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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

Nowadays, the marketplace is definitely characterized by increasing complexity 

and uncertainty which, in turns, shape the actions and behaviors of all the 

economic players involved in the business. And retailing is not an exception.  

As a consequence, the retailing industry moved from fragmented to highly 

concentrated sector due to the competitive pressure that forced the small firms to 

be absorbed by big groups in order to continue survive. On the demand side, 

besides, customers started to be more and more demanding with specific needs, 

tastes and preferences that required for more tailored solutions. 

In order to react to these challenges, to continuing being profitable and to 

manage the increasing uncertainty, retailers began to understand the value of 

customer relationship management. By building and strengthening the intangible 

marketing resources retailers could gain the “synergetic flexibility” to respond to 

continuously changing environments and move from a unilateral, instantaneous 

and discrete exchange typical of Transaction Marketing to a long-term bilateral 

relationship, that characterizes the Relationship Marketing approach. An accurate 

overview of the literature about relationship marketing in retailing shows that 

recently some changes are taking place even in the academic field. If most of the 

past studies referred to the impact of promotions and loyalty schemes as 

adequate tools for relationship development, some authors have begun to criticize 

them by highlighting their ineffectiveness (Noble and Philips, 2004), their short-

term orientation (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004), and by pointing out possible 

negative disadvantages such as price wars and attraction of wrong customers 

(Bucklin and Lattin, 1991). Moreover, these tools didn’t succeed in answering how 

customers develop loyalty to a particular store and how that loyalty can be 

maintained.  

In order to overcome these limits, the majority of the studies analyzing 

relationship building, store patronage and store loyalty drivers in retailing refer to 

constructs such as overall customer satisfaction (Sivadas and Baker-Prewitt, 

2000), overall quality (Bloemer et al., 1999; Sirohi et al., 1998; Sweeney et al., 
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1997), or store image (Nguyen and Leblanc, 2001; Thang and Tan, 2003). 

Nonetheless, a new stream of research is enlarging the traditional set of 

relationship builders, by introducing concepts such as trust and commitment 

whose relevance in fostering strong relationship has always been recognized in 

the literature (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; Johnson and Selnes, 2004; Morgan 

and Hunt, 1994), but rarely adapted to retailing.  

According to a pioneering study by Castaldo et al. (2007b) retail consumers 

typically develop multiple relationships within a supermarket retail environment 

and, therefore, three different levels of trust are identified: first, trust with the 

store; second,  trust with salespeople and third, since the authors focused on 

grocery markets, also trust with private labels. The innovative choice of 

introducing the third level concerning private labels arose from a previous 

research by Castaldo et al. (2007a) regarding the main antecedents and 

consequences of store trust building. The most interesting result concerned the 

role of private labels as an important store trust antecedent, rejecting the initial 

hypothesis of trust as a prerequisite for private labels purchase. As a 

consequence, private labels were introduced in the following paper mentioned 

above (2007b) as a strategic tool for retail trust building. 

The relevance of Private Labels (PLs), also known as store brands or retail brands, 

is recognized to a growing extent. Private labels have enjoyed increased success 

in recent years across different food and non-food categories (Semeijn et al., 

2004) and Europe shows its traditional dominance in terms of market share of PLs 

with an aggregated Private Label share of 23% in terms of value sales (AcNielsen,  

2005). Retailers have extended their brand names into a great variety of product 

and service categories. More specifically, apart from the more traditional product 

categories, retailers have begun to provide also services not related to the core 

business for two main reasons. First, by means of these services, retailers have 

the opportunity to establish mutually closer relationship (Barnes, 1997) with 

customers and move beyond the regular but essentially impersonal interactions 

they enjoy with their core operations. Second, such brand extensions have the 

capacity to shield retailers from downturns in market performance in their 
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traditional areas of activity (Alexander and Colgate, 2005). Among the most 

famous examples, Tesco, Marks and Spencer and Sainsbury provide financial 

services in UK, El Corte Inglés offers both financial and tour brokerage services in 

Spain and Portugal and Coop Italia provides financial services, travel agency and 

mobile service in the Italian market. 

Based on the results obtained by Castaldo et al. (2007a, 2007b), the purpose of 

this study is to deeply explore the relationship between private labels and trust 

and to identify possible positive spill-over in terms of consumer behavioral 

consequences. A multi-relational perspective that considers three different levels 

of trust is adopted. If trust in private labels and trust in the store were already 

been investigated, a new level of trust have been conceptualized as the 

consequence of the previous two, that is trust in the retail company. Moreover, a 

comparison between private labels and services delivered by the retailer will be 

conducted with the main objective to discover if a difference exists in their 

relationship with the levels of trust. In order to accomplish this goal and to 

contribute to the literature on retail marketing, a theoretical framework that links 

overall satisfaction, trust, loyalty behavioral intentions and new brand extension 

acceptance will be developed.  

The research is organized as follows. It starts with the definition of private labels, 

their typologies and the main advantages that a retailer can obtain by selling 

them.  An overview about the main contribution in the literature related to trust 

and brand trust follows, together with a paragraph dedicated to trust in service 

marketing. The following chapter is dedicated to a clear definition of the research 

questions, and thus, the theoretical model is developed and related hypothesis 

identified. Besides, the empirical analysis is introduced through the research 

design and data collection. Results for both private labels and retail branded 

services are presented in the next section and, lastly, discussion of the 

implications of the study, its limitation and suggestion for future research are 

provided.  
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CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 The retailer as a brand: the relevant contribution of Private Labels 

 

Branding has become a major strategic parameter in the minds of decision-

makers not only in manufacturing business, but also in service business including 

retailing (De Chernatony and Riley, 1998) demonstrating that branding is 

applicable not only to tangible purchases but also to intangible ones, such as 

services. The rise of the retailer as a brand is considered as one of the most 

important trends in retailing (Grewal et al., 2004) and confirmed by the fact that 

today some of the most successful corporate brands in the world are retail 

brands, as a result of the large investments they make to build brand image and 

brand equity. Regarding brand image, a special issue of Journal of Retailing 

(2004), dedicated to Retail branding and Customer Loyalty, proposes an 

interesting framework by Grewal et al. (2004) about corporate image in the retail 

context, which was defined as a combination of the store as a brand, the 

selection of manufacturer brands offered by the store, and retail brands.  

Thus, Berry (1996) points out that brand equity in service (as the author argued 

retailing to be) is mostly created through the sum of customer’s experiences with 

the brand and Burt and Sparks (2000) also assert that retailers are aiming to offer 

“added value” through a variety of activities and services rather than simply 

selling manufacturers’ products within their store.  

As introduced before, retailers create their brand images in different ways: for 

example, by attaching unique associations to the quality of their service, their 

product assortment and merchandising, pricing and credit policies, etc. Following 

the American Marketing association’s definition of a brand, a retail brand identifies 

the good and services of a retailer and differentiates them from those of 

competitors and the image of the retailer in consumer’s minds is the basis of this 

brand equity.  

According to Lindquist (1974) and Marzusky and Jacoby (1986), retail image is 

characterized by these elements:  
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Location:  despite store location and the distance that the consumer must travel 

to shop have always been considered a basic criterion in the store choice 

decision, today, suburban sprawl, greater driving distances, new warehouse retail 

formats often located in large spaces far away from residential areas and online 

retailing have made location somewhat less central as a store choice criterion 

(Ailawadi and Keller, 2004). Nevertheless, it is not argued that location is 

irrelevant, but, that consumer’s store choice may depend on the nature of the 

trip. In fact, for small basket, fill-in trips it’s very unusual to choose distant or 

inconvenient locations (Bell et al, 1998). 

 

Store atmosphere: Different elements of a retailer’s in-store environment like 

colour, music or crowding can influence consumer’s perceptions of a store’s 

atmosphere and therefore be critical variables in decision as whether or not visit 

and shop in a store, how much time and money to spend in it (Ailawadi and 

Keller, 2004). More specifically, Baker et al. (2002), after an accurate review of 

the concerning literature, classified the elements of in-store atmosphere in three 

main groups: physical features such as design, lightning, layout; ambient features 

such as music and smell, and lastly, social features like type of clientele, 

employee availability and friendliness. Another important contribution with 

regards to this topic derives from Davies (1992), who highlighted the concept that 

when shopping in a specific retailer store, people certainly exchange time without 

necessarily exchange money. Therefore, retailers develop “branded experiences” 

and allow customers to interact, learn and experience the values of the brand 

through in-store design features and staff service.  

 

Price and promotions:  From the vast literature on pricing, Ailawadi and Keller 

(2004) suggest three main areas of relevance to consumer’s image and choice of 

retailers. First, they focus on the store price perceptions: a retailer’s price image 

should be influenced by attributes like average level of prices, how much variation 

there is in prices over time, the frequencies and depth of promotions, and 

whether the retailer positions itself as EDLP (Every Day Low Price) of HILO (High-
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Low promotional pricing). Second, the authors distinguish between EDLP and 

HILO as variables that influence consumer’s store choice and shopping 

behaviours. Third, the authors focused on the research area that associates price 

promotions with store switching: in this specific case, an indirect effect takes 

place by altering consumers’ category purchase decisions while they are in the 

store rather than altering their choice of which store to visit.  

 

Assortment: Regarding the product assortment, a beforehand distinction has to 

be done between cross-category assortment and within-category assortment. In 

the first case, consumer’s perception about the range of products and services 

delivered by a store significantly influence store image. The benefits of a wide 

assortment follow. First, the greater the breadth of product assortment, the 

greater the range of different situations in which the retailer is recalled and 

considered by the consumer, therefore enhancing its salience. Second, today’s 

time constrained consumer indirectly put pressure on retailers to enlarge their 

assortments, in order to better satisfy customers’ needs in their one-stop 

shopping trip. Third, since consumers’ more frequently shop at more than one 

store and since unplanned purchase comprise a significant portions’ of consumers’ 

total shopping basket, it can happen that they purchase a product at a store that 

they are visiting even though they have planned to buy it in another store, and 

this thanks to the in-store assortment and marketing mix activities. Concerning 

within-category assortment, as the perceived assortment of brands, flavours, and 

size increase, variety seeking consumers will perceive greater utility (Kahn and 

Wansink, 2004; McAlister and Pessemier 1982), consumers with uncertain future 

preferences will believe that they have more flexibility in their choices (Kahn and 

Lehmann, 1991), and lastly, it is more likely that consumers will find the item they 

desire.  

 

In addition to the elements described above but, indeed, linked to assortment, a 

more traditional view to identify the retailer as a brand consists in private labels. 

Recent developments, which have seen the major grocery chains extend their 
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brand names into product and service markets beyond the core product offer, 

provide further confirmation of the central role that retail brands now play within 

corporate strategy per se. More specifically, several authors argue that private 

labels play an important role in retail branding strategy, contributing themselves 

to the customer’s experience, reinforcing the retailers name both on the store 

shelves and in consumers’ home, and increasing the equity of their own corporate 

brand. Particularly, when private labels include store name or logo in the brand or 

on the package, can be viewed as an extension of the brand name of the store 

itself representing an extensive and highly complex umbrella branding strategy.  

 

To develop a better understanding about what private labels are and how they 

have developed over time, a definition of these products and a description of the 

different generations are provided in the following pages.  

