysis for the variable ‘copycat packaging’ in the chocolate 

group shows a value of α = 0.663, which means that this value lies above the critical value of 

0.6 (Appendix D, table 34) as well. For this last item, the same procedure as aforementioned 

for the milk-group was applied here; the decision has been made to not delete any of the items, 

since then there will be only one item left then, which could affect the validity of the scale 
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(Diamantopoulos et al., 2012). So finally, also this scale meets the reliability-criteria (Appendix 

D, table 35). Concluding this, all the data was justified, and the assumptions could be tested 

from now onwards.  

 

4.3 Assumptions  

Based on the above-mentioned statistics, scale scores could be calculated from now. Because 

each construct was measured by three or four items, the item-scores were summed up and 

transformed into one score for each variable per product group by computing the items and 

taking the average, which resulted in the following descriptive statistics-table (based on 

Appendix D, table 36 and table 37):  

 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Purchase intention milk 74 1 5 2.43 1.17 

Purchase intention chocolate 80 1 5 2.66 1.24 

Perceived availability milk 74 1 5 3.75 0.75 

Perceived availability chocolate 80 1 5 3.45 0.72 

In-store private label marketing milk 74 1 5 3.26 0.98 

In-store private label marketing chocolate 80 1 5 3.78 0.82 

Copycat packaging milk 74 1 4.5 2.98 0.91 

Copycat packaging chocolate 80 1 5 2.45 0.85 

Table 15. Descriptive statistics before mean-centering 

 

Outliers 

Thereafter, the data was checked for outliers. Outliers are observations that differ substantially 

from the average and could bias results (Hair et al., 2019). These outliers can be found by 

looking at the boxplots (Appendix E, figure 3-12). An observation is considered to be an outlier 

when it is positioned between 1.0 and 1.5 quartiles away from the box (Hair et al., 2019). The 

variables were checked, whereafter the variables age, copycat packaging (chocolate group), in-

store private label marketing (chocolate group) and perceived availability (chocolate group) 

showed outliers. To check whether these outliers affected the data, the 5% trimmed mean and 

the overall mean were compared (Appendix E, table 38-41). As can be seen in table 16 below, 

all four variables show a trimmed mean that is very close to the overall mean, and thus there 

could be stated that the outliers were not problematic: 
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Variable Mean 5% trimmed mean 

Age 3.56 3.68 

Copycat packaging (chocolate group) 2.45 2.43 

In-store private label marketing (chocolate group) 3.78 3.83 

Perceived availability (chocolate group) 3.45 3.46 

Table 16. Descriptive outlier-table after deleting items 

 

 After the modifications were made, several assumptions had to be checked before 

conducting the regression analysis. The main question here is: do all the individual variables 

meet the five assumptions of linearity, homoscedasticity, independence of the error terms, 

normality, and multicollinearity? When this would be the case, a multiple regression analysis 

could be conducted (Hair et al., 2019). 

The first assumption requires linearity between the dependent variable and the 

independent variables (Hair et al., 2019). This linear relationship needed to be checked by as 

well a univariate as a bivariate analysis. For the univariate analysis, a look was taken at the 

frequency tables per product group (Appendix E, table 42 and table 43). The mean, median, 

mode, standard deviation, variance, skewness, and kurtosis can be found here. An important 

thing to look at was the kurtosis and the skewedness, which values needed to be within the 

critical value of -3 and +3 to assume linearity of the variables (Hair et al., 2019). From the 

frequency tables could be stated that this is the case for all variables within the milk group and 

the chocolate group, so it is possible to move on to the bivariate analysis. A bivariate analysis 

tests the variate as a whole and was conducted by looking at the scatterplot (ZRESID/ZPRED) 

(Appendix E, figure 13 and 14). Linearity can be assumed if the dots in the scatterplot form no 

clear pattern and all the dots are spread around the horizontal zero-line (Hair et al., 2019). The 

points did not show a clear pattern, and also contain an equally horizontal band. This suggests 

that the relationship between these variables is linear, so this assumption was met.  

Secondly, the next assumption, constant variance of the residuals (Hair et al., 2019) 

was checked. Therefore, the scatterplots from Appendix E (figure 13 and 14) were used here 

again. If there is no clear pattern or cone shape visible in the scatterplot, residuals are assumed 

to have a constant variance. When this is the case, the scatterplot can be interpreted as 

homoscedastic (Hair et al., 2019). Looking at the scatterplots, no clear pattern or triangle shape 

could be detected in both product groups. This means there was no sign of heteroscedasticity, 

and the scatterplot could be seen as homoscedastic. Thus, it can be assumed that there was a 

constant variance of the residuals. 
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The third assumption is the independence of the residuals (Hair et al., 2019). Therefore, 

a look was taken at the Durbon-Watson value in the model summary-table to test if there is a 

correlation between residuals. The values of a Durbin-Watson test can lay between 0-4. A value 

of 2 indicates that the residuals are uncorrelated; this is what we strive for. In Appendix E (table 

44) could be seen that for the milk group, the Durbin-Watson has a value of 1.903. This means 

that the residuals are uncorrelated. For the chocolate group, the Durbin-Watson has a value of 

2.012 (Appendix E, table 45). This means that the residuals here were slightly correlating, but 

because the score is so close to 2, this was being neglected here and this assumption was met.  

The fourth assumption is about the normality of the residuals’ distribution (Hair et al., 

2019). There are several methods that can be used to check this assumption. Firstly, the ‘normal 

probability plot’ was checked (Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residuals). If all 

the dots follow the diagonal line and there are no outliers visible, it can be assumed that there 

is a normal distribution (Hair et al., 2019). A look was taken at the plots (Appendix E, figure 

15 and 17). Thereof can be stated that almost all dots follow the line quite closely, and thus the 

residuals can be assumed to be normally distributed for both product groups. Thereafter, the 

histograms were checked (Appendix E, figure 16 and 18). Even though these histograms 

showed not a completely normal distribution, it was assumed that the distribution is relatively 

good. Because of the large sample size of this research and the somewhat evenly distributed 

histograms (Hair et al., 2019), it will namely not be a problem that the residuals are not 

completely normally distributed. Therefore, no transformations in the dataset were made, and 

this assumption could be seen as fulfilled. 

Finally, the independent variables were checked for multicollinearity. Multicollinearity 

appears when one independent variable is largely explained by another independent variable 

in the model. This can cause problems for the interpretation of the results and the model fit 

(Hair et al., 2019). To test whether there was multicollinearity among the variables in this 

research, at first, a look has been taken at the correlations-table. For the milk-group, looking at 

the correlations-table (Appendix E, table 46), there could be stated that none of the correlations 

may be problematic, since all scores were below the critical value of 0.8, so no independent 

variables had to be removed. For the chocolate group, there could also be stated that none of 

the correlations would be problematic since all scores were below the critical value of 0.8, so 

no independent variables had to be removed for this group either (Appendix E, table 47). 

Thereafter, the variance inflation factor (VIF) from the coefficients-tables was used. This 

allows a more formal check of whether the independent variables are not too highly correlated 

(Hair et al., 2019). The VIF- and tolerance-statistics could be used to assess this assumption. 
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If the VIF is below 10, there is a low degree of multicollinearity in the model (Hair et al., 2019). 

The coefficients tables (Appendix E, table 48 and 49) showed that the highest observed VIF-

score of both product groups was 1.023, which means that the level of multicollinearity in both 

models is very low. For the assumption to be fulfilled, the VIF scores had to be lower than 10, 

and tolerance scores above 0.2. This is the case here, so also this last assumption was met. 

Concluding could be stated that all assumptions were met; there are only some 

difficulties with normality. This will not cause big problems, but this means that interpretation 

of results needs to be done carefully. Subsequently, the multiple regression analysis could be 

started.  

 
4.4 Regression analysis  
After specifying the regression analysis’ objectives, selecting the dependent and independent 

variables, addressing the research design issues, and assessing the variables for meeting the 

assumptions, now the regression model could be estimated, and the overall predictive accuracy 

of the independent variables could be assessed. To do so, assessing the statistical significance 

of the overall model in predicting the dependent variable was done. Thereafter, there was 

determined whether any of the observations exerted and undue influenced the results. A 

confirmatory specification approach was employed when conducting the regression analyses. 

Namely, hereby, the researcher had the opportunity to choose the exact set of independent 

variables that are included in the regression (Hair et al., 2019). When using this technique, the 

researcher must rely heavily on theoretical justification and avoid being guided by empirical 

information for a truly confirmatory approach (Hair et al., 2019). 
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5. Results 
 
5.1 Overall assessment 

The data from the multiple regression analysis was used to assess the goodness-of-fit of the 

model. Thereafter, the drafted hypotheses were confirmed or rejected, and the strength and 

direction of each significant effect was measured. A three-stage hierarchical multiple 

regression was conducted with ‘purchase intention of organic national brand products’ as the 

dependent variable. Before starting the analysis, at first, the data from both product groups was 

computed together to make it possible to control for the variable ‘product group’. Thereafter, 

‘age’, ‘income’ and ‘product group’ were converted into dummy variables, to make it possible 

to control for them in the regression analysis. This means that for age, the four generational 

cohorts were denoted by the numbers 1 till 4. For income, the five income categories were 

denoted by the number 1 till 5. For product group, the milk-group got the score ‘1’ and the 

chocolate-group got the score ‘2’. The control variables ‘age’, ‘income’ and ‘product group’ 

were entered in model 1 to control for these variables, with having left out one reference 

category for all variables (generation Z for age, €0.- till €1000.- for income and the chocolate-

group for product group), all based on the highest group-theory from Hair et al. (2019). Then 

in model 2 the independent variables ‘in-store private label marketing’ and ‘copycat packaging’ 

were added, and the interaction-effects were added in model 3. The adjusted R² was used to 

measure the descriptive power of the regression models. An alpha level (p) of 0.05 was chosen 

to measure significance. To measure the impact of each independent variable separately, the 

unstandardized β-coefficient was analysed. 

