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ABSTRACT 

With a positive growth rate of the Indian GDP since 2003, many of the foreign retailers are trying to set up their 

store in India. This has also led to the growth of the organized retail in India. The growth of the organized retail has also 

led to the growth of the private label brands. Private label brands are cheaper and better in quality. The retailers also have a 

control over the private label brands which also helps in branding the retail outlet. In this paper the researcher wants to find 

out if the parameters of store brand quality, perceived value, social risk, functional risk andfinancial risk has an impact on 

the purchase intention of the customer of private label brand of Apparel He also wants to find out if the purchase intention 

of the customer in turn has an impact on developing brand loyalty. 

In the study it has been found out that store brand quality and perceived value has an impact on the purchase 

intention. Purchase intention also impacts brand loyalty in future. 

Method 

Primary research is used for the study to collect data of the customers buying private label brand of apparel. 

Measurement 

A five point likert’s scale is used to measure the responses of the respondents for the 6 parameters under study.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis is used to test the validity of the scales used. Correlation tests are used to test the 

relationships between the variables. Finally regression analysis is used to develop a model.  

KEYWORDS: Store Brand Quality, Perceived Value, Social Risk, Functional Risk, Financial Risk, Purchase Intention, 

Brand Loyalty 

INTRODUCTION 

As per the research by ASSOCHAM, an organized retail account for close to 4 percent of total retail market and is 

likely to grow by 30 percent in 2013. The organized retail sector with emergence of new store formats is recording 

phenomenal growth and will completely revolutionize retailing over next 3-4 years. With rising income levels, contribution 

of Indian middle class to retail is likely to increase from existing 20 percent now to over 30 percent in next 3 years. 

Consumers in this segment are likely to spend a greater part of their incomes on further upgrading and diversifying their 

lifestyles and moving to higher margins under the age of 25 years. It is anticipated that close to 50 percent of their income 

would go towards retailing in this age group in future. With the growth of organized retail, the private label brands are also 

growing. Retailers find it more comfortable to sell the private label brands as they get more margins on selling the private 

labels. Moreover a private label helps in branding the retail outlet better. The researchers in this paper studies about the 

factors affecting the purchase intensions of a private label brand of apparel brand. Five Antecedents to Purchase intentions 

such as store brand quality, perceived value, social risk, functional risk and financial risk are taken to find out if they have 
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an impact on the purchase intentions of the customer. It is also tried to find out if the purchase intentions will lead to brand 

loyalty in future. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Private Label Brand also called store brand, own brand, retailer brand, wholesale brand and distributor’s own 

brand, and have drawn attention with their rapidly growing market share. Private Label Brands are goods which are owned 

and merchandised by a particular retailer (Sprott and Shimp, 2004) and sold under the retailers’ own name or trade mark 

through retailers own outlets (Baltas, 1997). For the Private Label Brands the retailer takes on all responsibility from 

development, sourcing and warehousing to merchandising and marketing (Dhar and Hoch, 1997). Private label product is 

defined as the only trademark, which can only been found on the packaging and sold in a specific chain of store in low 

price (Hoch, 1996). Private label product is usually low in price and hence become an alternative product choice for 

consumers (Walker, 2006). Research shows that consumers began to accept the private brand and believed that private 

label product represent good value for price (Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994). Retailers control private label product where 

they can decide the marketing activities such as advertising, packaging and wholesale price and investments of inventory 

(Chen, 2008). Retailers regularly attempt to introduce private label products with a lower price and the quality is almost the 

same as national brands (Evans & Berman, 2001). According to Hoch and Banerji (1993), the economic recession has an 

impact on private label brand share and price consciousness consumers. It is because their disposable income decreases and 

they probably become more price consciousness and turn to buy private label brands because most of private label brands 

offer a lower price. The private label manufacturer association found out that, the difference of price between private label 

brands and national (manufacturer) brands is normally 20 percent (PLMA, 2004). Price conscious consumers will be more 

likely to develop positive attitudes and have high purchasing intentions toward private label brands (Burton et al, 1998). 

