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Introduction

Over the scope of the last 30 years, the subject of Branding has been heavily documented.  When researching the topic today, it has become virtually impossible to study a marketing source of knowledge, without coming across some sort of relation to branding.  Due to this vastness of available information and for the purpose of this review, one has decided to place an emphasis on the controversial topic of National Brands versus Own Labels and the determining factors of their success.  The reason of choice is based upon a natural interest into the field of retail management.  This therefore allows for one to further benefit as a result of conducting this review, by gaining new knowledge that will hopefully be utilised in a possible future career move.

Research took the form of a screening process, of thought to be relevant literature research material that was conducted within the last 30 years.  Access to journals came in the form of mainly subscribed electronic sources, and with the use of discovered keywords
, which were identified over the period of the research process.  With the use of a learning journal, literature underwent further analysis.  In some cases literature was felt to be irrelevant for the purpose of the review and was thus eliminated
.

Own-label label goods can be defined as consumers products produced by, or on behalf of the retailers, and sold under the retailers own name or trade mark through their own outlets (Baltas, 1997).  Research concerning own-label brands has been of substantial interest to both retail managers, and marketing academics. 

The literature appears to reflect three streams: Consumer perception of own label brands; relationships between market factors and own-label success; and consumer characteristics affecting store brand proneness.  A classification framework has been devised around these three streams, which identifies the associated authors (see appendix 1).  Throughout the examination of literature these streams continuously re-emerged, hence the review has been structured around the framework. 

Finally the objectives upon completion of the review, are to be able to have identified any gaps or critiques within the research, which are necessary for further investigation.   It is at these points, one will attempt to inform how the generated knowledge from further research will benefit the manufacturer, retailer and the consumer.

Relationships Between Market Factors and Own Labels Success

Own label brands now represent a significant part of the total global market for many grocery categories.  In the UK alone market share has risen consistently by 1 per cent per annum since 1977. Whilst Halstead & Ward (1995) note in their paper, that within Europe, market share has almost doubled in some major markets since the late 1980’s.

The above state of affairs therefore means product, brand and retail managers must attempt to develop a more concise understanding of the market factors that drives the growing success of own branded products that the reviewed literature has reported.  Logically argued by Baltas (1997, p. 324): “the acceptance of such brands means that the traditional view of store brands as a riskier purchase must be merit re-evaluation.” Baltas has not been alone in this observation.  Previous research undertaken by Halstead & Ward (1995) discovered that despite the recorded success of own labels brands, brand managers have chosen to abandon the very strategies that gave their own labels their unique competitive advantage.  Therefore they perceived that advantages, such as good quality at lower prices (due to lower advertising and manufacturing costs) would be endangered if this continues.  To the extent that modern day strategies of increased advertising, packaging and sales promotion of own labels, has moved the own label closer and closer to national brand status. Halstead & Ward (1995) further illustrate this threat by attempting to apply the ‘Wheel of Retailing’ hypothesis to own label products.  (Hollander, 1960 in Halstead & Ward, 1995, p.39) describes the Wheel of Retailing as “a historical phenomenon in retail store development in which certain types of retail outlets conform to a pattern of ever increasing expansion in both services and facilities as they mature, only to become more vulnerable to new forms of retailing, which typically enter at lower cost.” 

After an extensive methodology based on the four P’s of marketing, Halstead & Ward (1995) concluded, with arguably insufficient evidence to back up their retail wheel hypothesis.  Also, Halstead and Ward reveal within their paper “that not all strategy changes implemented by private label firms are documented by business press” (Halstead & Ward,1995, p.44).  This immediately indicated that the findings might possibly understate the extent of changes within strategies, and thus national brand responses.  Therefore further weakening their own debate of whether or not own brands can actually fit the retail wheel.

Confliction with Halstead & Ward’s (1995) proposition that advancements in own label strategy may lead the own label brands downfall came in the form of Omar’s (1995) study of food innovations within the retail industry.  Although the majority of the study focuses upon national brands utilisation of food technology in order to enhance sales. He does direct the studies findings towards the benefits that can exist, via the inclusion of innovative foods within own label brands, such as organic ranges and luxury-own brands. Omar (1995) states that increased expenditure in the marketing of such products has played a key role in their increasing success: “the embedding of product image and knowledge in the consumer psyche usually go hand in hand with innovative advertising” (Omar, 1995, p.15).  Controversially to many beliefs of the advantages that own labels brings to the consumer, Omar (1995) summarises his argument, by suggesting that own labels should be pushed more towards brand name status.  Hence own label manufacturers should introduce brand names and raise prices.  This argument does hold some validity in the way increased brand consciousness and higher prices may lessen consumer perceived risk of own labels.
 