By conducting the regression analysis, significant ANOVA-values were found for 

model 2 and 3 (Appendix F, table 50). As logically, no significance was found in model 1 (p = 

0.222), since this model only includes control variables. The significance of model 2 (p = 

0.002) and 3 (p = 0.001) indicates that the variables included in the model do explain the 

dependent variable:  

 

ANOVA 

Model Sig. 

1 .222 

2 .002* 

3 .001* 

Table 17. ANOVA-table  
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Looking at the significance in the coefficients-table (Appendix F, table 51), conclusions 

could be drawn about the relationships between all variables. As stated by Field (2013), if there 

is no significance, there is no association between the changes in the independent variable and 

the shifts in the dependent variable. The β-coefficient indicates whether there is a positive or 

negative correlation between the independent variables and the dependent variable. A positive 

coefficient means that when the value of the independent variable increases, the mean of the 

dependent variable also will increase. A negative β-coefficient suggests the opposite way 

(Field, 2013).  

Looking at the adjusted R² (Appendix F, table 52) which was used to measure how 

much of the variance in the dependent variable is determined by the independent variables 

(Hair et al., 2019), the following results appeared: in model 1, the adjusted R² showed a value 

of 0.018, which means that 2% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the 

control variables. In model 2, whereby the independent variables are added, the adjusted R² 

showed a risen value of 0.118, which means that 12% of the variance of the dependent variable 

will be explained by the independent variables combined with the control variables. This 

indicates an effect of the independent variables. In model 3, where the interaction effect was 

added, the adjusted R² slightly increased to 0.133, which means that 13% of the variance is 

explained by the control variables combined with the independent variables and the interaction 

effect and therefore can be called a medium-sized explanatory power (Hair et al., 2019).  

Looking at the significance of the F-change, model 2 had a significant value of 0.000 

(p <0.05). This indicates that the addition of the independent variable and the moderators do 

significantly contribute to the explanation of the dependent variable ‘purchase intention of 

organic national brand products’. The sig. F-change value of model 3 was non-significant with 

a p-value of 0.113, which means that the addition of the interaction-effects does not 

significantly explain anything further, and therefore is not useful in trying to understand the 

dependent variable (Hair et al., 2019). In table 18 below, an overview can be found of the most 

important results:  
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 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 

 β SE Sig.  β SE Sig.  β SE Sig. 

Control variables            

Age:            
Babyboomers .412 .466 .378  .456 .446 .303  .579 .446 .196 
Generation X -.379 .600 .529  -.300 .576 .603  -.235 .574 .683 
Generation Y .128 .306 .676  .475 .303 .119  .516 .302 .089 
Income:            
€1000.- till €1500.- .140 .352 .692  .063 .336 .851  .080 .334 .810 
€1500.- till €2000.- .812 .512 .040*  .809 .373 .032*  .807 .370 .031* 
€2000.- till €3000.- -.269 .429 .344  -.318 .270 .241  -.291 .269 .282 
€3000.- or more .151 .730 .709  .264 .386 .495  .265 .383 .490 
Product group:            
Milk -.235 .197 .235  -.235    -.242 .185 .195 

Direct effect            

Perceived availability      .337 .131 .011*  .254 .137 .066 
In-store private label marketing     .373 .108 .001*  .361 .107 .001* 
Copycat packaging     .035 .107 .745  -.058 .118 .623 

Interaction effect            

Perceived availability*In-store 
private label marketing 

        .175 .146 .232 

Perceived availability*Copycat 
packaging 

        .207 .123 .095 

Adjusted R² .018    .118    .133   
Sig. F Change .222    .000*    .113   

*p <0.05 
 

Table 18. Results  

 
5.2 Main effect 

Hypothesis 1 is focused on the main effect; “The higher the perceived availability of organic 

private label products, the lower the purchase intention of organic national brand products 

will be.” From table 18 can be seen that in model 2, the direct effect of perceived availability 

on the dependent variable has a significant value (β = 0.337, p = 0.011). This means that if the 

value of perceived availability of organic private label products increases with 1, the purchase 

intention of organic national brand products increases with 0.337. Despite of the significance 

for this effect, the result is surprising since it is contradicting with the findings from literature. 

Namely, based on findings from Heskett (1976), there was hypothesised (H1) that a higher 

perceived availability of organic private label products would decline the purchase intention of 

organic national label brands, so the β-coefficient was expected to be negative. This positive 

value rather indicates an increase of the purchase intention of organic national label brands 

when the perceived availability of organic private label products rises. Since the β-coefficient 

shows a contradicting positive effect, H1 was rejected.  
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5.3 Moderating effect of in-store private label marketing 
The next hypothesis (H2) was focused on the moderating variable ‘in-store private label 

marketing’; “In-store private label marketing will negatively affect the relationship between 

the perceived availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of 

organic national brand products.” As can be seen in the data from table 18, the direct effect 

of in-store private label marketing was found to be significant in model 2. This means that if 

the value of in-store private label marketing increases with 1, the purchase intention of organic 

national brand products increases with 0.373. However, in-store private label marketing has no 

significant moderating effect on the impact of perceived availability of organic private label 

products on the purchase intention of organic national brand products (β = 0.175, p = 0.232). 

This means that there is no significant difference between the presence and absence of in-store 

private label marketing on the relationship between perceived availability of organic private 

label products and the purchase intention of organic national brand products. As a consequence, 

H2 was rejected as well. Even though the direct effect of in-store private label marketing was 

found to be significant, according to theories from Bemmaor & Mouchoux (1991), Chandon et 

al. (2009), Konuk (2018), Ladeira et al. (2019) and Mishra et al. (2020), another (cannibalizing, 

negative) effect was expected. This seems to be not the case, since also for this variable, the β-

coefficient (β = 0.373) is a positive value. This indicates that in-store private label marketing 

rather has a positive influence on the purchase intention of organic national products, than the 

expected cannibalizing (negative) effect.  

 

5.4 Moderating effect of copycat packaging  

The third hypothesis (H3) was focused on the moderating variable ‘copycat packaging’; 

“Copycat packaging will negatively affect the relationship between the perceived availability 

of organic private label products and the purchase intention of organic national brand 

products.” Findings from table 18 indicate that copycat packaging does neither have a 

significant direct (β = 0.035, p = 0.745) or moderating (β = 0.207, p = 0.095) effect on the 

impact of perceived availability of organic private label products on the purchase intention of 

organic national brand in any of the models. Also here the β-value is positive, which is in 

contradiction with the expected cannibalizing hypothesised effect from H3. Since a negative 

moderating effect was expected based on theory from Van Horen and Pieters (2012) and no 

significant values were found, also H3 was rejected.  
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5.5 Control variables 

Lastly, the significance of the control variables was checked to make sure that these variables 

would not bias the results. From table 18 can be seen that in model 1, the control variable 

‘income’ has a significant value for the category ‘income €1500.- till €2000.-’ (β = 0.812, p = 

0.040). After adding the independent variable and the two moderating variables in model 2 and 

the interaction-effects in model 3, this significance retains. Therefore, there can be stated that 

the observed effects do differ per income-group. About the group differences can be concluded 

that the direct effects of perceived availability and in-store private label marketing on the 

purchase intention of organic national brand products are higher for people within the income 

scale of €1500.- till €2000.-, than for people within the income scale of €0.- till €1000.- (β = 

0.812, p = 0.040). Since beside this, none of the other income-scales were found to be 

significant, there can be stated that there is no significant difference between people within the 

income scale of €1000.- till €1500.- and the income scale of €0.- till €1000.-, and also no 

difference between people within the income scale of €3000.- or more and €0.- till €1000.-. 

Looking at the control variables ‘age’ and ‘product group’, no significant values were found, 

which means that the observed effects do not differ per age-category and per product group.  
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6. Discussion  
As the figures point out, with an annual growth rate of 20-25%, organic products can no longer 

be ignored on the global market (Savenkova et al., 2021). Responding on this, a short time ago, 

organic private label products were introduced in the Dutch supermarkets (Chartier, 2019). 

However, since previous research indicated that the availability of regular private label 

products can be of influence on consumers’ purchase intention of regular national brand 

products (Geyskens et al., 2010), the question remains whether the introduction of a private 

label organic tier is profitable or not. Namely, if the availability of private label products does 

have a cannibalizing impact in organic context as well, aren’t retailers cannibalizing their own 

total sales then by introducing organic private label products, since the availability of these 

might negatively influence the purchase intention of organic national brand products?  

Overall, this study made a first attempt to find out to what extent this is the case, and 

with this supports and rejects propositions that are made about this topic in organic context. 

Therefore, the following research question was set up:  

 

To what extent does the perceived availability of organic private label products influence the 

purchase intention of organic national brand products?  

 

In this chapter, the formulated research question will be answered, based on the findings done 

in this research. Thereby, discussion points according to this research are cited. Besides, the 

contribution to the current literature is appointed here, managerial implications are mentioned, 

a critical reflection on the limitations is given and directions for further research are provided.   

 
6.1 Theoretical implications 

This study extends previous research of Geyskens et al. (2010) by determining the impact of 

the availability of private label products in organic context. Based on various other studies, 

variables were selected which could potentially be of influence on the relationship between the 

perceived availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of organic 

national brand products. Hypotheses were drawn to specify the directions of these effects based 

on theory. Several noteworthy theoretical contributions can be derived from this study.  