Study from AC Nielsen (2003) showed that, price of private label brands in Thailand is averagely 30 percent lower than the 

price of national (manufacturer) brands. 

Batra and Sinha (2000) revealed that the awareness of quality is important to the acceptance of private label brand 

usage. It means that, if all brands in the same category provide similar qualities, the private label brands usage level will 

increase. Quality is more important than price in terms of private label brands according to Hoch and Banerji (1993), 

Sethuraman (1992) and Ailawadi. In recent years more and more retailers are carrying Private LabelBrands and these 

brands have continued to increase in importance particularly in Europe (Liljander et al., 2009) with the prompting of trend 

toward higher store concentration, the global recession and changing consumer habits (Erdem et al., 2004).Private Label 

Brands will continue to grow as retailer becomes more sophisticated marketers and continue to expand to new markets 

(Baltas and Argouslidis, 2007). 

As stated by Richardson et al. (1996), the increase in Private Label Brand market share partly reflects retailer’s 

recognition that Private Label Brands represent an important strategic asset for the firms. Private Label Brands benefit 

consumers by providing a competitive alternative to national brands especially based on the lower prices owing to their 

lower manufacturing cost, inexpensive packaging, minimal advertising and lower overhead costs (Cunningham et al., 

1982; Dick et al., 1995). Additionally, Private Label Brands bring on enlarged product assortment and intensified price 

promotional activity (Pauwels and Srinivasan, 2004) in favor of consumers. Private Label Brands also provide some 

strategic advantages for retailers. They enable retailer to increase consumer traffic and store loyalty (Dick et al., 1995), to 

enhance retailer margin, and negotiating leverage with national brand manufacturers (Ailawadi et al., 2008). Besides, 

Private Label Brands provide opportunity to differentiate from competitive establishment (Sprott and Shimp, 2004), greater 

flexibility for establishing prices and promotions (Nogales and Suares, 2005). Private Label Brands may enable retailers to 
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build a high value offering store image since consumer reports reveal that the range of cheaper priced Private Label Brand 

products provided by retailer is important for consumers in deciding what stores offer good value for money (Nielsen, 

2008). Private Label Brands help retailers to compete profitably in the price-sensitive segment (Corstjens and Lal, 2000). 

Private Label Brands also have been considered as a critical issue and unique source of competition for retail industry 

(Quelch and Harding, 1996).Improving a well established Private Label Brand strategy can play a crucial role for retailers 

since in competitive environment it is difficult to gain more market share for them (Hoch and Banerji, 1993). 

Understanding consumer Private Label Brand proneness and purchase intention is at the heart of understanding success 

essentials for Private Label Brand strategies. Since classic study of Myers (1967) there have been a growing number of 

Private Label Brand’s researches in marketing and retailing literature, not surprisingly following the global emergence of 

Private Label Brands. Especially the indicators of the consumers Private Label Brand proneness appeared to beincreasingly 

important research area for understanding success of Private Label Brand strategies. For this reason, many factors have 

been investigated related to Private Label Brand attitudes, Private Label Brand proneness, Private Label Brand purchase 

intention or Private Label Brand evaluation. 

A considerable amount of literature has been published on factors related to Private Label Brand proneness. 