 

An accurate overview of the international literature concerning retail marketing 

shows that several attempts have been made in order to search for a common 

definition for “private label”1 (Schutte, 1969; Morris, 1979; Martell, 1986; de 

Chernatony and McWilliam, 1988). In particular, as a base definition, that 

provided by Morris (1979, p.59) is the most often cited and follows: 

 

“consumer products produced by or on behalf of, distributors and sold under the 

distributor's own name or trademark through the distributor's own outlet.” 

 

                                                             

1 The international literature of retail marketing proposes several synonymous with private labels 
and no unanimous decision about how they should be called has been taken. Some papers in fact 
introduce these products by saying “store brands, also known as private labels or retail brands” 
(Labeaga et al., 2007), some others define them as “store or retailer brands” (De Wulf et al, 
2005), “own-labels or private labels” (Burt and Sparks, 2002), “private labels or store brands” 
(Hoch and Banerji, 1993; Jin and Suh, 2005; Batra and Sinha, 2000), Finally, some authors simply 
introduce them as “private labels“  (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004; Vahie and Paswan, 2006; Burton et 
al., 1998; DelVecchio, 2001); “retailer brands” (Grunert et al. 2006); “retail brands” (Burt, 2000) 
and “store brands” (Semeijn et al., 2004; Martenson, 2007; Mieres et al., 2005, Juhl et al., 2006).  
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Despite its simplicity, three main aspects of retail brand development emerge: the 

process of retail brand production, the labelling of the product range and the 

unique availability of the product. More specifically, first, we are considering 

products that are directly produced by the retailer, or most of the time, by a 

manufacturer that works “on behalf” of distributors2; second, two different 

possibilities of labels3, own name or own trademark, are taken into consideration; 

third, it is highlighted the linkage between private labels and retailer image as a 

direct consequence of the exclusive presence of these products in retailers’ store.  

Albeit Morris’ contribution can be useful as a first approach to the topic, it has 

been considered too general and wide to allow a unitary description for all 

different existing private label types. Therefore, an insight about the historical 

evolution of retailer branding is recommended in order to develop a better 

understanding about how private label offer has evolved over time.                                               

Several authors have contributed by suggesting their own classification of private 

labels (Kumar and Steenkamp, 2007; Fornari, 2007; Burt and Sparks, 2002; 

Dawson, 2001; Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994; Carmignano, 1993). Developing 

the branding strategy represents a complex activity that retailers use to carry out 

gradually through incremental steps following a typical life cycle. This is the main 

reason why most of the authors, aiming at classifying private labels, follow a 

generation-based approach, thus, analysing the phenomenon evolution using 

dynamic models (Dawson, 2001; Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994). According to 

Burt and Sparks (2002) and  Laaksonen and Reynolds (1994) it is possible to 

distinguish between four generations of private labels (see Table 2.1) that differ 

with respect to product characteristics, production technology input, market 

position and consumer motivation. Initially, private labels were introduced as low-

priced alternatives to national brands, but over time private labels came to 

                                                             

2 Usually, this role is played by small-medium firms that, just to achieve the final market, are willing to 
renounce  their own  brand identity by manufacturing  products that will be commercialized under the retailer 
name or  trademark.  
3 In this respect, some Authors generically identify private labels as products sold by the retailer who directly 
guarantees the qualitative standards (Cristini, 1992). 
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compete on a more equal footing with national brands in terms of product quality 

and price.  

 

The first generation of private labels is considered a tactical phase with the main 

goal of increasing retailer’s margins providing a choice in pricing that is 20% or 

more below the brand leader. Sold without a name, they are normally presented 

with anonymous packaging with only a generic label that describes the product 

inside and, for this reason, they are called generics. Thus, direct involvement with 

the retailer is reduced. The product positioning is characterized by lower quality 

and inferior image compared to manufacturer brands. If convenience is the 

principal factor that drives generics existence in the retailer’s assortment, the 

categories that better fit with this strategy are commodities, where innovation 

contents are reduced and where consumer behaviour is oriented to 

standardization. 

 

The second generation is so-called own-label products sold under a retailer-

owned brand. In this step the retailer’s goal is to overcome the limits of the 

previous period. Particularly, using a “fantasy label” can be interpreted as a first 

attempt to improve retailer’s assortment identity while keeping the anonymity. 

The reason that lies behind this choice is the medium quality provided that is still 

perceived as lower than leading national brands. However, despite in this 

circumstance we are considering mature market both for technology innovation 

and consumer habits, market shares start to be significant. As a consequence, 

private label in this generation is not only a way to improve margins, but also an 

important tool to reduce retailer’s dependency from manufacturers increasing 

vertical competition in the supply chain and inter-brand competition on the 

shelves. 

 

The third generation, called copycat brands, is supported own brands, me-too 

copies with quality and image comparable to brand leaders. In this phase the 

retailer, through a better control of its supplier’s manufacturing processes, can 
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guarantees the quality standard of its products. Consequently, the retailer allows 

a stronger association between the product and its name. Offering value for 

money goods is important because it enhances category margins. Moreover, 

expanding the products assortment and building retailer’s image among 

consumers strengthen the perception of differentiation among retailers. In fact, 

incrementing the range of private label with respect to depth and visibility reduces 

overlaps among retailers’ supply and brand leaders’ power. As far as concern 

positioning, the third generation still misses own brand identity: me-too packaging 

and price chosen on competitive dynamics demonstrate the imitative soul of this 

private labels.  

 

The fourth generation is extended own brands whose quality and image are equal 

to or better than the brand leader. Private labels management is now strategically 

aware and it aims at building and sustaining a unique brand identity across all 

categories. Only the most developed international retailers have been able to 

achieve this step changing the way in which approaching private label. In fact, it 

means to switch from a “passive-imitative” logic to a quality-based “proactive” 

approach. Private label brand happen to be a loyalty driver, since the retailer 

offers to consumers innovative products that can directly replaceable brand 

leaders goods. Achieving the fourth generation means to consider store brands as 

one of the key driver to build retailer’s image and, to achieve this goal, several 

investments are required. For instance, packaging (including layout, graphics and 

information text) can contribute to a different positioning with respect to brand 

leader. Moreover, the assortment can be extended covering even niche market 

and less performing items can be replaced. It is also argued that in cases where 

extension is strongly innovation-based and private labels occupy an empty area, 

they can even generate a new market (Lugli, 2003).  

A summary of the typologies of retail brand described above is outlined next.
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      1st Generation      2nd Generation       3rd Generation      4th Generation 

Type of 
Brand 

Generic; No name; Brand 
free; Unbranded  

Own label 
 

Supported own Brand Extended retailer brand  
i.e. segmented own brands 

Strategy Generics Low price copy Me-too copy of major brands Value-added 

Objective Increase margins  
Provide choice  in pricing 

Increase margins  
Reduce manufacturers’ power 
by setting the entry price  
Provide better value product 
(quality/price) 

Enhance category margins 
Expand product assortment 
i.e. customer choice  
Build retailer’s image among 
consumers  

Increase and retain the customer 
base   
Enhance category margins  
Improve image further 
Differentiation 

Product Basic and functional products Staple or basic lines with a 
large volume 

Big category products  
Major sale items 

Image-forming product groups 
Large number of products with small 
volume (niche) 

Technology Simple production process 
and basic technology lagging 
behind market leaders 

Technology still lagging 
behind market leaders 

Close to the brand leader Innovative technology and process 

Quality/ 
image 

Lower quality and inferior 
image compared to the 
manufacturers’ brand 

Medium quality but still 
perceived as lower than 
leading manufacturers’ 
brands 
Secondary brand alongside 
the leading manufacturer’s 
brand  
 

Comparable with the brand  
Leader 

Same or better than brand leader 
Innovative and different products 
from brand leaders 

Price 
proposition 

20% or more below the 
brand leader 

10-20% below 5-10% below Equal or higher than known brand 

 
Consumers’ 

motivation 
to buy 

 
Price is the main criterion for 
buying 

 
Price is still important 

 
Both quality and price 
i.e value for money 

 
Better and unique products 

Table (2.1) A Typology of Retail Brands (Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994).  
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2.2 Main Advantages for the Retailer of selling Private labels  

 

Brand assortment has become particularly important in the last decade as a tool 

for retailers to influence their image and develop their own brand name. Most 

retailer sell national brands, but increasingly as said before, they also offer private 

label products. Several advantages regarding selling private labels have been 

mentioned by the literature (Cole, 1955; Morse, 1976; Myers, 1976; Davis Coe, 

1971; Laaksonen and Reynolds, 1994; Richardson et al., 1996; Steenkamp  and 

Dekimpe, 1997; Burt, 2000; Fornari, 2007). 

 

The first advantage is represented by increasing store margins4 (Fitzell, 1992; 

Ailawadi and Harlam, 2004) obtained thanks to economies of cost. First, retailers 

can generally buy at favourable prices because their suppliers, that indeed 

manufacture the product, by renouncing their brand identity, cannot play a 

relevant bargaining power. Moreover, marketing expenditures are considerably 

reduced since private labels positioning is directly guaranteed by the retailer’s 

brand.  Second, despite private labels price is usually inferior with respect to 

national brands, this gap is smaller than the advantages of costs obtained by the 

retailer. The monopoly exercised, as a result of the exclusive presence of private 

labels in retailers’ store, decreases possible comparison and, consequently, the 

elasticity of demand regarding price.  

 

The second advantage concerns the increasing bargaining power with respect to 

manufacturers, which now have to face not only the traditional horizontal 

competition but also a vertical one. As a result, competition between national 

brands and private labels arise aiming at conquering of the same consumer. 

Moreover, in categories where private label market share is relevant retailers start 

to be more independent from national brands, increasing the replaceability and 

                                                             

4 In fact, differently from national brands, the presence of private labels in retail assortment is justified not 
because of the economic performance of the single item, but, on the contrary, they are seen as an overall 
contribution of the general store performance (Cristini, 1992).   
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obliging manufacturers to increase trade marketing investments to maintain the 

status quo5. In conclusion, private labels can be introduced in different categories 

replacing those national brands that show low performance and low rotation rate. 

In this way, retailers can maintain the adequate variety and at the same time they 

simplify the offer being coherent with the consumers’ request of essentiality. 

 

Thirdly, private labels are an opportunity to differentiate a chain from other 

retailer and to build store image. The fundamental requirement for a 

differentiation strategy is a strong relationship between store and store brand 

image (Juhl et al., 2006). Since private labels take advantage from an exclusive 

distribution in the retailer’s store, this leads to reduced assortment overlapping 

among different retailers. Therefore, a couple of main outcomes are observed: 

reduced competition among retailers, since private labels offered by each retailer 

are not directly replaceable, and reduced importance to price promotion with 

more attention for quality.  

 

The last advantage is regarding loyalty (Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995; Corstjens 

and Lal, 2000). By offering exclusive products, relationships of trust between 

retailer and customer are reinforced since the latter will develop the same feeling 

towards the products and retailer’s brand. On one side, retailer’s brand 

guarantees about the quality of private label products and gives information about 

their features, on the other side if the customer purchase private labels and is 

satisfied, a general feeling of satisfaction is conveyed to the retailer brand, and 

then to the store, implementing the store loyalty (Fornari, 2007). For all these 

reasons retailers consistently invest in the development of private labels aiming at 

increasing their ranges at almost every product class.  