A follow up study of own label strategy implementations, was a carried out a year later by Fernie & Pierrel (1996).  They built upon Halstead & Ward’s (1995), and Omar’s (1995) research by expanding the strategic debate into a comparative state between UK and French supermarkets.  Initially believing that supermarket own label strategies would be the same across both countries.  After reviewing their research, it was unexpected to discover that other European countries, such as France do not have anywhere near the same level of penetration for own label products.  This is most likely due to the fact that own labels have become such an everyday part of life in the UK.  However after comparing the two countries supermarket types Fernie & Pierrel (1996) found that equally so, the UK has not had the same level of penetration of ‘hard’ discounters.  Identified by the authors as a result of the extreme price sensitivity of the French consumer.  The degree of French discount retailers, takes away a lot of the own labels ‘low price’ source of competitive advantage, as brand names prices are already lower.  Therefore arguably, Aggarwarl and Cha’s (1998), theory of ‘Absolute Price Thresholds
” (which will be shortly discussed) would not be especially valid in France, as prices of national brands remain low anyway, hence their is no real need for the consumer to develop a price threshold.  Due to these lower national brand prices, it poses the question “Do UK consumers really benefit from major UK supermarkets development of new own label pricing strategies?”
 Questionably, this simply might mean that own labels prices are being raised in the UK to enhance consumer price/quality associations, whilst the continents supermarkets are discounting their national and own label brands in order to match consumer price sensitivities.  Finally within their paper, Fernie & Pierrel (1996) explain that within the UK, price is only one part of own label marketing mix, and has tended to increase or decrease in importance according to general economic factors.  This links the study to Quelch & Hardings (1996) study of brands versus own labels.

According to Quelch & Hardings (1996) article, they argue as a result of an own label trends analysis, own label strength generally varies with economic conditions.  In other words market share generally rises when a countries economy is suffering, and down in stronger economic periods.  Being of US nationality the authors support their claims with U.S. trends that emphasise that within the depths of the 1981 – 1982 U.S recession, sales peaked at 17% of supermarket sales.

In moving away from research that relates itself to the own label versus national brand scenario (however still relevant).  A more recent study, that is one of few that actually focuses its methodology away from the supermarket environment by basing it on a shoe department store was Belέn del Rio, Vάzquez, Iglesias (2001). Here the researchers place the emphasis of their research upon brand name attributes in obtaining differential advantages.  Leading them to define the concept of brand equity as “the basic idea that a product’s value for consumers, the trade and the firm is somehow enhanced when it is associated or identified over time with a brand name”  (Belέn del Rio, Vάzquez, Iglesias, 2001, p. 452).  This leads them to an interesting hypothesis that states that when choosing between major and minor brands, the consumer observes the inter-brand differences, rather than the functional aspect of the shoe. For example comparisons are made between Nike and Reebok brand images, rather than the sports features the shoes can offer the consumer.  Belέn del Rio et al (2001) used seven brands of trainers with a sample of 400 individuals of various age groups, all of which were interviewed about their reasons for choice of brand.  Results concluded that individuals observed the differences of brand name image more than the products functionalities.  While the study obviously provides suggestion that brand names can be a key strategy for a firm to enjoy comparative advantages, it also poses many questions that could be identified as necessary for future research.  Firstly the study does not state whether or the any of the sample where actually interested in sports. Hence would a consumer that was interested in a particular sport be more interested in being associated with a brand named product (hence a fashion accessory), or the benefits that the features of the products could bring to their sporting use? Also, if customers were more educated about the features of the trainer (e.g. air soles) and how they could advantage/disadvantage them, would this override the need to purchase a particular brand name? e.g. the Nike brand is notorious for exploiting labour in undeveloped countries, hence if this statement was posed to a sample, would they still opt for that brand.  One possible reason for Belέn del Rio, Vάzquez, Iglesias’s (2001) results, comes in the form of a previous supporting study: Meenaghan (1995), who argued that when the consumer is presented with relatively homogeneous products, consumers tend to consider the brand image aspects in order to simplify the evaluation process.  At this point one would suggest Belέn del Rio, Vάzquez, Iglesias (2001) paper can be related to own brand labels, via the way that the consumer may simply choose the national brand grocery product on the bases of image, over the resulting perceived uncertainty of the own label through lack of consumer education.    