 To start with, controlled for age, income, and product group, two variables were found 

to have a significant direct effect on the dependent variable ‘purchase intention of organic 

national brand products’; the independent variable ‘perceived availability’ and the moderator-
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variable ‘in-store private label marketing’. Even though significance was found for the direct 

effect of in-store private label marketing on the dependent variable, no moderating effect was 

observed, so only statements can be made about the direct effect of this variable. This also 

means that there is no statistical support for the relationship between ‘perceived availability of 

organic private label products’ and ‘purchase intention of organic national brands’ being 

strengthened or weakened by in-store private label marketing. The other moderator-variable, 

‘copycat packaging’, shows no significant values at all; both not for the direct effect and the 

moderating effect. Therefore, it could be stated that up to our knowledge and findings, copycat 

packaging is not of influence on the dependent variable ‘purchase intention of organic national 

brand products’, and also does not strengthens or weakens the relationship between ‘perceived 

availability of organic private label products’ and ‘purchase intention of organic national 

brands’. 

 Because significant values were found for the different income-groups, there could be 

stated that the observed effects do differ per income-group, which is in line with previous 

studies towards the impact of consumer characteristics on the purchase intention of regular 

products by Magnusson et al. (2001). This study extends these findings by confirming that this 

is also the case in organic context. However, the results from this research differ from previous 

studies in non-organic context on product- and age group (Kamenidou et al., 2020; Richins, 

1994). Namely, the results show that the observed effects are the same for the hedonic 

(chocolate) and utilitarian (milk) product group, and also for the different age groups. This 

implies that in organic context, product group and age do not play a role on purchase intention, 

in contrast to in non-organic context. 

 Surprisingly, even though two direct effects were found to be significant, none of the 

hypotheses was supported. Namely, all hypotheses were set up in the opposite direction; based 

on the cannibalization-theory by Heskett (1976) which can be described as “the process by 

which a new product gains sales by diverting sales from an existing product”. This means that 

by introducing an organic private label tier, a cannibalizing effect for the purchase intention of 

organic national brands was expected, which could potentially be strengthened or weakened 

under influence of certain variables as in-store private label marketing (Bemmaor & 

Mouchoux, 1991; Chandon et al., 2009; Konuk, 2018; Ladeira et al., 2019; Mishra et al., 2020) 

and copycat packaging (Van Horen and Pieters, 2012). However, contrary to expectations, the 

β-coefficient of all observed effects was found to be positive. This finding rather indicates a 

stimulation of the purchase intention of organic national brand products than a decline. 

Therefore, even though significance was found for H1, all three hypotheses were rejected:  
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Hypothesis Predicted effect Decision 

H1 “The higher the perceived availability of organic private label products, the lower the 

purchase intention of organic national brand products will be.” 

Rejected 

H2 “In-store private label marketing will negatively affect the relationship between the 

perceived availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of 

organic national brand products.” 

Rejected 

H3 “Copycat packaging will negatively affect the relationship between the perceived 

availability of organic private label products and the purchase intention of organic 

national brand products.” 

Rejected 

Table 19. Overview of hypotheses and results  

 

Given the strength of the direct effects, there can be stated that in-store private label marketing 

has the strongest positive effect on the purchase intention of organic national brand products 

(β = 0.373), closely followed by the effect of perceived availability of organic private label 

products (β = 0.337). A very weak influence (β = 0.035) was found for the direct effect of 

copycat packaging on the dependent variable. Although, no significance was found for the 

effect of this variable on the dependent variable, so no verified statements can be made about 

this variable.  

As stated above, according to theory, different directions of the observed effects were 

expected. A clarification for this direction-difference in the main effect could be that in the 

created questionnaire for this research, there was no question formulated about the purchase 

intention of organic private label products, only about the purchase intention of organic 

national brand products. Therefore, it could possibly have been the case that the respondents 

saw the option of buying organic national brand products as the only option, and therefore 

indicated a high score for this item, since they were in the introduction asked to imagine that 

they needed an organic chocolate bar or milk carton (depending on the group they were in). In 

line with this reasoning, future research on the purchase intention of private label products with 

a focus on the distinction between organic private label and organic national brand products is 

needed to validate this assumption.  

An alternative explanation for this increased purchase intention of organic national 

brand products could be that for the perceived availability of products, shelf space could play 

a role. Namely, when more shelf space is perceived on a product category, this could lead to a 

higher purchase intention since the addition of extra products might function as a form of 

advertising, putting products on the top of consumer minds, and generally suggesting products 

popularity level (Lee & Brown, 2001). Nogales and Suarez (2005) confirm this; they state that 

giving a product category more space on the shelf increases its visibility and consequently the 
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probability of it being purchased. In this case, by adding ‘extra’ products (organic private label 

products) onto the shelves, a higher perceived availability might have occurred for the whole 

organic tier in the observed product groups and could have resulted in this increase. However, 

based on this research, no statements can be made about why consumers would prefer 

purchasing organic national brand products then above purchasing organic private label 

products, since the results indicate that the purchase intention of organic national brand 

products rise. Therefore, further research should be undertaken to explore how shelf space 

could be of influence on the perceived availability and purchase intention in organic context. 

Furthermore, the significant direct effect of in-store private label marketing indicates 

that by making use of this type of marketing (in particular in the form of posters and graphics), 

the purchase intention of organic national brand products rises. This is contrary to expectations, 

since the study of Mishra et al. (2020) emphasized how retailers could make use of in-store 

private label marketing to positively influence the attitude of consumers towards private label 

brands. Several other studies confirmed this and described that in-store marketing has a positive 

influence on brand sales of private label products (Bemmaor & Mouchoux, 1991; Chandon et 

al., 2009; Ladeira et al., 2019). An explanation for this surprising effect could therefore be that 

beside the change in attitude and attention towards organic private label products that in-store 

private label marketing creates, the attitude and attention towards organic products in general 

rises as well by applying in-store private label marketing on organic private label products. 

This could lead to the observed higher purchase intention of these other (national brand) 

products as well (Magnusson et al., 2001). However, further research should be carried out to 

establish the extent of this eventual relationship.  

Lastly, both the direct and moderating effect of copycat packaging were found to be 

non-significant in this research. This surprising result could be due to the fact that most of the 

decisions in front of supermarket shelf are made unconscious, which is indicated by several 

researchers (e.g., Ozkara & Bagozzi, 2021), and two of the three experts that were approached 

for setting up the questionnaire for this research. Questionable is therefore whether this 

research method (a questionnaire with items) was the right measure for this concept. As 

indicated in paragraph 3.6, an informed decision has been made on this, but further research 

on the influence of copycat packaging on the relationship between perceived availability and 

purchase intention in organic context in another research setting is advised to determine 

whether the research method used here caused this insignificance.  
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6.2 Managerial implications 
Even though not all the relationships were found to be significant and point in a different 

direction than expected, these findings cannot be left as unseen. This study namely still 

provides useful insights that can be taken into account by as well retailers as national brand 

manufacturers for decisions among assortment composition and in-store marketing.  

To begin with, the results show that certain marketing mix elements (in particular 

posters and graphics) are of direct influence on the purchase intention of organic national brand 

products. This indicates that in-store private label marketing could act as a ‘promotor’ for both 

tiers (private label and national brand) of the organic assortment. This finding leads to different 

implications for different stakeholders, since the introduction of organic private label products 

can lead to favourable outcomes for national brand-manufacturers, but to non-favourable 

outcomes for retailers, depending on which scenario will occur. One possible scenario is 

namely that consumers change their attitude and attention towards the organic national label 

tier as well because of in-store private label marketing, and therefore make a switch towards 

buying organic national brand products instead of buying organic private label products. This 

would be unfavourable for retailers. Namely, when this happens, no rise in total sales but only 

a decline in margin would take place, since selling private label products is more profitable for 

retailers than selling national brand products because private label products contain more 

margin (Steenkamp et al., 2010). On the other hand, for national brand-manufacturers this 

scenario seems beneficial, because when this marketing tool is being used, the purchase 

intention for organic national brand products rises according to the results. This will thus lead 

to a higher total sales of organic national brand products than when there would be no in-store 

private label marketing among organic private label products. Besides, national brand 

manufacturers don’t even have to incur any costs on this, since this in-store private label 

marketing is done by the retailers, so they are only winners in this case.  

On the other hand, another scenario that could take place is that the consumer does not 

switch to this national brand, but that they buy this as an extra product next to buying the 

organic private label product. In this situation, both retailers and national brand manufacturers 

could benefit from in-store private label marketing. However, the question remains whether 

the overall consumption of organic foods will increase or not when adding an organic private 

label tier. Further investigation should show whether people start consuming more of certain 

products. Interesting thereby would be to control again for product group, age and income and 
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indicate whether there are differences for this, in contrast to the examined variables in this 

research whereby only differences were found for the different income-groups.  

Since no research has been done onto both these scenarios, no statistically endorsed 

conclusions can be drawn about these assumptions. Therefore, further research is required to 

determine which scenario will occur. Based on the outcomes of this further research, 

conclusions can be drawn about which concrete steps to take for as well retailers and national 

brand-manufacturers when it comes to in-store private label marketing. Since the in-store 

private label marketing-variable was found to be the largest driver of purchase intention in this 

research, it would also be interesting to conduct research on which factors could influence this 

variable as well, to make this marketing-tool even more valuable. 

Following on that, statistically supported findings were done about the perceived 

availability of organic private label products as well. Namely, the results indicate that when 

consumers perceive organic private label products in the supermarket, this will directly 

stimulate the purchase intention of organic national brand products. In line with the 

aforementioned, also for this finding applies that in the scenario of consumers switching 

towards organic national brand, this would be unfavourable for retailers since private label 

products are more profitable for them. For national brand-manufacturers this scenario would 

be beneficial, since when more attention for the whole organic category occurs because of a 

higher perceived availability of organic private label products, the consumer is according to 

the results, very likely to buy organic national brand products. This in turn leads to a higher 

chance on sales of organic national brand products than when there would be a low perceived 

availability of organic private label products. Logically following on this, the scenario whereby 

the consumer does not switch to this national brand, but that they buy this as an ‘extra’ product 

next to buying the organic private label product, would be beneficial for both retailers and 

national brand manufacturers.  