 
                                                             

5 Several studies have demonstrated that even if these investments can slacken the increasing power of 
private labels, they can be dangerous in the long-term leading the manufacturer to a “spiral of decline”. In 
fact, too much expenditure in trade marketing can drastically change the traditional investments mix, 
sacrificing the budget traditionally dedicated to consumer marketing (innovation and communication). 
Consequently, it implies a reduction of brand equity and brand loyalty and the exclusion in the long-term of 
the product form the store assortment, despite the huge investment in trade marketing (Fornari, 2000).  
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Moving from this overview of the main advantages a retailer could gain by selling 

private labels and from the results obtained by Castaldo et al. (2007a), we will 

take into consideration the hypothesis to enlarge this set of advantages, by 

testing the contribution of private labels to building retail trust.  

The next section presents the theoretical background that is relevant to define a 

first approach to the model depiction. Three topics will be covered: first, the 

importance of trust in building long term relationship and the reason why 

Relationship Marketing replaced Transactional Marketing; second, an overview of 

the main contributions in the literature about trust and, the more recent, brand 

trust; third, the relevance of trust in service marketing.   

 

 
2.3 Relationship Marketing: the relevance of trust in building long term 

relationship 
 
Relationship marketing has established itself as an underlying paradigm in 

modern industrial and service marketing and its importance is recognized to a 

growing extent. Until 1960s for many academics the most commonly accepted 

view of marketing was that one offered by the American Marketing Association: 

“Marketing is the process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, 

promotion, and distribution of ideas, goods and services to create exchanges that 

satisfy individual and organizational objectives” (AMA, 1985, p.1) and transaction 

marketing proved very successful. Interactions that took place in the market place 

were just regarded as single and discrete transactions, with “distinct beginning, 

short duration and sharp ending by performance” (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh, 1987, 

p.13). Therefore, no relationship between the parts involved was considered but a 

mere exchange of economic value towards an on-the-spot transaction and this 

was especially true for those taking place between the firm and its customer, in 

which the company was only committed to selling goods and receiving money in 

return of them.  However, since 1980s and certainly during the nineties, 

academics have been questioning this approach to marketing (Grönross, 1994; 

Gummesson, 1987; Hakansson, 1982; Webster, 1992) and companies began to 
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move from a short-term transaction oriented goal to a long-term relationship 

building goal (Kotler, 1992). Besides, in the same years, the appearance of the 

customer-based brand equity theory in the literature, contributed by putting the 

customer at the centre of creation of brand equity and, in turn, of economic value 

for the company. More specifically, since managers and researches began 

realising that a loyal customer, that sticks to the brand in the long term, is much 

more profitable than sporadic one, their attention turned towards indicators like 

customer rate of retention with the specific intent to measure not only the rate of 

attraction of new customers but also the ability of the firm to keep the customer 

faithful in the long term. Several authors gave their contribution by saying that it 

could be up to ten times more expensive to win a customer than to retain one 

and the cost of bringing a new customer to the same level of profitability as the 

lost one was up to 16 times more (Peppers and Rogers, 1993; Rosenberg and 

Czepiel, 1984). Moreover it was proved that existing satisfied customer could 

make up about two-thirds of the volume for an average business (Vavra, 1992). 

As a consequence, the concept of Relationship Marketing replaced Transaction 

Marketing because, for the reasons mentioned before, marketers no longer 

wanted to merely satisfy the customers, but they sought relationship with them. 

In general terms, Berry (1983) viewed relationship marketing as a strategy to 

attract, maintain and enhance customer relationships. According to Grönroos 

(1990, p.138), the aim of relationship marketing is “to establish, maintain, and 

enhance relationships with customers and other partners, at a profit, so that the 

objectives of the parties involved are met. This is achieved by a mutual exchange 

and fulfilment of promises”. Rapp and Collins (1990) suggest, similarly, that its 

goals are to create and maintain lasting relationships between the firm and its 

customers that are rewarding for both sides. This is achieved by a mutual 

symbiosis and fulfilment of promises (Ndubisi 2003).  

In recent years, experts started exploring new means for building a close 

consumer-firm relationship in this environment of uncertainty and distrust, where 

the risk perceived is very high and the most recent researches came up with a 

relatively new concept in management, that of brand trust, which emerged as the 
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ultimate answer to all the issue marketing is facing. Building a relationship based 

on trust is becoming of vital importance, since it represents a mean to reduce the 

uncertainty in an environment in which consumers feel especially vulnerable 

(Chauduri and Holbrook, 2001), and stabilizes the expectations that people have 

of the counterpart (Child, 2001). Moreover, trust was theorized by many authors 

as the only basis on which a relationship could be formed, vital for any of them, 

business or otherwise (Child, 2001). As Berry (1996, p. 42) asserts, trust is 

perhaps “the single most powerful relationship marketing tool available to a 

company”. Besides, Spekman (1988) pointed out that trust is the “cornerstone” of 

long-term relationships.  

Furthermore, some empirical studies have attempted to escape the restrictions of 

the consolidated view of the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty: for 

example Reichheld (1996) coined the expression “satisfaction trap” to indicate 

that satisfaction doesn’t guarantee customer loyalty and therefore “satisfaction is 

not enough” and Deming (1986, p. 141) was among the first to state that "It will 

not suffice to have customers that are merely satisfied." More recently, Jones and 

Sasser (1995, p. 91) commented that "merely satisfying customers that have the 

freedom to make choices is not enough to keep them loyal" and besides Stewart 

(1997, p.112), suggested that the assumption that "satisfaction and loyalty move 

in tandem" is simply incorrect. As a matter of fact, a research by Bain & co. in the 

USA has demonstrated that high percentages of satisfied consumers don’t stick to 

the same brand in the following purchase (Castaldo, 2002). 

 

2.4 Trust and Brand Trust: a literature overview 

 

Moving from these considerations, we’ll now focus our attention on some 

theoretical models that are relevant hint for the development of our model.   

Some studies (Busacca and Castaldo, 1996, Busacca, 2000; Singh and 

Sirdeshmukh, 2000; Castaldo and Cillo, 2000; Chauduri and Holbrook, 2001; 

Delgado and Munuera, 2005) have demonstrated that trust is the main cognitive 

antecedent of customer loyalty, proposing specific approaches to customer 
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relationship management (Costabile, 2001) and loyalty and trust management 

(Castaldo and Cillo, 2000).  

 

Among these contributions, that mainly focus on the relationship between trust 

and loyalty, we’d like to take into consideration “the dynamic model of customer 

loyalty” proposed by Costabile (2001) that, instead, enlarge the spectrum of the 

analysis by identifying satisfaction as antecedent of trust.   

 

Figure 2.1 The Dynamic Model of Customer Loyalty  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regarding the first step, that describes the relationship between satisfaction and 

trust, Costabile (2001) moves from the idea that a purchase decision is usually 

based on expectations about value, thus on the perception that the company, the 

product or the brand, can offer the researched benefits better than competitors. 

Then, as several studies about customer satisfaction have demonstrated, from the 

alignment between expected and perceived value, that follows the purchase and 

the consumption experience, derives the perception of satisfaction. It is argued 

Source: Costabile, 2001, p.132 
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that it’s from this stage that officially starts the post-purchase evaluation process 

and therefore begins the relationship life cycle. Costabile (2001) argues that when 

consumers have experienced a series of positive economic interactions with a 

brand or company, achieving a high level of satisfaction, they could develop 

positive expectancies about future interactions, thus developing a certain degree 

of trust in the brand or the company. In fact, every perception about satisfaction 

represents a “flow” between the customer and the company that, consciously or 

not, build up a feeling of trust defined like the prejudice about the ability of the 

company to offer a value which is coherent with the customer’s expectations.  

It’s possible to argue then that the concepts of satisfaction and trust can be 

similar in the sense that they represent some overall evaluation, feeling or 

attitude about the other party in the relationship. However, at this respect and in 

line with Ravald and Gronroos (1996), trust is proposed as an aggregate 

evaluation at some higher level than satisfaction and satisfaction itself is 

considered as an important source of trust (Selnes, 1998). In fact, moving from 

the definition of trust that is a “generalized expectancy” of how the other party 

will behave in the future (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Moorman et al. 1993; 

Morgan and Hunt, 1994), we can define the relationship between the two 

construct by saying that this generalized expectancy derives from past 

experiences or episodes within the relationship and particularly from the 

confirmation/disconfirmation of previous expectations. Similarly, in the context of 

brand trust it is pointed out that “the consumption experience is the more 

relevant and important source of brand trust (…) and in this sense it’s possible to 

postulate that overall satisfaction, as a general evaluation of this consumption 

experience, generates brand trust (Ganesan, 1994; Selnes, 1998)” (Delgado-

Ballester and Munuera-Aleman, 2001).  

On a more empirical perspective, even though the relationship between these two 

concepts has not been so widely investigated in the literature, some authors have 

found satisfaction to be an antecedent of trust regardless the field of analysis: as 

an example, Geyskens et al. (1999) in channel marketing, Bloemer and 

Oderkerken-Schroeder (2002) in retail settings, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-
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Aleman (2001) in the context of brand trust  as well as Singh and Sirdeshmukh 

(2000) in services.  

 

Concerning the second and the third steps, which refer to the evolution of the 

relationship from trust to behavioral loyalty and from the latter to cognitive 

loyalty, Costabile points out that, an increase in trust towards the company or the 

product drives to a more likely re-purchase. This phenomenon is interpreted in 

light of the role of trust as probability that the expected value will be aligned with 

the perceived one. Moreover, trust will influence the customer perception about 

transaction costs and switching costs, decreasing the first and increasing the 

second. Particularly, in order to develop the relationship and to move from the 

second to the third step, it’s important for the customer to evaluate the 

experienced value obtained by the product consumption and to compare the 

product itself with other alternatives sold in the market (Iacobucci e Zerrillo, 

1996): in order to accomplish this evaluation, the customer usually bases his 

decision on the monadic value, thus on the difference between gained benefits 

and incurred costs. If the outcome of this comparative phase demonstrates that 

the company or the product, towards which has been adopted a repurchase 

behavior, continues to offer positive value over the time and compared to other 

offers, then, the customer would move from behavioral loyalty to cognitive one.  

In the step of cognitive loyalty, given the strong belief in the ability of the 

company to maintain this added value in the future and against its competitors, it 

is reinforced the sense of self-esteem of the customer in being able to make the 

best choice among the alternatives. The purchases of a customer who reaches 

the third step will guarantee an increase in the length of the relationship and this 

will produce significant effect in an economic perspective (Busacca and Costabile, 

1995). However, cognitive loyalty does not represent the highest level that the 

relationship customer-company can reach. In fact, after a certain time of cognitive 

loyalty, the customer’s knowledge about the company/the product and the 

increasing self-trust in taking correct purchase decision, will determine the arise 

of a second evaluation phase about the equity of the exchange, in which the 
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dyadic value will be taken into consideration comparing the historical value 

obtained by the company/product with the perception of value that the customer 

through its repetitive purchases has generated for the company.  One again, if 

the outcome of this comparison is a perception of equity which means that the 

exchange is considered fair and the value offered is considered correct, then it’s 

time to move from the cognitive loyalty to the optimal step which is loyalty.  