Socioeconomic and personality characteristics (Frank and Boyd, 1965; Myers, 1967; Coe, 1971; Bettman, 1974; 

Richardson et al.,1996; Baltas and Argouslidis, 2007), shopping orientations such as price consciousness, impulsiveness 

(Manzur et al. 2009; Kara et al. 2009, Ailawadi et al., 2001; Baltas, 1997), perceived risk (Richardson et al.,1996; Mieres 

et al., 2006; Batra and Sinha,2000; Liljander et al. 2009), quality/ value perceptions (Richardson et al. 1994, Dick et al., 

1995; Anselmsson and Johans-son,2009; Liljander et al. 2009, Bao et al., 2011), store related factors such as store image 

(Semejin et al., 2004; Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 2003; Liljander, Polsa and Riel, 2009; Bao et al., 2011) are predictors that 

are more frequently investigated. Store Brand Quality Quality and risk perceptions are also considered as important 

antecedents of purchase intentions. The most common definition of perceived risk is consumers’ subjective expectations of 

a loss (Sweney et al., 1999) means that any action of a consumer will produce consequences which he can not anticipate 

with anything approximating certainty, and some of which at least are likely to be unpleasant (Bauer, 1960; Liljander et al., 

2009). Risk may manifest itself in a variety of ways such as fear that a product/brand may not possess deliverable 

attributes, uncertainty regarding product/brand performance or a sense that the purchase of particular brand may invite 

social disapproval (Dick et al., 1995). 

Since perceived risk is an important factor in consumer choices (Bettman, 1973) there has been a large volume of 

published studies on risk perception (Kaplan et al., 1974; Keller, 2008), its antecedents and consequences. Perceived risk 

was also examined in Private Label Brand domain as one of the main influencer. There are empirical evidences suggesting 

that perceived risk decreases Private Label Brand proneness (Dick at al., 1995; Richardson et al.,1996; Mieres et al., 2006; 

Batra and Sinha, 2000; Liljander et al., 2009) since brand purchasing is more likely when the consumer is confident that 

she/he can obtain satisfactory performance (Baltas, 1997). Aaker (1991) has declared perceived quality as an important 

dimension of brand equity and describes it as an intangible overall feeling about a brand that, however, is usually based on 

underlying dimensions including characteristics of products to which the brand is attached such as reliability and 

performance. Perceived quality is a very significant determinant of Private Label Brand success (Sprott and Shimp, 2004) 

and was found to have a substantial impact on Private Label Brand purchase intention (Dick et al., 1995; Bao et al., 2011), 

sometimes more than perceived value of Private Label Brands (Richardson et al. 1994). 

Social risk broadly describes instances where product consumption may harm the consumer's self-esteem or 

perceptions of self. Social risk perception is defined as the experience of anxiety or psychological discomfort arising from 
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anticipated post behavioral affective reactions such as worry and regret from purchasing and using the product 

(Perugini&Bagozzi, 1999; Dholakia, 2001). Social risk is defined as the extent to which the consumer thinks that other 

people judge him on the basis of the brand he uses (Brody and Cunningham, 1968). Newton (1967) has speculated that 

where the consumer perceives a high degree of functional risk, he will engage in "problem-solving" behavior and will 

prefer information from a technically competent source; however, under a high degree of social risk, the consumer needs 

social reassurance and will tend to engage in "approval seeking" behavior, preferring reassurance from a personally 

acceptable source. Functional risk is defined as the loss incurred when a brand or product does not perform as expected 

(Horton, 1976). Functional risk occurs when the product chosen might not perform as desired and thus not deliver the 

benefits promised. This integrates the future quality of the product to the point of purchase. Financial risk is defined as a 

net financial loss to a customer, including the possibility that the product may need to be repaired, replaced or the purchase 

price refunded (Horton, 1976). This is an extension into the future (future costs) of the perceived price paid at the point of 

purchase (current cost). Where the loss of money is an important consideration, financial risk is said to be high. 