On continuing the discussion of homogeneous products causing confusion for the consumer, hence leading them to opt for the ‘safe’ brand.  Hoch (1996) correctly points out the majority of own labels are not actually produced by the retailer. But by the same manufacturer of many other national brands, usually in order to fully utilise excess capacity.  With this in mind, it is possible to reinforce one’s earlier made point regarding consumer education.  If consumers were more educated about the market factors that affect the production of own label products, own labels may enjoy more success in the future.

Consumer Perceptions of Own Label Brands

A rich body of literature has been undertaken in an attempt to profile the store brand shopper. The majority of the research was conducted for most part in the 1960’s and 1970’s.  However this stage of the review will focus on the more recent studies of the last decade.  One chooses this perspective of the literature, as one feels it more cohesive with the modern day success stories of today’s own labels. 

For own labels, one of their strongest sources of competitive advantage is the offering of good quality products for lower prices than the national brand.  In turn, price factors have become a key branch of research. Dick, Jain, & Richardson (1996), Myers (1997), and Mitchell (1998) have all conducted research into this area. Dick, Jain, & Richardson’s (1996), research bears out their reasons for the success of own label products in the UK.  They discover that the elements of brand, price and promotion, have a tendency to affect peoples responses when faced with the task of choosing between own label and national brands. These elements were then used as surrogates for the quality, reliability and taste of the product.  After conducting their questionnaire based, random sampled methodology, Dick et al (1996) established that there was a relationship between price and perceptions of quality.  Unfortunately for own brands, this relationship was centred on the opinion that lower prices, meant lower quality, equalling a higher perceived risk.   This established hypothesis could be criticised, when Dick et al (1996) suggest that the increasing of own label prices, would ultimately lead to perceived risk perceptions being lowered.  Yet the increasing of prices could easily strengthen national brands competitive advantage.  This is believed as being true, due to the fact that own labels are store specific, whereas national brands are available anywhere.  Therefore customers can go anywhere to buy them.  Bringing in the competitive strength of customer convenience to the national brand.

Dick et al (1996) do however make rational suggestions regarding store managers using own labels to increase store loyalty.  This they argue this would involve raising consumer quality impressions through increased advertising and brand development.  These non-price strategies may prove to a source of new strength for own labels, whilst at the same time allow them to retain their key competitive source of price.

Shortly after making these non-price managerial suggestions, Richardson, Jain, and Dick (1996a), followed them up the above study.  By postulating a stimulus response process, using the Mehrabian-Russell Model (see appendix 2), which can be identified as an environmental psychology model (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). This model allowed for future researchers such as Richardson et al (1996a) to document the strong effects of environmental factors on retail patronage behaviour.  Richardson et al (1996a) hypothesized own labels sold at aesthetically pleasing retailers, will be judged to be of superior quality to those sold at less attractive stores.  After a randomly picked sample had completed an own label and national label branded product-tasting test.  They discovered that the majority of individuals perceived own labels in a better light, within an aesthetically pleasing environment.  This paper sadly limits it’s itself in the way that only one involves one type of product category.  This requires one to be cautious of extrapolating the findings to a more general assessment of own label products and store aesthetics.  

One for a moment stays within the area of store aesthetic literature, as one feel that could be a key source of competitive strategy if own labels were to lose their price competitive advantage.  Spangenberg et al’s (1996) study examined the impact of ‘ambient scent’, which as opposed to non-ambient scent, does not originate from any particular product, but is present in the environment. The findings indicted that subjects had more positive evolutions and behaviours in scented rather than unscented environments.  However surprisingly the type of scent did not seem to matter, as even effectively neutral scents were able to generate enhanced perceptions. This leaves Spangenberg et al’s study open to criticism, especially by earlier and later research i.e. (Mitchell et al 1995: Morrin and Ratneshwar 2000) argued that scents should be congruent with customer experiences/preferences as well as with the merchandise and brands being sold.  In suggestion implications for own label managers, these discovered relationships between store aesthetics and own labels should be further research into to uncover how these factors can be utilized to serve own label consumer perceptions.