Furthermore, since statistically supported differences were found between the income-

groups, it could be relevant for as well retailers as national brand-manufacturers to get to know 

their consumers when coming up with marketing instruments. By this, managers can make an 

attempt to tune these marketing instruments towards the specific preferences of certain groups, 

to steer certain consumer decisions even more.  

Concluding can be stated that when in-store private label marketing tools are used and 

when there is a high perceived availability of organic private label products, the purchase 

intention of at least organic national brand products is expected to rise. However, the question 

remains which scenario would take place then; will the consumers see this organic national 
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brand product as a substitute for organic private label products, or will they buy organic 

national brand products as ‘extra’ up above organic private label products?  

This research makes a good effort in contributing to the existing literature by shedding 

light on aspects that could use more detailed further research into this area. Based on the 

outcomes of this further research, concrete implications can be drawn about which specific 

steps to take for retailers and national brand-manufacturers to make the introduction of the 

organic private label tier as successful and profitable as possible.  

Besides, because possible determiners of non-significance are indicated and a critical 

eye was cast on the research method, this research offers concrete starting points for further 

research as well.  

 
6.3 Limitations and implications for further research 
The findings of this study point to limitations that, nevertheless, indicate starting points for 

further examination. At first, the setting of this research only comprised a Dutch supermarket 

in the Netherlands; ‘Albert Heijn’. Namely, example products were used in the questionnaire 

to visualise as well private label as national brands for the respondents, which were Albert 

Heijn products. Even though a well-informed choice for this supermarket was made based data 

from Grashuis (2021), this choice for only one supermarket affects the generalizability, which 

means that the results of this research cannot be generalized to the entire population (Hair et 

al., 2019). To increase the generalizability and make them more applicable towards the entire 

supermarket landscape, further research on other supermarket chains should be conducted as 

well.  

 Secondly, the respondents were selected by convenience sampling. This is a method 

often used when a researcher has limited time, resources, and workforce (Etikan et al., 2016). 

Because of this, the sample contained a high percentage of certain respondent groups, since 

these respondents were in the authors’ network. The sample contained 74% generation Z- 

respondents. In addition, 51.3% of the sample can be placed in the income category of €0.- till 

€1000.-. This caused skewness for the control variables age and income, which could have 

influenced the results. Namely, for example Kamenidou et al. (2020) argue that consumers in 

the generation Z-cohort are less likely to purchase organic food sometimes/occasionally than 

the older generations. Besides, this research method could also have generated the bias of self-

selection. The results of this research might have been different when this research would have 

taken place in a balanced sample. Therefore, further research should be carried out to establish 

whether this sampling method could have been of influence of the results. 
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 Third, based on the findings of this study, it appeared that organic hedonic products can 

be seen as comparable towards organic utilitarian products, since no significant differences 

were found between these groups. A sidenote for this finding is that only two product groups 

were used in this research to distinguish between hedonic and utilitarian products. To make a 

more representative say about this, a study with more product groups is needed.  

 Lastly, in the questionnaire, there has been made use of real brands to illustrate 

examples towards the respondents of what an organic private label product and an organic 

national brand product could look like. This could have influenced the results, since when 

respondents have associations with brands, this can influence their purchase decisions, and so 

also could have influenced their decisions in the questionnaire (Hillenbrand et al., 2013). To 

avoid this impact of brand familiarity in the future, a similar study with fake brands could be 

conducted and the results of both studies could be compared to investigate whether this 

eventually have had a biasing effect in this study.  

 All in all, this study makes a good effort in showing which focus points as well retailers 

as national brand manufacturers could consider by developing their marketing strategy among 

organic products. These findings are a first step towards a better understanding of consumer 

behavior in organic context.   
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Appendix A – Questionnaire 
 
Version hedonic product (chocolate) 
 

Introduction: 

Dear participant,  

For the Master Marketing at Radboud University in Nijmegen I am doing research on organic 

products in the supermarket. To properly conduct this research, I do need your help! 

This questionnaire consists of 13 questions, and in total it will take up about 3 minutes to fill 

in the whole questionnaire. The answers will all stay anonymous and will be treated 

confidentially. The answers will only be shared with staff members of the Radboud 

University and only be used for scientific reasons.  

I would like to thank you in advance!  

 

Introduction question 1: I give permission to use my (anonymised) answers for research 

purposes:  

o Yes, I give permission 

o No, I don’t give permission 

 

 
Introduction question 2: I have been grocery shopping at Albert Heijn at least once in the 

last six months: 

o Yes 

o No 
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Explanation (next page):  

Imagine that you are in the Albert Heijn to buy an organic chocolate bar. You can choose 

between several bars, among which private label bars and national brand bars.  

 

‘Private label’ is understood to mean: “a brand owned by the retailer, whereof the products 

carry the name of the retail chain”, such as ‘Albert Heijn eigen merk’ ‘Jumbo eigen merk’.  

 

‘National brand’ is understood to mean: “a brand with often a high brand awareness, which 

is produced by a particular manufacturer and sold to retailers”, such as ‘Blue Band’ and 

‘Nutella’.  

 

Below, examples are shown of what a private label chocolate bar could look like (image left), 

and of what a national brand chocolate bar (picture on the right) could look lsike, to give an 

indication of what ‘private label’ and ‘national brand’ comprise in the chocolate category:  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

Example private label brand chocolate bar              Example national brand chocolate bar 
 
(n.d.; Albert Heijn, n.d.c, n.d.d) 
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Indicate for the following items whether they apply to you or not, whereby 1 = ‘strongly 

disagree’ and 5 = ‘strongly agree’: 

 

The next questions are about organic national brand chocolate: 

 

1. “I consider buying organic national brand chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

2. “I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

3. “I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

 

The next questions are about organic private label brand chocolate: 

 

4. “Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

5. “It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

6. “Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 
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The next questions are about organic private label brand chocolate: 

7. “My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label 

chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

 

8. “When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the product 

turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters present” 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

9. “In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label chocolate works 

informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the products and so creates a 

better image in my head” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

10. “My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate increases when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label 

chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 
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Pay attention: from here is 1 = ‘strongly agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly disagree’: 

 

The next questions are about organic private label brand ánd organic national brand 

chocolate: 

 

11. “When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes get confused 

between private label products and national products because of similar themed-

packages” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 

 

12. “Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to that of national brand 

organic chocolate” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 

 

13. “I ever got home with an organic national brand chocolate bar instead of an organic 

private label (or the other way around) due to visual similarity”  

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
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(Next page): Thank you for rating the above-mentioned items. Lastly, I would like to ask you 

to fill in the following two closing-questions: 

 

14. In which period of time were you born?  

o Before 1946 

o 1946-1964 

o 1965-1977 

o 1978-1994 

o 1995 or later  

 

15. What is your current gross monthly income?  

o €0 to €1000.-  

o €1000 to €1500.-  

o €1500 to €2000.-  

o €2000 to €3000.-  

o €3000 or more 

 

 

End of questionnaire (next page):  
 

Thank you for filling in this questionnaire! If you are interested in receiving a report of the 

findings and/or if you have any remaining questions, feel free to contact me via 

Anouk.wichersschreur@student.ru.nl  

 

Kind regards and thanks again,  

 

Anouk  
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Version utilitarian product (milk) 

 

Introduction: 

Dear participant,  

For the Master Marketing at Radboud University in Nijmegen I am doing research on organic 

products in the supermarket. To properly conduct this research, I do need your help! 

This questionnaire consists of 13 questions, and in total it will take up about 3 minutes to fill 

in the whole questionnaire. The answers will all stay anonymous and will be treated 

confidentially. The answers will only be shared with staff members of the Radboud 

University and only be used for scientific reasons.  

I would like to thank you in advance!  

 

Introduction question 1: I give permission to use my (anonymised) answers for research 

purposes:  

o Yes, I give permission 

o No, I don’t give permission 

 

 

Introduction question 2: I have been grocery shopping at Albert Heijn at least once in the 

last six months: 

o Yes 

o No 
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Explanation (next page):  

Imagine that you are in the Albert Heijn to buy an organic milk carton. You can choose 

between several cartons, among which private label cartons and national brand cartons.  

 

‘Private label’ is understood to mean: “a brand owned by the retailer, whereof the products 

carry the name of the retail chain”, such as ‘Albert Heijn eigen merk’ ‘Jumbo eigen merk’.  

 

‘National brand’ is understood to mean: “a brand with often a high brand awareness, which 

is produced by a particular manufacturer and sold to retailers”, such as ‘Blue Band’ and 

‘Nutella’.  