Consumers’ buying decision is very complex. Usually purchasing intention is related with consumers’ behavior, 

perception and their attitude. Purchase behavior is an important key point for consumers during considering and evaluating 

of certain product (Keller, 2001). Ghosh (1990) stated that purchase intention is an effective tool use in predicting 

purchasing process. Once the consumers decide to purchase the product in certain store, they will be driven by their 

intention. However, purchase intention might be altered by the influence of price, quality perception and value perception 

(Zeithaml, 1988) and Grewal et al (1998). In addition, consumers will be interrupted by internal impulse and external 

environment during purchasing process. Their behavior will be driven by the physiological motivation that stimulates their 

respond which bring them to the retail store to fulfill their need (Kim and Jin, 2001).Uncertainty happens due to the 

appearance of the product. Consumers always think that purchasing a low price, simple packaging and even less-well 

known product are highly risky because the quality of those products are of lack of confidence and doubtful (Sudhir and 

Talukdar, 2004). That is the reason why consumers perceived private label product as high-risk products. Most of the 

consumers are not so familiar with private label product (Cox, 1967) and they do not understand the product very well, 

therefore afraid of making wrong decision (Batra and Sinha, 2000). Consumers usually maximize their utility of the 

product they purchase by avoiding mistake. On that basis, manufacturer branded products which are higher in price are 

always perceived to be high quality product with lower risk and hence, they will always use price and brand to determine 

the quality of the product. 

Consumers’ purchasing experience involves the internal and external memory which would play an important role 

in the purchasing process (Bettman, 1979). Internal memory comes from the actual experience consumers have with the 

goods or service while external memory is originated from information related to the goods or service. The experience of 

purchasing last longer and will remain in consumers’ mindset. Therefore, they will immediately start evaluating on the 

items they purchased and the result of the purchasing experience toward the items will be kept in their mindset for a very 

long time (Keller, 2001). People with negative experience towards a product will give a negative impact for future 

purchase while when the quality matched the price, a positive impact is shown. Such experience especially negative ones is 

easy to be share with others and thus influence their decision-making (Jarvala, 1998). Brand loyalty is where a person buys 

products from the same manufacturer repeatedly rather than from other suppliers. Brand loyalty, in marketing, consists of a 

consumer's commitment to repurchase or otherwise continue using the brand and can be demonstrated by repeated buying 

of a product or service, or other positive behaviors such as word of mouth advocacy. High brand loyalty could lower many 

aspects of cost spent by the organization. Furthermore, according to the framework of brand equity that was reported, 
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brand loyalty is one component of brand equity. When brand loyalty increases, the brand’s equity/value will increase, too. 

Brand loyalty is identical with the consumers’ brand commitment. Sequentially, added an opinion saying that consumers’ 

brand loyalty or commitment is the result of trust. This isbecause loyalty or commitment is the willingness to keep or 

maintain a high quality relationship. Loyaltyhas a powerful impact on firm performance.Firms gain a competitive 

advantage by having a high rateof loyal consumers, who are willing to pay higher prices and are less price sensitive. 

Brandloyalty provides the firm with trade leverage and valuable time to respond to competitive moves.Understanding the 

concept of loyalty helps companies better manage customer relationship management inorder to create long-term 

investment and profitability.According to khraim (2010) in his articlementioned that there were seven factors that 

influenced consumers' brand loyalty toward certain brands.The factors were brand name, product quality, price, design 

store environment, promotion and servicequality. The main purpose of this study is to provide an increased understanding 

of Private Label Brand purchase intention. Particularly, the effects of store brand quality, perceived value, social risk, 

functional risk and financial risk on purchase intention which are the key constructs for generating Private Label Brand’s 

purchase intention have been examined in an integrative relationship network. 

OBJECTIVES 

 To determine the factors affecting Purchase Intention towards private label brands in apparel retail 

HYPOTHESIS 

 Store Brand Quality has an impact on Purchase intention. 

 Perceived value has an impact on Purchase intention. 

 Social Risk has an impact on Purchase intention. 

 Functional Risk has an impact on Purchase intention. 

 Financial Risk has an impact on Purchase intention. 

 Purchase intention leads to Brand Loyalty in the long run. 

PROPOSED MODEL 

 
Figure 1 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Type of Research: Descriptive Research 

Sampling Universe: Consumers in Pune 

Sampling Method: Non-probabilistic Judgmental Sampling 

Sampling Unit: Consumers  

Sample Size: 300 

Measurement: A structured questionnaire was used to capture the responses of the consumers.  