Coinciding with the work of Halstead and Ward (1995), Dick et al (1996), and Baltas (1997). The work of Mitchell (1998) continued on with analogies of higher perceive risk associations with own labels.  This was via a review of past evidence on factors, which affect shopper’s risk perceptions e.g age
, gender
, socio-economic class
, inter-country differences
, and physical traits.
   In his discussion of these factors, Mitchell opens some gateways that one could interpret as interesting questions in aid of future research.  For example, Mitchell (1998) puts forward that retailers should be aware of the factors that can affect risk perception of store brands at an individual and macro environmental level.  This suggestion may be validated via Toh and Heeran (1982) who found “an inverse relationship state between age and perceived risk for generic grocery products, which they explained by considering the relative unimportance of the social and psychological components of risk in the lifestyles of older people compared to younger consumers.” This one would exemplify with the suggestion that as one grows older, they grow wiser, hence past experiences are reflected upon, this could arguably lead to an increased risk perception. A possible case in need of research.

In a more recent approach into counteract ants of high-perceived risk perceptions, Underwood, Burke and Klein (2001) emerged with the concept of packaging communications, and how they relate to images of product risk.  In conduction, Underwood et al (2001), experimented with own label packaging, alternatively using products with and without product content photographs.  Their aims were to prove that an own label displaying the products contents on the label would lower risk perceptions.  This being due to the belief that risk associations were being made as a result of consumers not being able to see what they were buying.  In validation of their hypothesis they accurately concluded that those who have high experience levels of certain product categories, might discover that the image reflects closely to how the national brand equivalent appears.  Hence the risk perception is lessened.  When reviewing paper, one certainly would argue how they arrived at this conclusion, considering the fact they only used one type of product category throughout the entire research time. Therefore one would state, that different product categories would require different levels of packaging exposure, based upon the consumer value placed upon that product e.g. it may be more necessary to see own label soup products, than own label toilet roll.  It is therefore certainly important for future researcher to explore a wider variety of product categories if Underwood et al’s (2001) research is to be strengthened and deemed a more reliable source of risk analysis documentation.

Consumer Characteristics Affecting Store Brand Proneness
After a through examination of literature that reflected this stream, it was identified that the majority of studies have placed the focus of their research on the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of the own label brand buyer.  However, after a review of the literature within this stream it became apparent in most instances, that uncovered findings had an inclination to lean towards a weaker conclusion. This is a result of the poor explanatory power of simple demographic variables used in previous research.

In an early study related to consumer past purchasing patterns, Frank and Boyd (1965) analysed a sample of 491 households in 44 product categories, with aims of identifying own label prone consumers, based upon any of 20 selected variables (e.g. age, size of family, occupation, income).  They concluded that both national and own label brands have a tendency to be purchased by households with almost identical socio-economic and total consumption characteristics. In a key study undertaken by Myers (1967), a different approach was adopted.  Myers (1967) argued that consumers were classified more accurately under their perceptions towards own label products, rather than their individual characteristics such a general personality variables and socio-economic factors. Discovering that twenty-three per cent of the sample felt that own labels would save them money, without having to sacrifice quality.  In a later, supporting study, Burger and Schott (1972) established that own label buyers were distributed across all socio-economic groups, therefore identifying that differences in attitudinal and behaviour were better predictors of purchase patterns. Later, Livesey and Lennon (1978) stated that possible reasons for consumer perception differences, relate to consumer past experience of own label brands.  Consequently they argued that differences in needs, marketing activity response, product importance and perceived risk, where all key in the consumer perception and purchase decision making process.  However they outline, as a result of their research, that due to the complexity of the consumers’ decision-making process, it is equally as complex to devise a theory “that can adequately explain or predict consumers choice between manufacturer and own label brands in general” (Livesey and Lennon, 1978, p.169).  It is therefore debatable that any usable sources of inspiration for further research could have come for their study.  

Earlier research based on consumer perceived risk (e.g. Bettman, 1974), discovered that associations could be made between variables reflecting lower perceived risk and greater information.  Suggesting that own label managers need to implement changes regarding own label quality awareness, through increased advertising.  This is however a questionable solution, due to the fact that this would require prices to rise, and profit margins to fall, counteracting the fundamental commercial strengths of the own label brand.  

More recent studies such as: Aggarwarl and Cha (1998), Sethuraman and Cole (1999), and Sinha and Batra (1999), all based their research around what has arguably become one of the main focuses of research surrounding brand type proneness: Price.  Therefore one determining factor has been used to determine consumer proneness than several at the same time. 