 

Below, examples are shown of what a private label carton could look like (image left), and of 

what a national brand carton (picture on the right) could look like, to give an indication of 

what ‘private label’ and ‘national brand’ comprise in the milk category:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example private label brand milk carton              Example national brand milk carton 

 
(n.d.; Albert Heijn, n.d.e, n.d.f) 
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Indicate for the following items whether they apply to you or not, whereby 1 = ‘strongly 

disagree’ and 5 = ‘strongly agree’: 

 

The next questions are about organic national brand milk: 

 

1. “I consider buying organic national brand milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

2. “I intend to buy organic national brand milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

3. “I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

 

The next questions are about organic private label brand milk: 

 

4. “Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

5. “It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

6. “Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 
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The next questions are about organic private label brand milk: 

7. “My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come across attractive 

and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

8. “When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the product turns 

more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters present” 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

9. “In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label milk works 

informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the products and so creates a 

better image in my head” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 

 

10. “My intention to buy organic private label brand milk increases when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly disagree      Strongly agree 
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Pay attention: from here is 1 = ‘strongly agree’ and 5 = ‘strongly disagree’: 

 

The next questions are about organic private label brand ánd organic national brand milk: 

 

11. “When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I sometimes get confused between 

private label products and national products because of similar themed-packages” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 

 

12. “Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of national brand organic 

milk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 

 

13. “I ever got home with an organic national brand milk carton instead of an organic 

private label (or the other way around) due to visual similarity”  

1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
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(Next page): Thank you for rating the above-mentioned items. Lastly, I would like to ask you 

to fill in the following two closing-questions: 

 

14. In which period of time were you born?  

o Before 1946 

o 1946-1964 

o 1965-1977 

o 1978-1994 

o 1995 or later  

 

15. What is your current gross monthly income?  

o €0 to €1000.-  

o €1000 to €1500.-  

o €1500 to €2000.-  

o €2000 to €3000.-  

o €3000 or more 

 

 

End of questionnaire (next page):  
 

Thank you for filling in this questionnaire! If you are interested in receiving a report of the 

findings and/or if you have any remaining questions, feel free to contact me via 

Anouk.wichersschreur@student.ru.nl  

 

Kind regards and thanks again,  

 

Anouk  
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Appendix B – Translated questionnaire  
 
Versie hedonisch product (chocolade) 

 

Introductie: 

Beste deelnemer,   

 

Voor de Master Marketing aan de Radboud Universiteit in Nijmegen voer ik onderzoek uit 

naar biologische producten in de supermarkt. Om dit onderzoek goed uit te kunnen voeren 

heb ik jouw hulp nodig! 

  

De enquête bevat slechts 13 stellingen en in totaal zal het invullen van de hele enquête zo’n 3 

minuten in beslag nemen. De antwoorden blijven volledig anoniem en zullen in vertrouwen 

behandeld worden. De antwoorden zullen enkel gedeeld worden met personeelsleden van de 

Radboud Universiteit en slechts gebruikt worden voor wetenschappelijke doeleinden.  

  

Alvast bedankt voor je medewerking! 

 

Introductievraag 1: Ik geef toestemming om mijn (geanonimiseerde) antwoorden te 

gebruiken voor onderzoeksdoeleinden:  

o Ja, ik geef toestemming 

o Nee, ik geef geen toestemming  

 

 

Introductievraag 2: Ik heb in de afgelopen zes maanden minimaal één keer boodschappen 

gedaan bij Albert Heijn 

o Ja 

o Nee 
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Uitleg (volgende pagina):  

Beeld je in dat je in de Albert Heijn bent om een biologische chocoladereep te kopen. Je kunt 

kiezen tussen verschillende repen, waaronder eigen merk repen en repen van een A-merk. 

  

Onder ‘eigen merk’ wordt verstaan: “een merk in eigendom van de retailer, waarvan de 

producten de naam van de winkelketen dragen”, zoals bijvoorbeeld ‘Albert Heijn huismerk’ 

en ‘Jumbo huismerk’.  

  

Onder ‘A-merk’ wordt verstaan: “een merk met vaak een grote naamsbekendheid, dat door 

een bepaalde fabrikant wordt geproduceerd en wordt verkocht aan retailers”, zoals 

bijvoorbeeld ‘Blue Band’ en ‘Nutella’.  

  

Onderstaand zijn voorbeelden weergegeven van hoe een eigen merk chocoladereep eruit zou 

kunnen zien (afbeelding links), en van hoe een A-merk chocoladereep eruit zou kunnen zien 

(afbeelding rechts), om je een indicatie te geven wat ‘eigen merk’ en ‘A-merk’ in de 

chocoladecategorie inhouden:   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

Voorbeeld eigen merk chocoladereep              Voorbeeld A-merk chocoladereep 

 
(n.d.; Albert Heijn, n.d.c, n.d.d) 
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Geef voor de volgende stellingen aan in hoeverre ze op jou van toepassing zijn, waarbij 

1 = ‘helemaal niet mee eens’ en 5 = ‘helemaal mee eens’:  

 

De volgende vragen gaan over biologische A-merk chocolade: 

 

1. “Ik overweeg om een biologische A-merk chocoladereep te kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

2. “Ik ben van plan om een biologische A-merk chocoladereep te kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

3. “Ik zal een biologische A-merk chocoladereep kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over biologische eigen merk chocolade: 

 

4. “Biologische eigen merk chocolade is altijd voldoende beschikbaar bij Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

5. “Het is gemakkelijk om biologische eigen merk chocolade te kopen bij Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

6. “Biologische eigen merk chocolade valt op in de schappen van Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 
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7. “Mijn interesse in biologische eigen merk chocolade wordt groter wanneer ik visueel 

aantrekkelijke en indrukwekkende afbeeldingen en/of posters tegenkom die 

biologische eigen merk chocolade promoten” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

8. “Als ik biologische eigen merk chocolade zoek, wordt mijn mening over het product 

positiever als er aantrekkelijke afbeeldingen en/of posters omtrent het product 

aanwezig zijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

9. “Promotiemateriaal over biologische eigen merk chocolade werkt informatief voor 

mij; het helpt mij om meer over het product te weten te komen en creëert zo een beter 

beeld van het product in mijn hoofd” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

10. “Mijn intentie om biologische eigen merk chocolade te kopen wordt groter als ik 

aantrekkelijke en indrukwekkende afbeeldingen en/of posters tegenkom die 

biologische eigen merk chocolade promoten” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 
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Let op: vanaf hier is 1 = ‘helemaal mee eens’ en 5 = ‘helemaal niet mee eens’:  
 

De volgende vragen gaan over biologische eigen merk én biologische A-merk chocolade: 

 

11. “Als ik zoek naar biologische chocolade in de supermarkt, raak ik wel eens verward 

tussen eigen merkproducten en A-merk producten doordat de thema’s op de 

verpakking hetzelfde lijken” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 

 

12. “Verpakkingen van biologische eigen merk chocolade zijn vergelijkbaar met die van 

biologische A-merk chocolade” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 

 

13. “Ik ben ooit thuisgekomen met een eigen merk chocoladereep in plaats van met een 

A-merk chocoladereep, doordat de verpakkingen erg op elkaar leken (of andersom)”  

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 
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(Volgende pagina): Bedankt voor het beoordelen van de bovenstaande stellingen. Als laatste 

zou ik je nog willen vragen om de volgende twee vragen in te vullen: 

 

14. In welke periode bent u geboren?  

o Voor 1946 

o 1946-1964 

o 1965-1977 

o 1978-1994 

o 1995 of later  

 

15. Wat is uw huidige maandelijkse bruto-inkomen?  

o €0 tot €1000.-  

o €1000 tot €1500.-  

o €1500 tot €2000.-  

o €2000 tot €3000.-  

o €3000.- of meer 

 

Afsluiting:  
 

Bedankt voor het invullen van deze enquête! Mocht je geïnteresseerd zijn in het ontvangen 

van een rapport van de bevindingen en/of heb je vragen omtrent deze enquête/het onderzoek, 

neem dan contact met mij op via anouk.wichersschreur@student.ru.nl  

 

Nogmaals bedankt voor je tijd en moeite! 

 

Groetjes, Anouk 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 87 

Versie utilitarian product (melk) 
 

Introductie: 

Beste deelnemer,   

  

Voor de Master Marketing aan de Radboud Universiteit in Nijmegen voer ik onderzoek uit 

naar biologische producten in de supermarkt. Om dit onderzoek goed uit te kunnen voeren 

heb ik jouw hulp nodig! 

  

De enquête bevat slechts 13 stellingen en in totaal zal het invullen van de hele enquête zo’n 3 

minuten in beslag nemen. De antwoorden blijven volledig anoniem en zullen in vertrouwen 

behandeld worden. De antwoorden zullen enkel gedeeld worden met personeelsleden van de 

Radboud Universiteit en slechts gebruikt worden voor wetenschappelijke doeleinden.  

  

Alvast bedankt voor je medewerking! 

  

 

Introductievraag 1: Ik geef toestemming om mijn (geanonimiseerde) antwoorden te 

gebruiken voor onderzoeksdoeleinden:  

o Ja, ik geef toestemming 

o Nee, ik geef geen toestemming  

 

 

Introductievraag 2: Ik heb in de afgelopen zes maanden minimaal één keer boodschappen 

gedaan bij Albert Heijn 

o Ja 

o Nee 
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Uitleg (volgende pagina):  

Beeld je in dat je in de Albert Heijn bent om een pak biologische melk te kopen. Je kunt 

kiezen tussen verschillende pakken, waaronder eigen merk pakken en pakken van een A-

merk. 

  

Onder ‘eigen merk’ wordt verstaan: “een merk in eigendom van de retailer, waarvan de 

producten de naam van de winkelketen dragen”, zoals bijvoorbeeld ‘Albert Heijn huismerk’ 

en ‘Jumbo huismerk’.  

  

Onder ‘A-merk’ wordt verstaan: “een merk met vaak een grote naamsbekendheid, dat door 

een bepaalde fabrikant wordt geproduceerd en wordt verkocht aan retailers”, zoals 

bijvoorbeeld ‘Blue Band’ en ‘Nutella’.  