 

The last step refers to loyalty and represents the final goal that all the companies 

should aim to achieve. At this last stage, the relationship between the loyal 

customer and the company is not only characterized by behavioral and cognitive 

loyalty but it’s also based on a belief of equity, that on a reciprocity basis, will 

develop cooperative and fair behaviors. Coherently with this approach, other 

authors have pointed out that customer loyalty towards a brand is manifested 

only in those situations where the co-presence of the behavioral dimension, 

represented by the repeated purchase, and the cognitive one, that consists in a 

positive and favorable image of the brand/firm in consumer’s mind and includes a 

degree of dispositional commitment in terms of some unique value associated 

with the brand, is verified6. Moreover, customer loyalty appears when a 

                                                             

6 Loyalty has been further qualified in many dimensions and typologies. For completeness reason, we 

proposed one of the most famous one, which is based on different phases of purchasing process. Oliver’s 

(1999) framework follows a cognition-affect-conation pattern and identifies four different kind of loyalty: 

 

- Cognitive loyalty: in the first loyalty phase, the brand attribute information available to the consumer 

indicates that one brand is preferable to its alternatives. Cognition can be based on prior knowledge or on 

recent experience-based information. Loyalty at this phase is directed toward the brand because of this 

"information" – attribute performance levels such as price, features and benefits. Therefore, this loyalty owns 

a shallow nature.  

- Affective Loyalty: at the second phase of loyalty development, a liking or attitude toward the brand has 

developed on the basis of cumulatively satisfying usage occasions. The brand loyalty exhibited is directed at 

the degree of affect (liking) for the brand. 

- Conative Loyalty: this phase is influenced by repeated episodes of positive affect toward the brand. 

Conation, by definition, implies a brand-specific commitment to repurchase. Conative loyalty, then, is a loyalty 

state that contains what, at first, appears to be the deeply held commitment to buy noted in the loyalty 
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systematic choice of the same product/brand is driven by a specific consumer’s 

act of will, based on a clear hierarchy of preferences and strong attitude for a 

single alternative (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978; Busacca, 1990; Busacca and 

Castaldo, 1996). 

 

After this overview about trust and its relationship with the other constructs, it’s 

important to introduce a more specific concept that is “brand trust”: the reason 

that calls for an in-depth analysis relies in the special purpose of our study, 

related to private label products and their contribution on retail trust. When 

considering trust in private labels, particularly because we’ll take into 

considerations products and services that clearly show the retail brands, in fact, 

we are indirectly considering the concept of brand trust, seen as a feeling of 

security held by the customer that the brand will meet his/her consumption 

expectations.  

 

The first definition belongs to Chauduri and Holbrook (2001, p.82) who stated 

that brand trust is “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability 

of the brand to perform its stated function”.  Three years later, Delgado and 

Munuera (2004, p. 574), defined trust in brand domain as “the confident 

expectations of the brand’s reliability and intentions in situations entailing risk to 

the consumer”. More specifically, these two authors have dedicated special deal 

of attention to this topic contributing to the brand literature with a 

conceptualization and measurement of brand trust. Starting from the point that it 

                                                                                                                                                                                       

definition. However, this commitment is to the intention to rebuy the brand thus, being more similar to 

motivation. In effect, this desire may be an anticipated but unrealized action. 

- Behavioral loyalty: In the action control sequence, the motivated intention in the previous loyalty state is 

transformed into readiness to act, thus assuming a behavioral dimension, accompanied by an additional 

desire to overcome obstacles that might prevent the act. Action is perceived as a necessary result of 

engaging both these states. If this engagement is repeated, an action of inertia develops, thereby facilitating 

repurchase. 
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is a feeling of security held by the customer that the brand will meet his/her 

consumption expectations, two general dimensions have been identified:  

 

� Brand reliability. Based on the extent to which the consumer believes that 

the brand accomplishes its value promise, trust based on brand reliability 

represents a set of attributions with a technical or competence-based 

nature. Therefore, brand reliability is essential for trusting in a brand 

because the accomplishment of the promise that the brand represents to 

the market leads the consumer to be confident about the occurrence of 

future satisfaction. In other words, underlying this dimension there is a 

sense of predictability that the brand satisfies the individuals’ needs in 

consistently positive ways. Consequently, the consumer develops a positive 

brand attitude which becomes central to the repurchase decision in 

relational exchange (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). 

 

� Brand intentions. Based on the extent to which the consumer believes that 

the brand would hold consumers’ interests ahead of its self-interest when 

unexpected problems with the consumption of the product arise, brand 

intentions reflect an emotional security on the part of the individuals. It 

describes the aspect of a belief that goes beyond the available evidence to 

make individuals feel that the brand’s behaviour is guided or motivated by 

favorable and positive intentions towards their welfare and interests, 

despite future problematic situations with the consumption of the product 

(Andaleeb, 1992). Convictions of this nature are thus held and acted on in 

the present with the confident expectation that future events will prove 

them to be correct. Then, it is concerned with the belief that the brand is 

not going to take advantage of the consumer’s vulnerability. 

 

The same conceptualization of brand trust was used by the same authors in 2005 

to analyze the importance of brand trust in the development of brand equity and 

to examine the relationship network in which brand trust is embedded (Fig.2.2). 
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Data are based on a survey conducted on customers of two categories of mass-

market product: shampoo and beer. Findings reveal that brand trust is rooted in 

the result of past experience with the brand and therefore derives from overall 

satisfaction with the product; subsequently brand trust is positively associated 

with brand loyalty, which in turn maintains a positive relationship with brand 

equity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Among the first authors to propose an empirical model to test the relevance of 

trust in consumer-company relationships were Morgan and Hunt (1994), who 

theorized that successful relationship marketing requires relationship 

commitment, which is in turn enabled by the presence of trust. Both these 

mediating variables leads to consumer behaviours such as higher degree of 

cooperation, less propensity to leave and other benefits, which improve the 
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Figure 2.2 Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Brand Equity  

 

Source: Delgado and Munuera, 2005, p. 191 
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economic results of the firm. The empirical testing of this model, confirmed the 

mediating role of trust in improving marketing relationship. 

Other important contributions regarding the development of the link between 

trust and loyalty derives from Chauduri and Holbrook (2001) and Sirdeshmuk, 

Sigh and Sabol (2002). They provided empirical evidence of the relationship 

between intangible consumer-based resources, namely trust and loyalty, and the 

firm’s competitive performance. Particularly, Chauduri et al (2001), examined two 

aspects of brand loyalty (purchase and attitudinal loyalty) as linking variables in 

the chain of effects from brand trust and brand affect to brand performance 

(defined by its dimensions of market share and relative price). This was the first 

time that the concept of brand trust was specifically mentioned and defined, as 

we showed above. Their findings proved that brand trust and brand affect 

combine to determine purchase and attitudinal loyalty, which in turn affect 

respectively market share and relative price of the brand (Fig. 2.3). 

 

Figure 2.3 Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Brand Performance 
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Hess and Story (2005), furthermore, proposed a model in which relationship 

commitment is the main antecedent of positive economic outcomes for the firm, 

and is in turn driven by trust and satisfaction; the result of their study confirms 

the notable impact of trust in positively influencing customer-branded 

relationship. 

Last but not least, many contributions derive from Italian theorists, who applied 

various models to a variety of business relationship and included trust and /or 

brand trust as a fundamental variable. One of the most important contributions 

has been provided by Busacca and Castaldo (2003) with their Brand Trust Model 

(Fig. 2.4). In their study, the concept of brand trust was seen as a mediating 

variable between the quality of Brand Knowledge, represented by brand 

awareness and brand association, and Consumer Response, which consists in 

brand loyalty, brand extension, premium price and knowledge sharing. More 

specifically, by applying the concept that trust evolves over time from calculus-

based, to knowledge-based and finally value-based, the model studied the specific 

relationships between the two constructs of Brand Knowledge and the three levels 

of trust.  
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Large part of the models proposed above used the analysis technique of 

Structural Equation Models (SEM), in order to assess both the antecedents of trust 

and its consequences at the same time. SEM, despite being quite a complex 

analytical technique, provide a strong basis for obtaining significant results, by 

taking into consideration a high number of dependence paths at the same time. 

Therefore, in the third chapter we’ll provide a theoretical model that will be tested 

through the help of SEM, by considering most of the researches and findings 

presented in these paragraphs and by adapting some of the concepts already 

tested in other contexts to private label products.  

  

2.5 Trust in Service Marketing 

  

Finally, given that our empirical analysis will take into consideration also services 

provided by the retailer, we have decided to dedicate a specific paragraph to trust 

in service marketing. The importance of trust in service environments, like 

retailing, has been pointed out by Berry (1996, p.42) who states that “the 

inherent nature of services (…) positions trust as perhaps the single most 

powerful relationship marketing tool available to a company”. By saying “inherent 

nature” he refers to the good’s immateriality which forms the basis of the 

uncertainty that permeates the whole selection process. Technically, service is 

considered an experience good (Nelson, 1970) since before purchasing, the 

service buyer cannot gain sure information on the qualitative level of the offer. As 

a result, it is argued that the relationship between the company and the market, 

when exists, is necessarily regulated by trust. According to Grönross (1994), two 

of the main elements that guarantee an adequate perceived quality to the 

customer are reliability and trust, defined as “the firm’s capability to face any 

unforeseen situation occurring during a service performance, satisfy the 

customer’s needs and fulfil the firm’s promises”.  

Crosby et al. (1990) pointed out that relationship quality was the most important 

element instrumental in reducing perceived uncertainty and complexity in making 

service choices. Consistent relational quality actually, allows the buyer to trust the 
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service provider’s integrity and the value of its offer even in situation of 

informational asymmetry and even without a specific evaluation beforehand. 

Moreover, according to these authors, the relationship quality construct is made 

up by two elements: trust and satisfaction derived by previous experiences. 

Besides, the relationship between trust and other relational customer- based 

resources in the service context has been studied by Garbarino and Johnson 

(1999), who established the centrality of satisfaction, trust and loyalty in the 

relationship with customers. Their empirical research, carried out with the 

purpose of predicting attitude and future purchase intentions for the customers of 

a New York off- Broadway repertory theatre company yields an interesting result, 

which partially confirms the dynamic relationship between trust, satisfaction and 

loyalty. Using structural equation analysis, they discovered that occasional 

customers rely on satisfaction, which in turn generates trust, commitment and 

future purchasing intentions, instead, frequent buyers with higher relational 

propensity look upon trust and commitment as the fundamental intervening 

variable between the antecedents and future purchasing intentions. Thus, the 

relational stage relevance to the interpretation of trust is verified in the service 

environment as well exactly as Oliver (1999) and Costabile (2001) have pointed 

out more in general terms. It’s possible to conclude that in the first stages of the 

relationship, loyalty is essentially determined by satisfaction, while in the more 

advanced stages of the relational dynamics, the latter is replaced by trust, which 

together with commitment, becomes the central variable for the purpose of 

predicting future purchasing intention.  
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CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL MODELAND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

 

3.1 Previous research on retail trust: an overview 

 

The concept of trust in retailing has been mostly investigated focusing on two 

principal levels, trust in salespeople and/or in the store, consistently with the 

distinction made in consumer marketing, that relationships can be established as 

individual-to-individual or individual-to-firm level (Iacobucci and Ostrom, 1996). In 

service environment, as retailing actually is, the first kind of relationship, that 

describes the interpersonal interactions that take place between customers and 

other individuals such as the relationship with the salespeople, is considered 

extremely important. Concerning the individual-to-firm relationship, it is 

characterized by the overall familiarity with the selling organization and can be 

shaped in different levels as we’ll deeply explain in the next section. We’ll now go 

through a brief review of the most prominent work on this field, drawing attention 

to their main findings. 

In 1999, Babin and Boles conducted a study concerning attitudes towards 

salespeople and towards the store and they found that when a positive perception 

exists in the first case a positive attitude towards the store follows. This parallels 

a previous research conducted by Macintosh and Lockshin (1997), in which it was 

pointed out that a positive feeling about the store develops depending on whether 

the customer has an interpersonal relationship with a salesperson or not.  