The responses were analyzed using SPSS to test the hypotheses. The tools of analysis were Factor analysis, 

Correlation and Regression. 

VARIABLES AND MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES 

All the variables are measured using a five point likert’s scale, 1 denoting Strongly Disagree and 5 denoting 

Strongly Agree.  

Store Brand Quality (SBQ) is measured using three statements SBQ1, SBQ2 & SB3. (see Appendix Table A), 

Perceived Value (PV) is measured using two statements PV1 &PV2(See Appendix Table A),Social Risk (SR) is measured 

using three statements SR1, SR2 &SR3 (see Appendix Table A),Functional Risk (FuR) is measured using three statements 

FuR1, FuR2&FuR3 (See Appendix Table A), Financial Risk (FiR) is measured using two statements FiR1, & FiR2. 

Purchase Intention (PI) is measured using three statements PI1, PI2 &PI3 (see Appendix Table A). Brand Loyalty 

(BL) is measured using a single statement. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Demographic Statistics 

                     Table 1: Age of the Respondents                               Table 2: Income of the Respondents 

Age Frequency Percent 

16-21 years 10 3.3 

22-29 years 184 61.3 

30-35 years 78 26.0 

35-45 years 20 6.7 

More than 45 years 8 2.7 

Total 300 100.0 
 

Income Per 

Annum 
Frequency Percent 

Under Rs. 100000 110 36.7 

Rs. 100001-200000 52 17.3 

Rs. 200001-300000 58 19.3 

Rs. 300001-400000 28 9.3 

Above Rs. 400000 52 17.3 

Total 300 100.0 
 

                                

                                  Table 3: Occupation                                                        Table 4: Education 

 

         Frequency Percent 

Salaried 144 48.0 

Self-employed 52 17.3 

Business 58 19.3 

Student 40 13.3 

Retired 4 1.3 

Others 2 .7 

Total 300 100.0 
 

Education Frequency Percent 

Up to HS 12 4.0 

Graduate 108 36.0 

Postgraduate 132 44.0 

Professional 

Qualification 
48 16.0 

Total 300 100.0 
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CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS  

A Confirmatory Factor Analysis is done for the 5 Predefined factors viz. Store Brand Quality, Perceived value, 

Social Risk, Functional Risk and Financial Risk. The analysis is given in Table 1 and Table 2. 

Table 5: Total Variance Explained 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total 
% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 
Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 4.973 38.255 38.255 4.973 38.255 38.255 2.552 19.628 19.628 

2 2.713 20.873 59.128 2.713 20.873 59.128 2.550 19.613 39.241 

3 1.370 10.538 69.666 1.370 10.538 69.666 2.455 18.883 58.124 

4 1.058 8.139 77.805 1.058 8.139 77.805 1.640 12.616 70.740 

5 .664 5.108 82.913 .664 5.108 82.913 1.583 12.173 82.913 

6 .442 3.402 86.315 
      

7 .395 3.042 89.357 
      

8 .340 2.616 91.973 
      

9 .271 2.083 94.056 
      

10 .241 1.852 95.908 
      

11 .212 1.632 97.541 
      

12 .171 1.317 98.858 
      

13 .148 1.142 100.000 
      

 

Table 6: Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

 
Component 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

SBQ1 .852 .058 -.160 -.052 .287 

SBQ2 .906 .001 -.234 -.095 .107 

SBQ3 .780 .129 -.319 .015 .240 

PV1 .378 -.082 -.292 -.086 .779 

PV2 .260 -.224 -.117 -.175 .823 

SR1 -.001 .887 .115 .073 -.007 

SR2 .047 .933 .057 .060 -.078 

SR3 .098 .846 .050 .121 -.191 

FuR1 -.282 -.055 .816 .180 -.152 

FuR2 -.200 .100 .869 .132 -.148 

FuR3 -.217 .250 .815 .181 -.108 

FiR1 -.079 .105 .216 .823 -.220 

FiR2 -.028 .117 .153 .898 -.012 

 

Validity 

From the Confirmatory Factor analysis we see from table 5, that 82.913% of the variance is explained by the 5 

predetermined factors. 