  

Onderstaand zijn voorbeelden weergegeven van hoe een pak eigen merk melk eruit zou 

kunnen zien (afbeelding links), en van hoe een A-merk pak eruit zou kunnen zien 

(afbeelding rechts), om je een indicatie te geven wat ‘eigen merk’ en ‘A-merk’ in de 

melkcategorie inhouden:   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      Voorbeeld eigen merk melkpak                Voorbeeld A-merk melkpak  

 
(n.d.; Albert Heijn, n.d.e, n.d.f) 
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Geef voor de volgende stellingen aan in hoeverre ze op jou van toepassing zijn, waarbij 
1 = ‘helemaal niet mee eens’ en 5 = ‘helemaal mee eens’:  
 
De volgende vragen gaan over biologische A-merk melk: 

 

1. “Ik overweeg om een pak biologische A-merk melk te kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

2. “Ik ben van plan om een pak biologische A-merk melk te kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

3. “Ik zal een pak biologische A-merk melk kopen” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

 

De volgende vragen gaan over biologische eigen merk melk: 

 

4. “Biologische eigen merk melk is altijd voldoende beschikbaar bij Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

5. “Het is gemakkelijk om biologische eigen merk melk te kopen bij Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

6. “Biologische eigen merk melk valt op in de schappen van Albert Heijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 
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7. “Mijn interesse in biologische eigen merk melk wordt groter wanneer ik visueel 

aantrekkelijke en indrukwekkende afbeeldingen en/of posters tegenkom die 

biologische eigen merk melk promoten” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

8. “Als ik biologische eigen merk melk zoek, wordt mijn mening over het product 

positiever als er aantrekkelijke afbeeldingen en/of posters omtrent het product 

aanwezig zijn” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

 

9. “Promotiemateriaal over biologische eigen merk melk werkt informatief voor mij; 

het helpt mij om meer over het product te weten te komen en creëert zo een beter 

beeld van het product in mijn hoofd” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 

10. “Mijn intentie om biologische eigen merk melk te kopen wordt groter als ik 

aantrekkelijke en indrukwekkende afbeeldingen en/of posters tegenkom die 

biologische eigen merk melk promoten” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal niet mee eens   Helemaal mee eens 
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Let op: vanaf hier is 1 = ‘helemaal mee eens’ en 5 = ‘helemaal niet mee eens’:  
 

De volgende vragen gaan over biologische eigen merk én biologische A-merk melk: 

 

11. “Als ik zoek naar biologische chocolade in de supermarkt, raak ik wel eens verward 

tussen eigen merkproducten en A-merk producten doordat de thema’s op de 

verpakking hetzelfde lijken” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 

 

12. “Verpakkingen van biologische eigen merk melk zijn vergelijkbaar met die van 

biologische A-merk melk” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 

 

13. “Ik ben ooit thuisgekomen met een pak eigen merk melk in plaats van met een pak A-

merk melk, doordat de verpakkingen erg op elkaar leken (of andersom)”  

1 2 3 4 5 

Helemaal mee eens   Helemaal niet mee eens 
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(Next page): Bedankt voor het beoordelen van de bovenstaande stellingen. Als laatste zou ik 

je nog willen vragen om de volgende twee vragen in te vullen: 

 

14. In welke periode bent u geboren?  

o Voor 1946 

o 1946-1964 

o 1965-1977 

o 1978-1994 

o 1995 of later  

 

15. Wat is uw huidige maandelijkse bruto-inkomen?  

o €0 tot €1000.-  

o €1000 tot €1500.-  

o €1500 tot €2000.-  

o €2000 tot €3000.-  

o €3000.- or more 

 

Afsluiting:  
 

Bedankt voor het invullen van deze enquête! Mocht je geïnteresseerd zijn in het ontvangen 

van een rapport van de bevindingen en/of heb je vragen omtrent deze enquête/het onderzoek, 

neem dan contact met mij op via anouk.wichersschreur@student.ru.nl 

 

Nogmaals bedankt voor je tijd en moeite! 

 

Groetjes, Anouk 

 

 

  



 

 93 

Appendix C – Item table  
Variable Label Based on Item 

Purchase intention of 

organic national 

brand products 

Q5 Yunus, 

Rashid & 

Ariffin 

(2014) 

 

Tarkiainen & 

Sundqvist 

(2005) 

 

 

Lee et al. 

(2010) 

Item 1: “I intend to buy organic national brand 

chocolate/milk” 

 

 

 

Item 2: “I intend to buy organic national brand 

chocolate/milk” 

 

 

 

Item 3: “I intend to buy organic national brand 

chocolate/milk” 

 

1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree 

Perceived availability 

of organic private 

label products 

Q6 Tarkiainen & 

Sundqvist 

(2005) 

 

Magnusson, 

et al. (2001) 

 

 

 

 

 

De 

Pelsmacker 

et al. (2003). 

Item 1: “Organic private label chocolate/milk is always 

sufficiently available at Albert Heijn” 

 

 

Item 2: “It is easy to obtain organic private label 

chocolate/milk at Albert Heijn” 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 3: “Organic private label chocolate/milk stands out on 

the shelf at Albert Heijn” 

 

 

1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree 

In-store private label 

marketing 

Q7 Hussain & 

Ali (2015) 

 

 

Konuk 

(2018)  

 

Item 1: “My interest towards private label chocolate grows 

when I come across attractive and impressive graphics or 

posters promoting private label chocolate” 

 

Item 2: “When I look for organic private label chocolate, 

my attitude towards the product turns more positive if there 

are attractive graphics and posters present” 
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Mishra et al. 

(2020) 

 

 

 

Bemmaor & 

Mouchoux 

(1991), 

Chandon et 

al. (2009) & 

Ladeira et al. 

(2019) 

 

Item 3: “In-store organic private label marketing works 

informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the 

products and so creates a better image in my head” 

 

 

Item 4: “My intention to buy organic national brand 

chocolate declines when I come across attractive and 

impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private 

label chocolate” 

 

 

 

 

1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree 

Copycat packaging Q8 Van Horen 

& Pieters 

(2012) 

 

 

Falkowski et 

al. (2014) 

 

Zaichkowsky 

(2006). 

Item 1: “When I look for organic chocolate in the 

supermarket, I sometimes get confused between private 

label products and national brand products because of 

similar themed-packages” 

 

Item 2: “Packages of organic private label chocolate are 

similar to that of national brand organic chocolate” 

 

Item 3: “I ever got home with an organic national brand 

chocolate bar instead of an organic private label bar (or the 

other way around) due to visual similarity”.  

1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree 

Age Q9 Kamenidou 

et al. (2020) 

 

- Before 1946 

- 1946-1964: Babyboomers 

- 1965-1977: Generation X 

- 1978-1994: Generation Y (or millennials)  

- 1995 or later: Generation Z 

 

Income Q10 CBS (2020) - €0.- till €1000.-  

- €1000.- till €1500.-  

- €1500.- till €2000.-  

- €2000.- till €3000.-  

- €3000.- or more 
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Appendix D – Data analysis 
 
Frequency-tables  

 
Table 1: Frequencies-table ‘age’ 

 
 Frequencies  

N Valid 154 

 Missing 0 

 Skewness -1.987 

 Std. Error of Skewness .195 

 Kurtosis 2.941 

 Std. Error of Kurtosis .389 

 

 

 

Table 2: Frequencies-table ‘income’ 

 
 Frequencies  

N Valid 154 

 Missing 0 

 Skewness .575 

 Std. Error of Skewness .195 

 Kurtosis -1.353 

 Std. Error of Kurtosis .389 
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Factor analysis  
 
Factor analysis milk 
 
 
Table 3: KMO- and Bartlett’s test milk 
 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy 

 .664 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Sig.  .000 

 
 
 
 
Table 4: Factor correlation matrix milk 
 

Factor 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 .067 -.256 .017 
2 .067 1.000 -.158 -.058 
3 -.256 -.158 1.000 .269 
4 .017 -.058 .269 1.000 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 5: KMO- and Bartlett’s test chocolate 
 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy 

 .661 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Sig.  .000 

 
 
 
 
Table 6: Factor correlation matrix chocolate 
 

Factor 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 -.212 .060 .087 
2 -.212 1.000 .017 -.150 
3 .060 .017 1.000 -.035 
4 .087 -.150 -.035 1.000 
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Table 7: Communalities-table milk 
 

 Initial Extraction 
I consider buying organic national brand milk .691 .580 

I intend to buy organic national brand milk .874 .974 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk .831 .891 

Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn .690 .781 

It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn .627 .644 

Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .291 .286 

My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private 

label milk 

.585 .488 

When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the products 

turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.648 .658 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label milk 

works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product 

and so creates a better image in my head 

.614 .537 

My intention to buy organic private label brand milk increases when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label milk  

.698 .784 

Recode_When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I sometimes get 

confused between private label products and national brand products 

because of similar-themed packages 

.270 .565 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of organic 

national brand milk 

.262 .302 

Recode_I ever got home with an organic national brand milk carton instead 

of an organic private label milk carton (or the other way around) due to 

visual similarity 

.191 .046 
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Table 8: Communalities-table milk after deleting item “Recode_I ever got home with an 
organic national brand milk carton instead of an organic private label (or the other way 
around) due to visual similarity” 
 

 Initial Extraction 
I consider buying organic national brand milk .656 .607 

I intend to buy organic national brand milk .872 .975 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk .827 .861 

Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn .683 .774 

It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn .623 .668 

Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .280 .276 

My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private 

label milk 

.583 .489 

When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the products 

turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.645 .641 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label milk 

works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product 

and so creates a better image in my head 

.614 .538 

My intention to buy organic private label brand milk increases when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label milk  

.698 .794 

Recode_When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I sometimes get 

confused between private label products and national brand products 

because of similar-themed packages 

.270 .666 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of organic 

national brand milk 

.262 .267 

 
 
 
 
Table 9: KMO- and Bartlett’s test milk after deleting item  
 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy 

 .679 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Sig.  .000 
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Table 10: Total variance explained-table milk 
 
 

 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction sum of Squared Loadings Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Factor Total % of 
variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total % of 
variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total 

1 3.968 33.071 33.071 3.699 30.828 30.828 3.086 
2 2.585 21.546 54.616 2.234 18.620 49.449 2.710 
3 1.300 10.837 65.453 .953 7.940 57.389 2.361 
4 1.138 9.481 74.934 .670 5.582 62.971 .870 
5 .734 6.116 81.050     

 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Scree plot milk  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 11: Factor correlation matrix-table milk after deleting item “Recode_I ever got 
home with an organic national brand milk carton instead of an organic private label (or 
the other way around) due to visual similarity” 
 