Basing their research upon Monroe (1990), Aggarwarl and Cha (1998), utilized a type of price threshold, referred to as the “absolute price” (AP)
 (Monroe, 1990, in Aggarwarl and Cha, 1998, p. 245).  They constructed an hypothesis that stated if the price of the national brand is below the consumers AP threshold, then the national brand will be purchased over the own label every time.  On the other hand, if the national brand price is above the consumers AP threshold, then the consumer will either purchase the own label, or decide not to buy.  The authors prove their hypo-

thesis, however perhaps surprisingly, due to the fact they tend to focus the whole study on their absolute threshold concept, without taking into account any other factors such as attitudes and values of the consumer.  For example the consumer may have a high price threshold that’s easily within the national brand price range, however they may not wish to pay the manufacturers mark-up on branded items. Further more the consumer may have had past positive/negative experiences with own/national brands.  This neglected aspect of the research would surely have an impact on whether consumer would be prepared to pay more or less.  The factor of past experience of brands, arguably should have been included in the research, as Sethuraman and Cole (1999) point out when selecting their samples for research. As well as this, Aggarwarl and Cha (1998), display an entirely discriminating attitude towards the own brand, an example of this is when they state that the consumer will either purchase the own brand as a second best option, or even decide not to purchase the product category at all. Similarly Sethuraman and Cole (1999), whilst still based on a demographic approach to research, devised the concept of the “Price Premium”.
 This led to their hypothesis that the consumer links a higher perceived risk with own labels, due to their traditionally lower prices over national brands.   As well as this, their research instigated that consumers with higher incomes are less price sensitive to the price premium difference, thus more inclined to display national brand proneness.  Even though their first hypothesis was proved within the study, flaws within their methodology exist, based on the fact that the paper outlines that many respondents to the questionnaire survey did not actually respond to all the product categories posed for observation, damages the validity of the study.  Nevertheless, the second hypothesis was proven.  This aspect of the literature, further strengthens Hock’s (1996), whose research also found that a higher income leads to lower price sensitivity.

In another price focusing study, Sinha and Batra (1999), pointed out, that if one studies own label purchases within only one product category, e.g. Underwood, Klein, and Burke, (2001), it is only possible to understand how individuals who are more risk averse in general/or believe high prices means better quality in general, might prefer national brands to own labels in general. But it does not help one to understand why an individual might prefer own labels in one category but not another.  To remedy this understanding Sinha and Batra (1999) took the stance that examined whether consumer preference for a brand name of a national brand, versus the lower priced own label brand, varied across different product categories.  This they argued leads a cross-situational, evaluative tendency that varies in intensity across individuals.  There subsequent hypotheses was set to discover whether consumers will be more price conscious across associations of: price-quality; perceived risk; perceived price unfairness of national brands; and category price consciousness.  In summary of findings, the authors concluded that consumer price consciousness varies across product categories, leading to certain own label products being purchased more over national brands. The use of the cross-functional methodology gives the research a more rounded approach to consumer price consciousness characteristics.  The study however, is not without limitations.  Firstly, even though the paper does focus upon several key consumer level perceptual variables, it tends to neglect demand side variables such as consumer demographics, and market structure characteristics (e.g. manufacturer, retailer, industry).  This in turn presents an opportunity for future research. Secondly, only eight product categories were used within the studies methodology, thus the inter-category variations that were recorded in factors such as price-quality or risk association, may not have been as large if a wider range of product categories was used.

In short, Baltas (1997) argued that the literature that attempts to identify the characteristics of the own label brand consumer, provides valuable insight into the various factors that affect consumer propensity to buy own label products, however fails to provide a reliable criterion variable of this propensity.  This one would agree with, basing reason on the evidence that all characteristic research mentioned, contains methodologies that use self-report measures of own label proneness.  Hence it is possible that obtained data is of an unreliable proxy of real shopper behaviour.

Conclusion

Over the last three streams of knowledge, factors that affect own label success and downfall have been reviewed.  However these streams have all seemed to inter-connect on the basis of a certain perspective paradigms and their tendency to involve studies that have focused upon the supermarket own brand (see appendix 3)

Firstly all of the literature reviewed has emerged from a Positivist approach to research.  Thus the use of a scientific analysis of quantitative data has been used to objectively measure the behaviour of consumers around own label brands.  This approach has allowed for these researchers of the Positivist school, to support their hypotheses with which they regard as substantial, objective evidence.  Although this may be true, it is also debatable that the absence of research from a more philosophical method of inquiry, somewhat limits the discussion.  Therefore one would argue that a more interpretive approach to the analysis of research data would allow for a more multi-perspective focus of the conscious processes that determine consumer choices.  For example: Consumer past experiences that affect their conscious decision making when choosing own labels over national brands.  This would have been a particularly useful paradigm approach during the conduction of Livesey and Lennon’s (1978) methodology.  Reasons being due to the fact that they eliminated any sample members that may have had past experiences with own labels prior to the study.  This may have been the cause of why their research failed to reach any adequate conclusions.