Besides, Wong and Sohal (2002), in the specific context of retailing, examined the 

concepts of trust and commitment on the two levels of retail relationship from a 

consumer’s perspective and test their impact on relationship quality. Using data 

collected from shoppers of a large chain departmental store in Australia, trust and 

commitment in salespeople have been discovered to increase trust and 

commitment in the store, confirming a previous study by Doney and Cannon 

(1997) that found out, in general terms, a positive association between trust in 

salespersons and trust in the selling firm. Following a similar perspective, 

Sirdeshmuckh et al (2002) specifically developed a framework for understanding 
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the behaviors and practices of service providers that build or deplete consumer 

trust and the mechanisms that convert consumer trust into value and loyalty in 

relational exchanges. Consumers' trust in the service provider is hypothesized to 

develop around two distinct facets, frontline employee (FLE) behaviors and 

management policies and practices (MPPs) and both are demonstrated to impact 

on value and, subsequently, loyalty in both the service contexts used to test the 

model, retail clothing and non-business airline travel. 

Other important contributions in the literature focused only on store trust level 

but broadly investigated its antecedents and consequences to identify managerial 

levers that influence store trust. De Wulf and Odekerken-Schröeder (2003) 

analyzed the impact of different relationship efforts made by a retailer such as 

direct mail, preferential treatment and tangible rewards on key relationship 

marketing outcomes like trust relationship commitment and behavioral loyalty. 

They collected data from a retail clothing setting using two different consumer 

samples drawn from Belgium and the Netherlands. Their empirical model 

demonstrated that, when relationships efforts take place, especially to loyal 

customers, they can positively affect their attitudes and behavior. As a 

consequence, it was argued that special training, motivational and rewarding 

programs should be delivered to managers and employee of retailing companies 

in order to make relationship efforts as a regular base to loyal customers.  

Moreover, a recent work of Castaldo et al. (2007a) investigated the relationship 

between store trust, customer satisfaction, perceived value, store loyalty 

intentions and behaviors. In addition, the contribution of five variables has been 

added to enlarge the scope of the framework like salesperson, communication, 

sales promotion, environment and assortment, private labels included. A sample 

of 987 valid respondents nation-wide answered the questionnaire and being a 

supermarket customer was a necessary precondition for running the interview. 

Even though some hypotheses were rejected, the most important result, already 

presented in the introduction, concerned private labels purchase as an antecedent 

of trust. Therefore, a post-doc analysis was conducted by dividing the sample 

between High and Low PLs purchasers in order to understand if a different 
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expenditure on these kind of product could affect perceptions of the other 

elements of the model. As expected, for High PLs purchasers store branded 

products more significantly affect trust in the store than for Low PLs purchasers.  

This research constituted the basis for a following study conducted by Castaldo et 

al. (2007b) where, for the first time in the literature, three levels of retail trust 

were taken into consideration: trust in salesperson, trust in private labels, and 

finally trust in the store as consequences of the previous two. Moreover, the 

empirical analysis demonstrated that trust in PLs positively impacts on both 

perceived value and store loyalty behavioral intentions.  

 

3.2 A multi-level perspective on Retail Trust 

 

The previous literature review shows that, apart from the last work, a maximum 

of two levels of trust have been mainly studied in retailing. Nevertheless, given an 

individual-to-firm relationship, and adopting a consumer-centric perspective 

(Bendapudi and Berry, 1997; Gwinner et al., 1998) customer-to-firm, customer-

to-brand, customer-to-product/service, and customer-to-employee relationships 

can be identified. Based on these assumptions, it is possible to point out that a 

model of customer relationship in the grocery retail context can be played on four 

levels.  

The one regarding employees will not be taken into consideration in this context. 

Among the others, two of them refer to the interfaces through which the 

customer concretely experiences the retailer: the store and private labels and 

extended services provided by the retailer. The third one, instead, concerns the 

retail company. Therefore, given these three relationships, three levels of trust 

follow: trust in the store branded product or services, trust in the store, trust in 

the retail company.  

Some observations are required in order to prevent future misunderstanding and 

to avoid overlapping between the constructs.  

When considering trust in private labels or trust in retail branded services we refer 

to the willingness of the customer to rely on the ability of these product/services 
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to perform their stated function. Therefore, this kind of trust is based on a set of 

attribution with a technical-based nature and it is linked with a sense of 

predictability that the product/service will satisfy the customers need.  

Trust in the store, instead, concerns the expectations that the store will keep its 

promises in terms of qualitative standards of both the service provided and the 

products proposed in the assortment. The store is different from the retailer, even 

though these terms are most of the time used interchangeably, since it is 

characterized by a specific location, atmosphere, price and promotions policies 

and assortment.  

Lastly, trust in the retail company/enterprise, or simpler in the retailer, differ from 

a functional or task specific base typical of the other levels of trust. In more 

abstract terms, it refers to the customer’s expectation of an ethically correct, 

collaborative and non opportunistic behavior by the company. Moreover, this 

feeling is based on shared values and firm’s reputation.      

Given these specifications, we can proceed with the formulation of the research 

questions in the next paragraph, and subsequently, a theoretical framework will 

be developed in order to provide them a proper answer. 

 

3.3 Conceptual Premises and Research Questions 

 

Two main academic contributions have been taken into consideration in order to 

define the relationship between the different levels of trust in both the private 

labels and the services case. With reference to the relationship between private 

labels and trust, the only pioneering and innovative studies have been conducted 

by Castaldo et al. (2007a, 2007b) and they have been described in the first 

paragraph of this chapter. These works play a fundamental role for the current 

research and will be extremely important to define the link among trust in private 

labels and trust in the retail company. Private Labels purchase has found to be an 

antecedent of store trust instead of a consequence, against what seems to be 

suggested by brand extension literature. On the other hand, concerning the 

relationship between services and trust, the opposite relationship has been 
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identified. An interesting research about retail brand trust has been conducted in 

relation to grocer’s brand extension in financial services in the British market 

(Laforet, 2007). Retail brand trust, and thus, trust in the retail company, has been 

discovered to be critical elements for the adoption of financial services. 

 

Differences in terms of trust as antecedent or consequence, between product and 

services, can arise from the following considerations: 

 

� Different stages in the product life cycle: 

The inaugural decade of private labels date back to the eighties in UK, where this 

phenomenon is most largely widespread. Starting as generics, store brands have 

become more significant than ever (Querch and Harding, 1996) and their role and 

importance have changed dramatically over the past decades (Semeijin et al, 

2004). By consistently being better in quality, prices and variety store brands 

have narrowed the gap between them and national brands, and sometimes they 

have become a real threat to the latter (Del Vecchio, 2001).  

The phenomenon of service extension in retailing, instead, is a recent practice in 

Europe and literature review mainly focuses on the diversification of retailers in 

financial services (Colgate and Alexander, 2002, 2005; Laforet, 2007), particularly 

in UK. The movement into financial products/services is indicative of the position 

food retailers have achieved in the retail structures within their domestic market 

where increasing limited opportunities have encouraged them to diversify. At the 

beginning, the offer concerned basic services (product based credit) to stimulate 

sales and customer loyalty. Recently, though, the complexity and depth of 

financial services products has increased and is now at a large stage where they 

can be considered serious competition to traditional banks (Colgate and 

Alexander, 2002). Even though, academic literature focuses on this kind of 

diversification, a survey across European retailers shows that a great variety of 

extended services is provided, such as tour brokerage, telecommunication service 

etc.   
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In conclusion, through a comparison between private labels and services, we can 

point out that they are differently positioned on the life-cycle curve. If for private 

labels we can definitely say that they are in the maturity phase, the case of 

services can be placed between the introductory and the growth stage. 

 

Figure 3.1 Store Branded Products and Services Life Cycle 
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Food (21%). Therefore, this demonstrates that the majority of the PL products 

bought by consumers belong to the search categories and not on the experience 

one.  

Services, instead, are “experience goods” by nature (Nelson, 1970) since the 

good’s intangibility implies that before the purchase, the service buyer cannot 

access sure information on the qualitative level of the offer. 

 

� Performance and financial perceived risk:  

In terms of performance and financial perceived risk, we argue that private labels 

present low levels on both of them. Concerning the first aspect, increasing 

qualitative standards and relatively low involvement reduce the perceived risk 

associated with the product trial. About the low financial perceived risk, this is 

explained by the concept itself of private labels that follows policies of price 

directed to saving.   

Services present, on the opposite, high level of performance and financial 

perceived risk. In fact the service immateriality forms the basis of the uncertainty 

that permeates the whole selection process. Moreover, since services in which 

retailers have been expanded refer, for example, to financial context, or travel 

brokerage the financial risk is even greater.  

 

Moving from these premises, the result obtained by Castaldo et al. (2007a, 

2007b) can be more easily read. Still, an in depth investigation about the 

relationship between private labels and trust, and in particular, a better 

knowledge of the role of private labels in retail trust building remain open 

questions. Moreover, since retailers give us the opportunity to compare both 

products and services, and being them different in terms of relationship with 

trust, a comparison will be provided. Thus, our research questions follow: 

 

RQ1:   In what ways do private labels and extended services provided by the 

retailer contribute to building retail trust?  
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RQ2:  How do customers’ levels of trust vary between private labels and extended 

services provided by the retailer?  

RQ3: Which behavioral consequences derive from these different levels of trust?  

 

A conceptual model is proposed. Relationship between overall satisfaction with 

private labels and retail services and different levels of trust will be investigated. 

Moreover, the scope of the analysis will be enlarged including two main 

behavioral consequences adopted by consumers such as loyalty behavioral 

intentions and new brand extension acceptance. Hypotheses based on the 

literature will be outlined next. 

 

3.4 Hypotheses 

 

Although the same model has been conceptualized for both private labels and 

services, hypotheses concerning the relationships among the constructs are most 

of the time similar but with one exception. Moreover, the third level regarding the 

store variables, like store trust and store loyalty behavioral intentions, has not 

been considered in the services case. Thus, given these differences, in order to 

facilitate the reader in distinguishing the two contexts, hypotheses about private 

labels will be identified with the small letter “a”, and hypotheses about service 

with “b”.   

 

3.4.1 Satisfaction and the Levels of Trust 

 

Satisfaction has been conceptualized in different ways in the marketing literature. 

Some researchers have argued that satisfaction is a transaction-specific measure 

(Cronin and Taylor, 1992, p. 56), other researchers view satisfaction as “an 

overall evaluation based on the total purchase consumption and experience with a 

good or service over time" (Anderson et al., 1994, p.54). According to the first 

conceptualization, satisfaction has been defined as an "evaluation of the 

perceived discrepancy between prior expectations (…) and the actual performance 
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of the product" (Tse and Wilton 1988, p.20). Besides, Oliver (1997, p.34), 

contributed to its definition by saying that it is “a pleasurable fulfillment” in the 

way that “consumption fulfils some need, desire, goal, or so forth and that this 

fulfillment is pleasurable”. On the other hand, the second conceptualization views 

satisfaction as a cumulative experience, based on an overall evaluation. Rather 

than capturing the transient and encounter-specific evaluations and emotions, 

applied market research tends to measure customer satisfaction as the 

consumer's general level of satisfaction based on all experiences with the firm and 

its products or services. The importance of satisfaction in creating desirable 

consumer outcomes is well documented in the literature. Particularly, in this 

context, we will focus on the relationship between overall satisfaction and trust.  