Factor 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 .180 -.478 -.125 
2 .180 1.000 -.076 .006 
3 -.478 -.076 1.000 .171 
4 -.125 .006 .171 1.000 
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Table 12: Pattern matrix milk 
 

 Factor 
 1 2 3 4 
I consider buying organic national brand milk .752    

I intend to buy organic national brand milk .961    

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk .906    

Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert 

Heijn 

.142 -.111 -.796  

It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn   -.831  

Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn   -.513  

My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting 

organic private label milk 

.136 .668   

When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the 

products turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and 

posters  

 .811   

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label 

milk works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the 

product and so creates a better image in my head 

 .693  -
.125 

My intention to buy organic private label brand milk increases when I 

come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting 

organic private label milk  

.105 .867   

Recode_When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I 

sometimes get confused between private label products and national 

brand products because of similar-themed packages 

.105 -.238  .781 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of 

organic national brand milk 

-.111 .340  .379 
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Factor analysis chocolate 
 
 
Table 13: Communalities-table chocolate 
 

 Initial Extraction 

I consider buying organic national brand chocolate .649 .665 

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate .781 .925 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate .704 .736 

Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert 

Heijn 

.558 .644 

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn .620 .810 

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .288 .296 

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label chocolate 

.712 .719 

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the 

products turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.741 .780 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label 

chocolate works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the 

product and so creates a better image in my head 

.426 .363 

My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate increases when I 

come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label chocolate 

.599 .654 

Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes 

get confused between private label products and national brand products 

because of similar-themed packages 

.376 .761 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to that of 

organic national brand chocolate 

.301 .326 

Recode_I ever got home with an organic national brand chocolate bar 

instead of an organic private label chocolate bar (or the other way around) 

due to visual similarity 

.221 .218 
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Table 14: Communalities-table chocolate after deleting item “Recode_I ever got home 
with an organic national brand chocolate bar instead of an organic private label (or the 
other way around) due to visual similarity” 
 

 Initial Extraction 

I consider buying organic national brand chocolate .647 .667 

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate .775 .931 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate .695 .731 

Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert 

Heijn 

.555 .637 

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn .620 .821 

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .286 .296 

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label chocolate 

.704 .714 

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the 

products turns more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.736 .789 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label 

chocolate works informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the 

product and so creates a better image in my head 

.426 .364 

My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate increases when I 

come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic 

private label chocolate 

.598 .651 

Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes 

get confused between private label products and national brand products 

because of similar-themed packages 

.303 .521 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to that of 

organic national brand chocolate 

.301 .484 

 
 
 
Table 15: KMO- and Bartlett’s test chocolate after deleting item  
 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy 

 .670 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Sig.  .000 
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Table 16: Total variance explained-table chocolate 
 
 

 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction sum of Squared Loadings Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Factor Total % of 
variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total % of 
variance 

Cumulative 
% 

Total 

1 3.321 27.675 27.675 3.022 25.182 25.182 2.611 
2 2.186 18.220 45.895 1.897 15.806 40.988 2.495 
3 2.031 16.925 62.821 1.706 14.215 55.203 1.782 
4 1.462 12.183 75.003 .981 8.177 63.379 1.143 
5 .711 5.928 80.931     

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Scree plot chocolate  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 17: Factor correlation matrix chocolate 
 

Factor 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 -.232 .031 .165 
2 -.232 1.000 -.005 -.135 
3 .031 -.005 1.000 .074 
4 .165 -.135 .074 1.000 
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Table 18: Factor matrix chocolate 
 

 Factor 

 1 2 3 4 

I consider buying organic national brand chocolate .628 -.424 .303  

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate .679 -.579 .341 -.135 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate .665 -.414 .341  

Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently 

available at Albert Heijn 

 .456 .642 -.121 

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert 

Heijn 

 .645 .634  

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at 

Albert Heijn 

 .308 .445  

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows 

when I come across attractive and impressive graphics or 

posters promoting organic private label chocolate 

.630 .392 -.382 -.132 

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude 

towards the products turns more positive if there are 

attractive graphics and posters  

.731 .309 -.384 -.102 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic 

private label chocolate works informative for me; it helps me 

to find out more about the product and so creates a better 

image in my head 

.517 .208 -.221  

My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate 

increases when I come across attractive and impressive 

graphics or posters promoting organic private label chocolate 

.662 .435 -.145  

Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the 

supermarket, I sometimes get confused between private label 

products and national brand products because of similar-

themed packages 

.245   .675 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are 

similar to that of organic national brand chocolate 

.144   .674 
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Table 19: Rotated factor matrix chocolate  
 

 Factor 

 1 2 3 4 

I consider buying organic national brand chocolate .119 .801  .103 

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate  .959   

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate .140 .839   

Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at 

Albert Heijn 

    

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn  -.108   

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert 

Heijn 

    

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I 

come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters 

promoting organic private label chocolate 

.844    

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude 

towards the products turns more positive if there are attractive 

graphics and posters  

.875 .132   

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label 

chocolate works informative for me; it helps me to find out more 

about the product and so creates a better image in my head 

.574 .109  .149 

My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate increases 

when I come across attractive and impressive graphics or posters 

promoting organic private label chocolate 

.774 .108 .185  

Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I 

sometimes get confused between private label products and national 

brand products because of similar-themed packages 

 .104  .709 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to 

that of organic national brand chocolate 

   .693 
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Reliability analysis  
 
Reliability analysis milk  
 
 
Table 20: Reliability statistics table variable ‘purchase intention’ milk  
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.923 3 

 
  
 
 
Table 21: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘purchase intention’ milk  
 

 Cronbach’s 
Alpha if item 

Deleted 
I consider buying organic national brand milk .945 

I intend to buy organic national brand milk .837 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand milk .878 

 

 
 
 
 
Table 22: Reliability statistics table variable ‘perceived availability’ milk 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.759 3 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 23: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘perceived availability’ milk  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

Organic private label milk is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn .581 

It is easy to obtain organic private label milk at Albert Heijn .606 

Organic private label milk stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .824 
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Table 24: Reliability statistics table variable ‘in-store private label marketing’ milk 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.854 4 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 25: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘in-store private label marketing’ milk  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

My interest towards organic private label milk grows when I come across attractive and 

impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk 

.829 

When I look for organic private label milk, my attitude towards the products turns more 

positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.808 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label milk works 

informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product and so creates a 

better image in my head 

.835 

My intention to buy organic private label brand milk increases when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label milk  

.782 
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Table 26: Reliability statistics table variable ‘copycat packaging’ milk  
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.369 2 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 27: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘copycat packaging’ milk  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

Recode_When I look for organic milk in the supermarket, I sometimes get confused 

between private label products and national brand products because of similar-themed 

packages 

. 

Recode_Packages of organic private label milk are similar to that of organic national 

brand milk 

. 
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Reliability analysis chocolate  
 
 
Table 28: Reliability statistics table variable ‘purchase intention’ chocolate 
 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.905 3 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 29: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘purchase intention’ chocolate  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

I consider buying organic national brand chocolate .892 

I intend to buy organic national brand chocolate .823 

I will make an effort to buy organic national brand chocolate .876 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 30: Reliability statistics table variable ‘perceived availability’ chocolate 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.773 3 

 
 

 

 
Table 31: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘perceived availability’ chocolate  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

Organic private label chocolate is always sufficiently available at Albert Heijn .655 

It is easy to obtain organic private label chocolate at Albert Heijn .585 

Organic private label chocolate stands out on the shelf at Albert Heijn .825 

 



 

 110 

 
Table 32: Reliability statistics table variable ‘in-store private label marketing’ chocolate 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.852 4 

 
 
 
Table 33: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘in-store private label marketing’ chocolate  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

My interest towards organic private label chocolate grows when I come across 

attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label chocolate 

.794 

When I look for organic private label chocolate, my attitude towards the products turns 

more positive if there are attractive graphics and posters  

.778 

In-store organic private label marketing about organic private label chocolate works 

informative for me; it helps me to find out more about the product and so creates a 

better image in my head 

.869 

My intention to buy organic private label brand chocolate increases when I come 

across attractive and impressive graphics or posters promoting organic private label 

chocolate 

.800 
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Table 34: Reliability statistics table variable ‘copycat packaging’ chocolate 
 

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

.663 2 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 35: Item-total statistics-table variable ‘copycat packaging’ chocolate  
 

 Cronbach’s 

Alpha if item 

Deleted 

Recode_When I look for organic chocolate in the supermarket, I sometimes get 

confused between private label products and national brand products because of 

similar-themed packages 

. 

Recode_Packages of organic private label chocolate are similar to that of organic 

national brand chocolate 

. 
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Appendix E – Assumptions 

 
Descriptive statistics 
 
 
Table 36: Frequency-table after deleting item milk  
 

Statistics 

  Milk_Purchaseintention Milk_Perceivedavailability Milk_Instoreplmkt Milk_Copycat 

N Valid 74 74 74 74 

 Missing 80 80 80 80 

Mean  2.4279 3.7477 3.2568 2.9797 

Std. Error of 

Mean 

 .13568 .08743 .11403 .10558 

Std. 

Deviation 

 1.16718 .75209 .98096 .90825 

Minimum  1 1 1 1 

Maximum  5 5 5 4.50 

 
 
 
Table 37: Frequency-table after deleting item chocolate  
 

Statistics 

  Chocolate_Purchaseintention Chocolate_Perceived

availability 

Chocolate_Instoreplmkt Chocolate_

Copycat 

N Valid 80 80 80 80 

 Missing 74 74 74 74 

Mean  2.6625 3.4542 3.7750 2.4500 

Std. Error of 

Mean 

 .13862 .08049 .09132 .09522 

Std. 