 Rotated Component Matrix using Varimax rotation from table 6 shows that all the 3 variables of Store Brand 

Quality(SBQ) are highly loaded (0.852, 0.906, and 0.780) under factor 1. Hence all the 3 parameters (SBQ1, SBQ2, and 

SBQ3) have been validated for determining Store Brand Quality. All the variables of Social Risk (SR) are highly loaded 

(0.887, 0.933 and 0.846) under factor 2. Hence all the three parameters (SR1, SR2 and SR3)have been validated for 

determining Social Risk. All the variables of Functional Risk (FuR) are highly loaded (0.816, 0.869 and 0.815) under 

factor 3. The factor Functional Risk will be determined using 3 parameters (FuR1, FuR2and FuR3).  

All the variables of Financial Risk (FiR) are highly loaded (0.823 and 0.898) on factor 4. Hence the two 

parameters (FiR1and FiR2) have been validated for determining Financial Risk. All the variables of Perceived Value (PV) 

are highly loaded (0.779 and 0.823) on factor 5. Hence the two parameters (PV1 and PV2) have been validated for 

determining Perceived Value. 



80                                                                                                                                                                                           Bidyut Jyoti Gogoi 

RELATIONSHIP TEST 

Correlation 

The parameters of SBQ,PV,SR,FuR,Fir and PI are converted into single individual parameters and a correlation 

test is done between SBQ,PV,SR,FuR,Fir and PI. The result of the test is given below. 

Pearson Correlation 

Table 7: Correlations 

 

  
SBQ PV SR FR FiR PI 

SBQ 

Pearson Correlation 1 .578
**

 .069 -.521
**

 -.172
**

 .665
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

.000 .232 .000 .003 .000 

N 
 

300 300 300 300 300 

PV 

Pearson Correlation 
 

1 -.266
**

 -.474
**

 -.330
**

 .752
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
  

.000 .000 .000 .000 

N 
  

300 300 300 300 

SR 

Pearson Correlation 
  

1 .200
**

 .239
**

 -.220
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
   

.000 .000 .000 

N 
   

300 300 300 

FR 

Pearson Correlation 
   

1 .410
**

 -.461
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
    

.000 .000 

N 
    

300 300 

FiR 

Pearson Correlation 
    

1 -.265
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
     

.000 

N 
     

300 

 **. Correlation is Significant at the 0.01 Level (2-Tailed) 

Table 8: Correlations (Summary from Table 7) 

 

 

Purchase Intention (PI) 

Pearson 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

Store Brand Quality (SBQ) .665
**

 .0001 

Perceived Value (PV) .752
**

 .0001 

Social Risk (SR) -.220
**

 .0001 

Functional Risk (FuR) -.461
**

 .0001 

Financial Risk (FiR) -.265
**

 .0001 

 

Table 9: Correlations 

 

  
Brand Loyalty (BL) 

Purchase Intention (PI) 
Pearson Correlation .867 

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 

 

From the analysis from table 7, it is seen that that there is a significant positive relationship between Store Brand 

Quality(SBQ) and Purchase Intention(PI); Perceived Value( PV) and Purchase Intention(PI).  

There is a negative correlation between SocialRisk(SR) and Purchase Intention(PI);Functional Risk(FuR) and 

Purchase Intention(PI);Financial Risk(FiR) and Purchase Intention(PI). Hence all the threerelationship are rejected.  

From the analysis in Table 9, it is seen that there is a significant positive correlation between Purchase 

Intention(PI) and Brand Loyalty (BL). 