In their meta-analysis of satisfaction in marketing channels, Geyskens et al. 

(1999) found satisfaction to be an antecedent to trust. Similar results have been 

found in retail settings (Bloemer and Oderkerken-Schröeder, 2002), in the context 

of brand trust (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman, 2001), as well as 

proposed in services by Singh and Sirdeshmukh (2000).  

As we said before, when a consumer puts his/her trust in a firm, a variety of 

situations can develop with important implications in terms of trust production 

process. As a matter of fact, the interface can be a physical product, a service, a 

brand, an individual, a point of sale or service delivery, a web page and so on. In 

this specific context, three levels of trust have been identified: trust in private 

label products/service, store trust (that will be measured only for the model 

concerning store branded products), and retail trust that is conceptualized as trust 

in the company.  

 

� Satisfaction and Trust in Private Labels/Services 

 

Since specific literature about trust in a product/service doesn’t exist, we’ll refer to 

brand trust literature: a straight forward assumption shows that when you buy a 

product/service for the first time you might refer to a perception of brand trust. 

However, if satisfied, a concrete feeling of trust towards the brand increases and 
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the product/service itself starts to be trusted becoming very difficult to distinguish 

between trust in the brand and trust in the product/service. A review of brand 

trust literature follows. 

Firstly, regarding the development of brand trust, it is argued that trust evolves 

from past experience and prior interaction (Rempel et al., 1985; Ravald and 

Grönroos, 1996; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999); moreover, Curran et al. (1998) 

pointed out that trust is a state of being that develops over time. Therefore, the 

process by which an individual attributes a trust image to the brand is based on 

his/her experience with that brand. However, even if as an experience attribute it 

will be influenced by the customer’s evaluation of any direct (trial, usage, 

satisfaction in the consumption) and indirect contact (advertising, word of mouth, 

brand reputation) with the brand (Keller, 1993; Krishnan, 1996), the consumption 

experience gains more relevance and importance as a source of trust among all of 

these different contacts with the brand. According to Dwyer et al. (1987) and 

Krishnan (1996) in fact, it generates associations and feelings that are more self-

relevant and held with more certainty. Thus, the overall satisfaction generates 

trust (Gaesan, 1994; Selnes, 1998) because it indicates the brand consistency in 

the fulfillment of its commercial promise and that the brand protects and takes 

care of the individual welfare and interest. 

Although during the last decade the concept of brand trust has been broadly 

investigated thanks to the introduction of the brand-consumer relationship 

perspective, specific studies on this topic are almost completely lacking in the 

context of retailing: as we mentioned before in fact, literature on store branded 

products mainly investigated private labels proneness, different attitudes between 

private labels and national brands and the relationship between private labels and 

store image. However, due to the growing and widely recognized relevance of 

private labels and extended services in relation to retailers’ revenue and branding 

strategy, given the importance that PLs are gaining within the retail assortments, 

and given the improving qualitative standards achieved, we point out that among 

the several advantages related to private labels, another one can be taken into 
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consideration. Therefore, considering the possibility that private labels can 

accomplish the function of trust builders, we posit that: 

 

H1a: Satisfaction with Private Labels has a positive effect on Trust in 

Private Labels. 

 

Similar proposal can be put forward concerning services. Therefore: 

  

H1b: Satisfaction with Services provided by the retailer has a positive effect 

on Trust in Store Branded Services. 

 

� Satisfaction and Trust in the Store (only for PLs model) 

 

As introduced before, a third level of trust has been considered only concerning 

private labels. Therefore, the following paragraph won’t take into consideration 

any hypothesis about services.  

The importance of assortment for retailers is evident in the literature (Fox et al., 

2004) in defining store image (Marzursky and Jacoby, 1986; Zimmer and Golden, 

1998) and store patronage (Oppewal et al., 1997); besides, intensifying 

competition in food retailing has made retailers focus on whether they offer the 

right assortment to consumers (Aimine and Cadenat, 1999; Boatwright and 

Nunes, 2001; Broniarczyk et al., 1998; Cadeaux, 1999; Varley, 2003). Foods 

retailers’ product assortment typically includes manufacturer brands and retailer 

brands and retailers differ with regard to retailer brand penetration. In particular, 

store branded products play a crucial role for retailers that mainly sell retailer-

branded products, like Marks and Spencer, or whose sales are more than a half 

based on PLs, for example Tesco.  

The growing success has driven retailers and consumers to believe that “a store 

brand is a brand like any other in the market place” (Collins-Dodd and Lindley, 

2003, p.345). Moreover, Dick et al. (1995) and similarly Semeijn et al. (2004) 

found a positive association between store image and customer attitude toward 
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the store brand; Collins-Dodd and Lindley (2003), in addition, showed that 

consumer’s perceptions of store brand image are positively associated to their 

perception of store image. More specifically, all these effects between store 

brands and store image may be reciprocal (Laforet, 2007): Jacoby and Marzusky 

(1984), for instance, found out that store brand influence store image. However, 

in comparison with numerous studies focusing on the contribution of national 

brands to store image (e.g. Mazursky and Jacoby 1986), an analysis of the impact 

of store branded products on overall trust in the store is almost lacking. 

Since perceived value regarding private labels positively impact on satisfaction 

with the store, and the latter constitutes an antecedent of store trust (Castaldo et 

al., 2007), we can posit that, being private labels included in the assortment, a 

customer satisfied with private labels consumption experience will consequently 

trust the store in which he bought the product itself. Therefore, we hypothesized 

that:  

 

H2a: Satisfaction with Private Labels has a positive effect on Trust in the 

Store. 

 

� Satisfaction and Trust in the Retail Company 

 

The last level of trust remains to be analyzed: the so-called trust in the retailer, 

seen as the company itself. Generally speaking, the corporate image is based on 

what people associate with the company or all the information (perceptions, 

inferences, and beliefs) about it that people hold (Martenson, 2007). The concept 

of corporate image in retailing has been quite neglected in the literature even 

though, today, some of the most successful corporate brands in the world are 

retail brands. Grewal et al. (2004) developed a model in which retail corporate 

image consists in three elements: the store as a brand, national brands and 

private labels. This parallels the idea that since a human contact between the 

organization and its customers is not possible (Sheth and Parvatiyar, 1995), the 

relationship is directly developed with the interfaces of the company itself. In the 
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specific case of retailing, in fact, consumers can exchange relationships with the 

store, characterized by its location, assortment, staff, environment etc., and with 

private labels that, indeed are included in the assortment. Moreover, since 

nowadays services provided by a retailer are becoming increasingly widespread, 

they will be added to the elements influencing retail corporate image. Being 

satisfied with the tangible/intangible interface which the customer personally 

experienced, a positive or negative feeling towards the company itself can be 

developed. Thus, considering the relationship between satisfaction and trust we 

argue that:  

 

H3a: Satisfaction with Private Labels has a positive effect on Trust in the 

Retail Company. 

And:  

H3b: Satisfaction with Services provided by the Retailer has a positive 

effect on Trust in the Retail Company. 

 

� Relationships among Different Levels of Trust 

 

In order to hypothesize the relationships among the different levels of trust, we 

first consider the model about private labels (a) and then the one services (b). 

Regarding the first model, we’ll refer to Castaldo’s work (2007a), to the 

contribution of Sheth and Parvatiyar (1995) in terms of interfaces that convey 

positive or negative feelings towards the company and to the conceptual premises 

about different stages of the product life cycle, different nature of the product 

and different perceived risk.  

In fact, if it’s accepted that trust is not a prerequisite for private label purchase as 

Castaldo (2007a) found out, we can explain this result by observing that first, 

private labels are positioned in a mature phase of the product life cycle and 

therefore customer are used to them and to the idea to see them within the store 

assortment; second the reason behind the purchase of private labels is usually 

related to a functional more that an hedonic purpose and the risk perceived with 
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these products purchase is reasonably low which does not implies high levels of 

customer’s involvement.  

However, if on one side results disconfirm that purchase of private labels is 

motivated by trust in the retail company, on the other side, based on what Sheth 

and Parvatiyar (1995) pointed out in terms of interfaces and opposite direction of 

the relationship between trust and private labels obtained by Castaldo (2007a), 

we can argue that private labels can contribute, once purchased, to building retail 

trust.  Therefore, we hypothesize that: 

 

H4.1a: Trust in Private Labels has a positive effect on Trust in the Retailer 

Company.   

 

About the store level, a similar relationship can be pointed out simply following 

the assumption that developing a feeling of trust towards the store the customer 

will more favorably trust the retail company, confirmed by the fact that Grewal et 

al. (2004) pointed out that the store itself is one of the most important 

contributors on building retail company image and that it’s one of the most clear 

tangible element, together with private labels, that the customer can experience. 

As David (1992) highlighted in fact, retailers develop “branded experiences” by 

allowing the customer to interact, learn and experience the value of the brand 

through in-store visits and purchases. Moreover, we can argue that usually 

decisions about where to shop are not taken on the basis on trust on the retail 

company but, a part from other specific reason like store location and price 

standard and promotion implementation, trust on the store itself and the quality 

of its assortment. For all these reason, we propose that:  

 

H4.2a: Trust in the Store has a positive effect on Trust in the Retailer 

Company.  

 

Concerning the services model instead, given that the store level has been 

excluded by the analysis as explained before, we’ll focus our attention on the 
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relationship between Trust in Services and Trust in the Retail Company. The 

direction is hypothesized as the opposite of what is described in H4.1a for the 

following reasons: first of all, Laforet’s finding has been taken into consideration 

in terms of the importance of trust when it comes to purchase of financial services 

delivered by a grocery retailer. Secondly, since the provision of service by a 

grocery retailer is a relatively new practice, being in fact positioned between the 

introduction and the growth stage, given the experience nature, together with 

high financial and performance perceived risk, we suppose that a feeling of trust 

in the company is necessary in order to trust the service. For purposes of 

coherence, and keeping in mind that the model will be tested on customers that 

have already applied or bought the services, we’ll take into consideration this 

comments to define how the two levels of trust interact between them. Therefore, 

we might hypothesize that:   

 

H4b: Trust in the Retailer Company has a positive effect on Trust in 

Services provided by the Retailer itself.  

 

3.4.2 Behavioral Consequences 

 

Trust isn’t an end in itself, but its importance derives from the fact that it leads to 

specific consumer behaviors, such as consumer loyalty and positive reaction to 

new brand extension which, in turn, produce positive economic results ad 

competitive advantages for the company. In this way, we agree with that part of 

the literature which highlighted the behavioral dimension of trust as a 

fundamental feature of the construct; as a matter of fact, without an intention to 

act, trust is indeed meaningless (Moorman et al. 1992; Morgan and Hunt, 1994; 

Castaldo, 2002). In this study, two main consequences of trust have been 

analyzed: loyalty in terms of behavioral loyalty intentions towards the product and 

towards the store (only in the “a” case); and intention to accept and buy new 

brand extension.  
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3.4.2.1 Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

 

Concerning loyalty, we examined the behavioral intention rather than the actual 

behavior for three reasons. First, for the variables being studied, it was not 

feasible to control actual behavior in the research. Second, the behavioral 

intention reflects the autonomous inclination of a person to display a certain kind 

of behavior in the (near) future (Franzen, 1999). In this way, through the 

behavioral intention we aim to approximate the competitive potential that trust 

entails for the firm. Third, actual behavior can be a response to motives different 

from trust (such as low prices).  