Deviation 

 1.23986 .71991 .81675 .85166 

Minimum  1 1 1 1 

Maximum  5 5 5 5 
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Outlier-assumption 
 
 
Figure 3: Age 
 

 
 
 
Figure 4: Income 
 

 
 
 
Figure 5: Purchase intention national brand - milk  
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Figure 6: Purchase intention national brand - chocolate  
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 7: Perceived availability organic private label product - milk  

 
 
 
 
Figure 8: Perceived availability organic private label product - chocolate  
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Figure 9: In-store private label marketing - milk  
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 10: In-store private label marketing - chocolate  
 

 
 
 
Figure 11: Copycat packaging - milk  
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Figure 12: Copycat packaging - chocolate  
 

 
 
 
 
Table 38: Descriptives-table age 
 

Descriptives 
   Statistic Std. Error 
In which period of 
time were you 
born?  

Mean  3.56 .072 

 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 3.42  
  Upper Bound 3.71  
 5% Trimmed Mean  3.68  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 39: Descriptives-table copycat packaging chocolate 
 

Descriptives 

   Statistic Std. Error 

Copycat_chocolate Mean  2.4500 .09522 

 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Lower Bound 2.2605  

  Upper Bound 2.6395  

 5% Trimmed Mean  3.68  
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Table 40: Descriptives-table in-store private label marketing chocolate 
 

Descriptives 

   Statistic Std. Error 

In-

storeplmkt_chocolate 

Mean  3.7750 .09132 

 95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 3.5932  

  Upper Bound 3.956  

 5% Trimmed Mean  3.8333  

 
 
 
 
Table 41: Descriptives-table perceived availability chocolate 
 

Descriptives 

   Statistic Std. Error 

Perceived 

availability_chocolate 

Mean  3.4542 .08049 

 95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Lower Bound 3.2940  

  Upper Bound 3.6144  

 5% Trimmed Mean  3.4630  
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Assumption 1: Linearity 
 
 

Univariate analysis 
 

Table 42: Frequency table milk  

 
Statistics 

  Milk_Purchaseintention Milk_Perceivedava

ilability 

Milk_Instoreplmkt Milk_Copycat 

N Valid 74 74 74 74 

 Missing 80 80 80 80 

Mean  2.4279 3.7477 3.2568 2.9797 

Std. Error of Mean  .13568 .08743 .11403 .10558 

Median  2.0000 3.6667 3.5000 3.000 

Mode  1.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 

Std. Deviation  1.16718 .75209 .98096 .90825 

Variance  1.362 .566 .962 .825 

Skewness  .528 -.113 -.479 -.093 

Std. Error of Skewness  .279 .279 .279 .279 

Kurtosis  -.683 -.643 -.142 -.827 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  .552 .552 .552 .552 

Minimum  1 1 1 1 

Maximum  5 5 5 4.50 
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Table 43: Frequency table chocolate  
Statistics 

  Chocolate_Purcha

seintention 

Chocolate_Perceivedavailability Chocolate_ 

Instoreplmkt 

Chocolate_ 

Copycat 

N Valid 80 80 80 80 

 Missing 74 74 74 74 

Mean  2.6625 3.4542 3.7750 2.4500 

Std. Error of Mean  .13568 .08049 .09132 .09522 

Median  2.5000 3.3333 4.0000 2.5000 

Mode  2.00 3.00 4.00 2.50 

Std. Deviation  1.23986 .71991 .81675 .85166 

Variance  1.537 .518 .667 .725 

Skewness  .284 .065 -1.213 .459 

Std. Error of Skewness  .269 .269 .269 .269 

Kurtosis  -1.081 .078 2.391 -.025 

Std. Error of Kurtosis  .532 .532 .532 .532 

Minimum  1 1 1 1 

Maximum  5 5 5 5 
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Assumption 2: constant variance of the residuals 
 
 
 
Figure 13: Scatterplot milk  
 

 
 

 

 

Figure 14: Scatterplot chocolate  
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Assumption 3: Independence of the residuals 
 
 

Table 44: Model summary-table milk 

Model Summary 

Model R R² Adjusted R² Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .545 .297 .245 1.01401 1.903 

 

Table 45: Model summary-table chocolate 

Model Summary 

Model R R² Adjusted R² Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .235 -.055 -.009 1.24515 2.012 
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Assumption 4: Normality 
 
Figure 15: P-Plot milk  
 

 
 
 
Figure 16: Histogram milk  
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Figure 17: P-Plot chocolate  
 

 
 

 

Figure 18: Histogram milk  
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Assumption 5: Multicollinearity  
 
 
Table 46: Correlations-table milk 
 

Correlations 

Pearson 

Correlation 

 Milk_Purc

haseintenti

on 

Milk_Perceiv

edavailabilit

y 

Milk_Insto

replmkt 

Milk_Co

pycat 

 Milk_Purchaseintention 1.000 .452 .284 -.080 

 Milk_Perceivedavailability .452 1.000 .072 -.151 

 Milk_Instoreplmkt .284 .072 1.000 -.017 

 Milk_Copycat -.080 -.151 -.017 1.000 

 

 

 
Table 47: Correlations-table chocolate 
 

Correlations 

Pearson 

Correlation 

 Chocolate_

Purchasein

tention 

Chocolate

_Perceive

davailabil

ity 

Chocolate

_Instorep

lmkt 

Chocolat

e_Copyca

t 

 Chocolate_Purchaseintention 1.000 -.010 .173 .106 

 Chocolate_Perceivedavailability -.010 1.000 .000 .051 

 Chocolate_Instoreplmkt .173 .000 1.000 .086 

 Chocolate_Copycat .106 .051 .086 1.000 
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Table 48: Coefficients-table milk 
 

Coefficients 

Model  Unstanda

rdized β 

Std. 

error 

Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) -1.027 .856  -1.200 .234   

 Milk_Perceivedava

ilability 

.671 .161 .433 4.172 .000 .972 1.028 

 Milk_Instoreplmkt .300 .122 .252 2.461 .016 .995 1.005 

 Milk_Copycat -.013 .133 -.010 -.099 .922 .977 1.023 

 
 
 
 
Table 49: Coefficients-table chocolate 
 

Coefficients 

Model  Unstanda

rdized β 

Std. 

error 

Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.478 .990  1.493 .140   

 Milk_Perceivedava

ilability 

-.026 .194 -.015 -.135 .893 .997 1.003 

 Milk_Instoreplmkt .251 .171 .165 1.462 .148 .993 1.007 

 Milk_Copycat .134 .165 .092 .816 .417 .990 1.010 
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Appendix F – Multiple regression  

Table 50: ANOVA-table 

ANOVA 

Model  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.  

1 Regression 15.571 8 1.946 1.353 .222  

 Residual 207.132 144 1.438    

 Total 222.703 152     

2 Regression 40.469 11 3.679 2.847 .002*  

 Residual 182.234 141 1.292    

 Total 222.703 152     

3 Regression 46.094 13 3.546 2.791 .001*  

 Residual 176.609 139 1.271    

 Total 222.703 152     
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Table 51: Coefficients-table  
 

Coefficients 

  Unstandardized 

coefficients 

 Standardized 

coefficients 

  

Model  Unstandardized β Std. 

Error 

Beta t Sig. 

1 (Constant) 2.589 .164  15.787 .000 

 Age_babyboomers .412 .466 .092 .885 .378 

 Age_generationx -.379 .600 -.056 -.632 .529 

 Age_generationy .128 .306 .037 .418 .676 

 Income_1000till1500 .140 .352 .033 .396 .692 

 Income_1500till2000 .812 .392 .174 2.073 .040* 

 Income_2000till3000 -.269 .283 -.087 -.950 .344 

 Income_3000ormore .151 .404 .042 .373 .709 

 Milk -.235 .197 -.097 -1.193 .235 

2  (Constant) 2.535 .156  16.243 .000 

 Age_babyboomers .456 .446 .102 1.024 .308 

 Age_generationx -.300 .576 -.044 -.521 .603 

 Age_generationy .475 .303 .138 1.569 .119 

 Income_1000till1500 .063 .336 .015 .189 .851 

 Income_1500till2000 .809 .373 .173 2.171 .032* 

 Income_2000till3000 -.318 .270 -.103 -1.178 .241 

 Income_3000ormore .264 .386 .074 .683 .495 

 Milk -.235 .187 -.097 -1.255 .211 

 Perceivedavailability .337 .131 .204 2.563 .011* 

 Instoreplmkt .373 .108 .277 3.471 .001* 

 Copycatpackaging .035 .107 .025 .326 .745 
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3 (Constant) 2.505 .156  16.107 .000 

 Age_babyboomers .579 .446 .129 1.299 .196 

 Age_generationx -.235 .574 -.035 -.409 .683 

 Age_generationy .516 .302 .150 1.712 .089 

 Income_1000till1500 .080 .334 .019 .241 .810 

 Income_1500till2000 .807 .370 .173 2.180 .031* 

 Income_2000till3000 -.291 .269 -.094 -1.080 .282 

 Income_3000ormore .265 .383 .074 .693 .490 

 Milk -.242 .185 -.100 -1.303 .195 

 Perceivedavailability .254 .137 .154 1.856 .066 

 Instoreplmkt .361 .107 .268 3.365 .001* 

 Copycatpackaging -.058 .118 -.042 -.492 .623 

 INT_instoreplmkt .175 .146 .094 1.201 .232 

 INT_copycat .207 .123 .150 1.683 .095 
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Table 52: Model summary table  
 

Model Summary 

Model R R² Adjusted 

R² 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

R² 

Change 

F Change Df1 Df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 .264 .070 .018 1.19934 .070 1.353 8 144 .222 

2 .426 .182 .118 1.13685 .112 6.422 3 141 .000* 

3 .455 .207 .133 1.12719 .025 2.214 2 139 .113 

 
 
 
 