DISCUSSIONS 

Considering only the positive significant relationships, the final evaluated model from table 7 and table 9is 
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Figure 2 

This shows that only Store Brand Quality (SBQ) and Perceived Value (PV) have an impact on Purchase 

intention(PI) of Private label Apparel Brand. 

MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

Regression Analysis 

A Regression Analysis is done to develop a relationship between the Dependent variable Brand Loyalty (BL) and 

independent variable Purchase Intention( PI), Store Brand Quality( SBQ), Perceived Value (PV), Social Risk (SR), FuR, 

Fir  

Table 10: Model Summary 

 

Model R 
R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .810
a
 .657 .651 .509 

         a. Predictors: (Constant), FiR, SBQ, SR, FR, PV 

 

Table 11: ANOVA
b 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 145.832 5 29.166 112.451 .000
a
 

Residual 76.255 294 .259     

Total 222.087 299       

      a. Predictors: (Constant), FiR, SBQ, SR, FR, PV 

      b. Dependent Variable: PI 

Table 12: Coefficients
a 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) .828 .258   3.207 0.001 

SBQ .348 .043 0.383 8.051 0.000 

PV .524 .049 0.499 10.738 0.000 

SR -.102 .035 -0.112 -2.939 0.004 

FR .000 .038 0.000 0.006 0.995 

FiR -.008 .036 -0.008 -0.208 0.835 

        a. Dependent Variable: PI 

From table 12, column 1(Model) and column2 (Unstandardized coefficients), the Regression model developed is 

as follows: 

  PI=0.348SBQ+ 0.524PV-0.112SR - 0.008FiR + 0.828 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The correlation tests show that there is a positive significant relationship between Store Brand Quality and 

Purchase Intentions. There is also a positive significant relationship between Store Perceived Value and Purchase 

Intentions. This proves the hypotheses. In fact this also proves that Store Brand Quality and Perceived value has an impact 

on the Customers Purchase Intention. The purchase intention of the customer has in turn an impact on developing a Brand 

loyalty on the Store. Overall it can be said that a customer’s purchase intention is influenced by the quality of the product 

and the value the customer perceives. Purchase intention itself develops a loyal feeling about the product or service the 

customer intends to buy which in turn may transform the customer to become loyal to the brand. 
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APPENDIX 

Table 1 

Store Brand Quality 

Code Statements 

SBQ1 The quality of the ‘Private label Brand’ is likely to be 

SBQ2 The likelihood of ‘Private label Brand’ durability is 

SBQ3 In comparison with national and global brands the quality of ‘Private label Brand’ is 

Perceived Value 

Code Statements 

PV1 I consider the ‘Private label Brand’ to be a good buy  

PV2 The ‘Private label Brand’ are very good value for money  

Social Risk 

Code Statements 

SR1 A ‘Private label Brand’ would not fit in with my self-image  

SR2 
Purchasing a ‘Private label Brand’ would be risky, because my friends, relatives and 

colleagues would not approve of it 

SR3 
Purchasing a ‘Private label Brand’ would be risky, because others would think less 

highly of me 

Functional Risk 

Code Statements 

FuR1 How risky do you perceive it that the ‘Private label Brand’ would not be a good fit?  

FuR2 
How risky do you perceive it that the ‘Private label Brand’ would not feel good on 

your skin?  

FuR3 
How risky do you perceive it that the ‘Private label Brand’ will not match your other 

clothes? 

Financial Risk 

Code Statements 

FiR1 
What are the chances that you stand to lose money if you buy a ‘Private label Brand’ 

instead of a national or global brand 

FiR2 
Given the financial expenses associated with purchasing the ‘Private label Brand’, 

how much overall financial risk is associated with the purchase 

Purchase Intentions 

Code Statements 

PI1 I will definitely consider buying a ‘Private label Brand’ 

PI2 There is a strong likelihood that I will buy a ‘Private label Brand’ 

PI3 I prefer a ‘Private label Brand’ if my brand is not available 

 