 

� Trust and Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

 

A first hypothesis exclusively concerns the store level. Oliver's (1999, p. 34) 

defines loyalty as: “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred 

product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand 

or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts 

having the potential to cause switching behavior”. For the reasons mentioned 

above and consistent with previous research (Nissen et al., 2003; Castaldo et al., 

2007), we define loyalty intentions as the customer’s intention to perform a 

diverse set of behaviors, like recommending the product or the store to a friend 

and remain loyal to the product or the store, that signal a motivation to maintain 

a relationship with the store/product (Zeithaml et al., 1996). The relationship 

between trust and loyalty has been deeply investigated in the literature and 

several studies have demonstrated that trust is the main cognitive antecedent of 

customer loyalty. Chauduri and Holbrook (2001) and Sirdeshmuk et al. (2002) 

provided empirical evidence of the relationship between these intangible 

consumer-based resources, namely trust and loyalty, and the firm’s competitive 

performance. According to the conceptual model suggested by Grewal et al. 

(2004), consistent with general findings on store image (Williams and Burns, 

2001; Zimmer and Golden, 1988), and coherently with the findings discovered by 
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Castaldo et al. (2007a, 2007b), it is possible to posit the hypothesis of a positive 

association between trust in the store and behavioral loyalty intentions to the 

store. As a consequence, we hypothesize that: 

 

H5a: Trust in the Store has a positive effect on Store Loyalty Behavioral 

Intentions.  

And: 

H6a: Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on Store Loyalty 

Behavioral Intentions.  

 

 

� Trust and Private labels/Services Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

 

Concerning private labels and services, similar hypothesis can be formulated. 

However, in this case brand trust literature can be useful to explain the 

relationship between brand trust and brand loyalty behavioral intentions. Delgado 

and Munuera confirmed what had been already demonstrated by Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook (2001), Delgado et al. (2003), Garbarino and Johnson (1999) and Lau 

and Lee (1999), that trust is the cardinal driver of loyalty because it creates 

exchange relationships that are highly valued. Moreover, the authors stated that 

brand trust contributes to brand loyalty as the maximum expression of a 

successful relationship between the consumer and the brand. Since a positive link 

between brand trust and brand loyalty has been empirically tested in the 

literature, and since in the empirical case that we are going to test a clear 

association between the brand/logo on the product packaging /the service brand 

and the retail company name exists, we can assume similar relationship also 

considering the retail company trust level. Then: 

 

H7a: Trust in Private Labels has a positive effect on Private Labels Loyalty 

Behavioral Intentions.  

And: 
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H8a: Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on Private Labels 

Loyalty Behavioral Intentions.  

 

Similarly, in the store branded services case: 

 

H7b: Trust in Services provided by the retailer has a positive effect on 

Service Loyalty Behavioral Intentions.  

And:  

H8b: Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on Service Loyalty 

Behavioral Intentions.  

 

� Private Labels and Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

 

Thanks to the growing success of Private Label products and their increasing 

qualitative standards, academic works begun to extend the literature regarding 

the advantages of offering store branded products. Traditional research, in fact, 

principally focused on the contribution of private labels in terms of retailer’s 

profitability (e.g. high margins) and bargaining power over the manufacturers of 

national brand (e.g. Ailawadi 2001; Ailawadi and Harlam, 2004); besides, these 

studies privileged a short-term perspective based on the impact of store branded 

products on the retailer’s financial performance, instead of a long-term one in 

which private labels could have a positive impact on relational outcomes such as 

customer trust and loyalty (Pauwels and Srinivasan, 2004). The adoption of this 

new perspective made arise two other significant advantages: thanks to their 

exclusive distribution, it was proved that store branded products can play a 

strategic role also in building differentiation (Corstjens and Corstjens, 1995; 

Sudhir and Talukdar, 2004) and overall store loyalty (Dick et al., 1996; 

Steenkamp and Dekimpe, 1997, Corstjens and Lal, 2000). Conventional wisdom 

certainly has it that store image and loyalty may improve as consumers become 

familiar with the private label and their shopping is facilitated by the ability to buy 

a single brand across a wide range of product categories (Steenkamp and 
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Dekimpe, 1997). Corstjens and Lal (2000) provide empirical evidence of a positive 

correlation between private label use and store loyalty using scanner data for one 

product category, and Ailawadi et al. (2001) show a positive association using 

survey data. Moreover, Corstjens and Lal (2000) also show analytically that the 

ability to engender store loyalty can make private labels profitable for retailers 

even if they do not have a cost advantage and they showed that premium quality 

store brands, because of the perception of high value, play a role in building store 

loyalty. Finally, Baltas (2003) empirically found that store brands enhance 

customer loyalty to the store, and motivated this result on the basis of a 

perception of good value for money. Building on these empirical evidences, we 

propose that: 

 

H9a: Private Labels Loyalty Behavioral Intentions has a positive effect on 

Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions.  

 

3.4.2.2 New Brand Extension Acceptance  

 

Product and service extension is a fundamental feature of retail operational 

development (Hollander, 1960) and brand extension has become a fundamental 

feature of contemporary retail commercial competition (Burt, 2000). The variety 

of products and service categories into which retailers are prepared to extended 

their brand names are varied and numerous. With respect to the grocery retailing, 

in the UK, for example, some retailers such as Tesco, Marks and Spencer and 

Sainsbury provide financial services; in Italy the retail corporation Coop Italia, 

following the English example, has extended its services to some high risk 

experience products such as financial services or tour package brokerage 

(Agenzia Bonola Tour). Since nowadays brand extension strategies are taking 

place in grocery retailing for all the reasons explained in the introduction and at 

the beginning of this chapter during the conceptual premises, and since it’s 

expected that this practice will grow in the future, an accurate analysis of the 

antecedent of new brand extension acceptance is required. There is little mention 
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of brand trust in brand extension literature because it is a relatively recent notion 

itself that has been considered in relation to brand equity (Ambler and Styles, 

1997; Delgado-Ballester and Munera-Aleman, 2005); however, a few direct or 

implied exceptions exist. In a consumer context, Keller and Aaker (1992), report a 

significant association between “company credibility” (via its “expertise” and its 

“brand trustworthiness”) and brand extension acceptance. Moreover, they also 

evaluate the impact of brand breadth and credibility of the brand on extension 

evaluation. Credibility was defined as the average of the “perceived expertise” 

and the “perceived trustworthiness” of the company/brand providing the 

extension. Keller and Aaker (1992) state that: “…in particular, a company will 

appear more expert and trustworthy if it already has successfully introduced new 

products or brand extensions.” In support of Keller and Aaker (1992), McWilliam 

(1993) finds that consumers are willing to try brand extensions, as long as the 

brands are highly trusted and regarded, and the explanations are sufficiently 

plausible. Besides Hem et al. (2000), report that consumer knowledge and “belief 

in strong brands”, when evaluating brand extensions, may compensate for a 

consumer’s lack of direct product knowledge. The concept of “belief in” appears 

to overlap closely with the many definitions of trust. The first contribution 

regarding an explicit relationship between brand trust and brand extension was 

provided by Reast (2003) who found out that brands with higher trust ratings 

tended to have significantly higher brand extension ratings for line, related and 

unrelated extension concepts, in comparison to same category lower trust rated 

rivals. Only two years after, using 368 consumer responses to nine real, low 

involvement UK product and service brands, Reast (2005) found support that 

brand trust, measured via two correlate dimensions, namely credibility based and 

performance-satisfaction-based, was significantly related to brand extension 

acceptance. In grocery retailing context, this relationship has been studied 

regarding grocers’ brand extension in financial services (Laforet, 2007). However, 

it’s interesting for us to understand how trust in private labels and consequently 

in the retail company impact on new brand extension acceptance. Since a specific 

contribution on this topic is lacking in the literature, we propose that: 
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H10a: Trust in Private Labels has a positive effect on New Brand Extension 

Acceptance. 

And: 

H11a: Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on New Brand 

Extension Acceptance. 

 

In the same way, we can hypothesize that: 

 

H10b: Trust in Store Branded Services has a positive effect on New Brand 

Extension Acceptance. 

 

And: 

H11b: Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on New Brand 

Extension Acceptance. 

 

As a result of the hypotheses formulated in this chapter, the conceptual model is 

presented in the next page.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 54 

 
Figure 3.2 Conceptual Model (a = Private labels; b = Store Branded Services)  
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CHAPTER 4. METHOD 

 

4.1 Research Design 

 

The first step for the concretization of our theoretical model represents a 

fundamental phase in our research setting and consisted in the accurate choice of 

a retail company. Three main criteria were followed. First, it has to operate in the 

Italian market and sell private labels. Second, since a comparison between private 

labels and services delivered by the retail company was considered an interesting 

subject for discussion, to choose a retailer providing both was a fundamental 

prerequisite to perform the analysis. Third, since our conceptual model required a 

database that collects opinions from real customers who have already purchased 

and experienced the products or the services, an intelligent selection of a retail 

company with a strong presence of private labels in the assortment and an 

extended range of services provided, would have increased the probability to 

encounter customers who actually buy at least one of them.  

Therefore, following these principles, the final choice was for Coop Italia. This 

retail corporation tops the national ranking of grocery retailing with a market 

share of 17,5% (June, 2005) including supermarkets and hypermarkets. In 2004, 

Coop reached sales for almost 11.335 thousand million Euros, increasing by 3% 

from 2003, thanks to 1.290 points of sales with different formats and dimensions 

that cover all the Italian territory. However, the leadership of Coop, is even 

stronger concerning private labels as we explain below. The impact of Coop 

private labels on the national overall turnover for this kind of products reaches 

32% thanks to the consistent branding strategy adopted by the company. Coop 

store branded products count for 2 thousand million Euros in terms of sales, 

representing 18,7% of the company total revenues, far beyond the average value 

calculated for the Italian market (10,2%), and penetration registered for its 

competitors (8,4%).  

Since, as we said before, a comparison between products and services will be 

conducted, we’ll now go through a description of the main product lines of private 
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labels proposed in the assortment of Coop, on which the customers have been 

asked to give their opinions, and those services provided by Coop that have been 

selected for the questionnaire.  

 

Private Label Products. Coop Italia proposes 2.450 private label items, 

articulated into several lines that adhere to Coop values of good quality, safety, 

convenience, ethicality and respect for the environment and human rights. Three 

main groups can be identified, depending on the price level.   

 

� First, the own label “Coop” line, called “Tutela”, which is composed by 

a wide range of products labeled Coop and cover almost every product 

category. In this case, convenience is guaranteed thanks to a low price, 

25-35% below the brand leader. Concerning the qualitative standard, these 

products can boast a higher quality level in comparison with the average 

private labels proposed by other competitors. These products are directed 

to all individuals and families for their daily uses.  

 

Figure 4.1 Own Label Coop Line: examples  

  

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

� Second, the “premium line” which is represented by seven sub-lines: 

Bio-logici, Crescendo, Eco-logici, Essere, Fior fiore, Solidal, 

Soluzioni (tab.4.1). These special lines represent a way to offer a great 

product, comparable with the brand leader in terms of quality, but still with 

a price 10-15% lower than the known brand.  
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Table 4.1 Coop Premium Lines 
 

Sub – Lines Examples Description 
Solidal 
 

  

These products are produced following 
principles that are consistent with the 
criteria of fair trade. Besides the food 
category certified by Fairtrade 
Transfair Italia, some products of this 
line belongs to specific projects of 
social development promoted by Coop. 