As mentioned throughout the streams, there has been a strict tendency to focus on supermarket environments and the own label offerings contained within them.  However other types of own labels do exist, such as electronic retailer own brands (e.g. Dixons Group: The Link mobile phone chargers, PC World Mouse Mats).  These seemed to have been neglected by the literature, but would no doubt make interesting research e.g. the differences in the crossover of perceptions such as risk, quality and value, of different own label types.

A further significant gap in more recent knowledge is the absence of consumer choice behaviour within online supermarket shopping environments.  This requires an enquiry of the importance of brand names online and whether perceived risk levels are higher under this context.  Bearing in mind the perceived risk determinants documented by Toh and Heeran (1982), Omar (1995) and Mitchell (1998), are these risks amplified online as a result of lack of physical contact with products?  On one hand, ‘yes’, as the extent of information available to the consumer is significantly less.  Hence visual cues such as packaging (Underwood, Burke and Klein, 2001), have less impact on choices online.  This could therefore be argued to create a consumer reliance on what they are familiar with, hence opting for the national brand purchase.  On the other hand ‘no’.  Possibly because it has been argued by Degeratu, Rangaswamy, and Wu (2000), that as a result of online promotions being stronger signals of price discounts. Higher price sensitivity might exist, causing for the consumer to choose the cheaper own brand over higher priced national brands.

Over the last 30 years, research into this field of branding has developed for more of a managerial audience, rather than for the purpose of academia. It is therefore the task of the managers to single out from the knowledge the extrinsic and intrinsic cues that they believe will bring the most advantages to their future own label strategies.  Strategies of which should be used further contribute to the own labels growing sources of competitive advantage.  

Evaluation Of Review

On reflection of this paper, one feels that it successfully targeted the three, key mainstreams of knowledge.  It is, one believes, as a result of the early identification of the key topic authors that has allowed for an interesting and knowledgeable debate to take place.  As the research process progressed, it was the links to previous research highlighted by these authors that enabled one to fill in the gaps needed to build what is arguably a well-rounded review of the topic literature.   However the weaknesses of this paper could be argued to have emerged as a result of an over-strict screening process of what was believed to actually be relevant literature to the topic.  For example the inclusion of literature that was arguably applicable to the topic, may have allowed for even more gaps in the knowledge to be discovered and more detailed future research proposals to be made.  The exclusion of articles, deemed irrelevant may be a key-determining factor to why all of the articles reviewed came from the Positivist schools of thought.  One therefore, would have liked to have constructed a source of material for review based upon both the Positivist and the Phenomenological paradigms.  This is due to one’s belief that no topic can really be fully understood from just one paradigm perspective.

During the time of research and review, one was very surprised at the usefulness of the learning journal, especially when it came to identifying the linkages and the gaps within the literature.  It also allowed for one to manage the literature in an orderly manner, which enabled the feeling of being overwhelmed by the challenge of the task to be controlled in a rational manner.   This allowed for a more effective learning experience to be developed, and feels that this review has certainly opened one’s eyes to complexities that needs to be addressed within the topic area.  However as the review further progressed, one grew tired of the heavy similarities between the quantitative research methods being employed by researchers within the same environments.  This possibly caused for a desire to be arguably over critical in some instances, which may in turn cause the reader to develop an unintentional ‘smoke screen’ when assessing the value of the literatures contributions.

Although this may or not be the case, one would argue that this paper is a potential source of ideas that managers of own labels could further exploit into marketing related ventures surrounding future own label strategies.  This one argues, due to the fact that although it may outline future suggestions for research/and strategy implementation.  It also reinforces the value of the determining factors that are responsible for making own label brands what they are today: A brand that is growing increasingly in market share, and a threat that national brand manufacturers can no longer ignore. 
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� Absolute Price Threshold: the range of prices that the consumer regards as acceptable, thus any price higher or lower than the upper and lower bounds, out of this range would be unacceptable to the consumer








� Price Premium: the maximum price the consumer will pay for a national brand over own label brand, expressed as a proportional price differential between national brand and own label brand.
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