Eco-logici 

 

Most of them characterized by the 
European label “Ecolabel”, these 
products generate both in the 
production and disposal phase a 
reduced environmental impact in terms 
of pollution thanks to the use of 
recycled raw materials.  

Biologici 
 

 
 

This line is completely produced using 
biological raw materials. 

Fior Fiore 
 

  

“Fior Fiore” line is characterized by 
specialty goods in which taste, 
pleasure, tradition and originality play 
a relevant role. In this specific case an 
accurate selection of the best raw 
materials and the best producers is 
accomplished.   

Soluzioni 
 

  

“Soluzioni” means solutions and it has 
been thought to satisfy needs of a 
customer with a frenetic life. Since 
nowadays, everyday life is 
characterized by shortage of time, 
these ready-to-make products offer a 
good alternative to save time without 
renouncing the quality.   
 

Essere 
 

  
 

These products have been though for 
the personal comfort and hygiene. 
Besides this line has been extended to 
clothes such as underwear. 

Crescendo 
 

  

“Crescendo” line is dedicated to 
childhood. In order to guarantee safety 
and high qualitative standards, Coop 
has strengthened stronger cooperation 
with the most advanced Scientific 
Community.    
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� Third, “Moneta che ride (€)” (The coin that smiles) which has been 

introduced only in 2005 as generics. With acceptable quality, these 

products are characterized by a yellow packaging and by a logo with an 

emoticon of a smiling euro. The main purpose of this new line is to propose 

a range of product that covers many categories but its numerically limited, 

with the ultimate goal to provide a further choice for those customers that, 

otherwise, would have integrated their grocery shopping going to 

discounts. This third group was not taken into consideration in the analysis 

because this line was not sold in the IperCoop we have chosen for the 

survey and because it is not relevant in terms of volume of sale.  

 

Services. Coop Italia is one of the first and most successful retail corporations 

that, following the English example, started to diversify its activities and provide 

services for its associates. In this section, we decide to focus only on those 

services that will be taken into account for the survey.  

 

� Travel agency “Bonola Tour”: Controlled by Coop Lombardia, Bonola 

Tours provides to Coop associates brokerage services in the tourism 

industry.  Moreover, being an associate implies advantages in terms of 

lower prices and special offers. With 3 corners in Milan, two of them are 

placed inside Coop hypermarkets, a third one is in the same building of 

Coop Italia headquarter.  

 

� Financial Services: Associates can gain access to a wide range of 

financial products and services in order to invest and diversify their savings 

or to obtain a loan. The first financial service consists in the so called 

“Social Loan”. In 2006, 7.805 associates decided to open a savings book 

with Coop Italia, achieving globally 87.080 lender associates. A second 

financial service concerns the payment card “Sociocoopdipiù” useful for 

paying the grocery shopping in every Coop store, to collects promotions 
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and to obtain discounts; moreover, it also refers to the Visa credit card 

“Unicard Visa” accepted everywhere, in Italy and abroad. In 2006, more 

than 8000 cards were issued. Lastly, Coop enlarges its offer with 

investment financial products and loans, by using financial agents of 

Simgest S.p.A and its 30 points of sales. More specifically, apart from 

applying for a loan, it’s possible to buy bonds and funds, and to draw up 

life insurance policies. A total of 605 contract were signed up in 2006.  

 

� Mobile Service “CoopVoce”: In June 2007, Coop broke into 

telecommunication market as dealer of mobile services and as the first 

Mobile Virtual Network Operator in the Italian market. For this challenge 

CoopVoce signed up an agreement with Telecom Italia. Today, about 

120.000 phone cards have been sold in Lombardia.  

 

Besides the choice regarding the retailer and the selection of services, another 

considerations arised concerning the most appropriate location to choose as 

research field and, following a principle of convenience, we decided for the 

hypermarket “IperCoop” located in Viale Umbria, Milan. First of all, the 

hypermarket format allowed us to meet more people and therefore it increased 

the possibility to find suitable customers for our research; second, inside this 

specific IperCoop all three services were provided: an agency of Bonola Tour, an 

office of Simgest S.p.A and an help desk concerning the other financial services 

exist; then, CoopVoce is sold in the telecommunication corner inside the grocery 

store.  

Following this decision making process, two questionnaires were developed, one 

about Coop products and one about Coop services. They were similar but not all 

the items used in the former were included in the latter: those ones about the 

store were in fact eliminated since we hypothesized no relationship between the 

store itself and the service provided. In the next paragraphs we’ll give a brief 

description of the Data Collection process (4.2) and of the scales and items that 

were included in the questionnaires to obtain a consistent measure of every 
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variable presented in the model (4.3); these items were all drawn from previous 

literature, where they have already been tested. 

 

4.2 Data Collection 

 

Data were collected using two separate paper-and-pencil questionnaires (see 

Appendix). Before proceeding with the actual distribution of the survey, a pre-test 

was conducted and the questionnaires were submitted to actual consumers in 

order to assess its comprehensibility and to improve, in some cases, the 

translation in Italian of the measurement scales. Subsequently, we reviewed the 

questionnaire according to the comments provided and we proceeded with the 

actual distribution of the survey to the whole sample.  

Respondents were first asked if they actually purchased Coop labelled products, if 

they had never used Bonola Tours for their journeys, if they were current 

subscribers of Coop financial services or if they owned CoopVoce. If at least one 

of these questions received a positive answer, they were shown the 

corresponding survey and the questionnaires were personally completed by us. 

Three main reasons motivate the decision to help the interviewees in filling up the 

survey: first of all, since customers were stopped outside the checkout, it was 

very hard to ask them to complete themselves the questionnaires. Then, we 

wanted to prevent that grades were assigned without any attention with the risk 

of not using the entire scale: therefore customers were forced to be critical and to 

realize that 7 was the maximum and equals to 10, since most of the time we 

realized during the pre-test that people use to associate 7 with a medium grade 

and not as an excellent grade as it is in this case. However, we prefer to keep this 

seven-point Likert scale with endpoints of strongly disagree (1) and strongly 

agree (7) in order to be coherent with the majority of the international literature. 

Lastly, using this method we reduced the probability of no response: the lower 

the missing data, the more accurate the analysis would have been.  

Both the questionnaires were divided in three parts: the first part was concerning 

the length of the relationship and, in the Coop labeled products case, how much 
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they count (expressed in percentage) on the average grocery shopping; the 

second part included the scales for the measures relevant to the present study, 

the third part included some demographic information (e.g. sex, age) and socio-

economic characteristics (if the customer was an associate or not, income, civil 

status etc.), that we’ll use in this section to present the sample features. 

 

Concerning Coop labeled products, we collected 189 surveys, of which 149 were 

retained, in part due to the fact that in some cases the interviews partially 

completed the questionnaires for lack of time, or because they declared a 

percentage around 0% when asking the percentage of Coop products on their 

total grocery purchase and this disagreed with the positive answer provided in the 

first contact. Therefore, since our survey includes concepts such as satisfaction or 

trust, we considered those questionnaires not reliable in terms of truthfulness 

excluding them from the dataset. 

Even though the questionnaire doesn’t specify the kind of product/line the 

customer was referring when filling in the survey, but since we personally 

conducted the interviews, we can affirm that almost all our sample answered and 

voted about the own label “Tutela”. Moreover, this is coherent with the fact that, 

on a national basis, the premium lines still play a marginal role, whereas it is 

demonstrated the predominance of own label that form the 86,5% of the store 

brands market (Fornari, 2007).  
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Table 4.2 Food Sample Information 

FOOD SAMPLE (149) 
    
Demographic 
Information  

 Descriptive  
Information 

 

    
Sex  Relationship Length (years)  
Male 50 (33,6%) Mean 6  
Female 99 (66,4%) Std Dev.  5,91 
    
Age  Purchase Behavior (% PLs) 
Mean 51,9 Mean  41,21 
Std Dev. 15,43 Std Dev. 20,88 
    
    
Socio-economic 
Characteristics 

   

    
Associate  Monthly salary (net)  
Yes 131 (87,9%) < 1000 € 31 (20,8%) 
No 18 (12,1%) 1000 € - 1500 € 37 (24,8%) 
  1500 € - 2000 € 14 (9,4%) 
  2000 € - 2500 € 20 (13,4%) 
  over 2500 47 (31,5%) 
    
Work  Civil Status  
Entrepreneur 4 (2,7%) Single 33 (22,1%) 
Free Profession 17 (11,4%) Married 96 (64,4%) 
Manager 5 (3,4%) Divorced/separated 10 (6,7%) 
Office-Worker 43 (28,9%) Widower 10 (6,7%) 
Teacher 12 (8,1%)   
Dealer 3 (2%) Educational Qualification  
Worker 4 (2,7%) Primary education 8 (5,4%) 
Housewife 15 (10,1%) Secondary education 28 (18,8%) 
Student 4 (2,7%) Diploma 66 (44,3%) 
Retired 38 (25,1%) Bachelor Degree 41 (27,5%) 
Unemployed 4 (2,7%) Master Degree 6 (4%) 
    

 

Concerning services, 120 questionnaires were collected and 114 were considered 

valid following the same criteria mentioned above. The reason of a smaller sample 

size is explained by the significant difficulty encountered in finding service 

customers. Explicative reasons can arise if considering that CoopVoce is sold from 

less than one year, or that buying packaged tour is an occasional purchase for the 

average consumer.  
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Table 4.3 Service Sample Information 

SERVICE SAMPLE (114): COOPVOCE, FINANCIAL SERVICES, BONOLA TOUR 
    
Demographic 
Information  

 Descriptive  
Information 

 

    
Sex  Relationship Length   
Male 56 (49,1%) CoopVoce (months)  
Female 58 (50,9%) Mean 6,5  
  Std Dev.  2,12 
Age  Financial Service (years)  
Mean 55,31 Mean 5,36  
Std Dev. 12,56 Std Dev.  7,22 
  Bonola Tour (n° times)  
  Mean 2,28  
Socio-economic 
Characteristics 

 Std Dev.  1,93 

    
Work  Monthly salary (net)  
Entrepreneur  2 (1,8%) < 1000 € 20 (17,5%) 
Free Profession  3 (2,6%) 1000 € - 1500 € 30 (26,3%) 
Manager  6 (5,3%) 1500 € - 2000 € 15 (13,2%) 
Office-Worker  29 (25,4%) 2000 € - 2500 € 21 (18,4%) 
Teacher  10 (8,8%) over 2500 28 (24,6%) 
Dealer  7 (6,1%)   
Worker  3 (2,6%) Civil Status  
Housewife  9 (7,9%) Single 13 (11,4%) 
Retired  43 (37,7%) Married 90 (78,9%) 
Unemployed  2 (1,8%) Widower 11 (9,6%) 
    
Educational Qualification   
Primary education 10 (8,8%) Bachelor Degree 27 (23,7%) 
Secondary education 26 (22,8%) Master Degree 2 (1,8%) 
Diploma 49 (43%)   
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4.3 The Measures 

 

The first step in the analysis was to identify the measures on which the 

questionnaire would have been based on. The salient constructs in the study were 

all measured via reliable, established scales or subsets of scales previously used in 

the marketing literature. The scales used were all multi-item and responses were 

recorded via a seven-point Likert scale with endpoints of strongly disagree (1) and 

strongly agree (7). From this basis, we moved on in order to translate the survey 

in Italian and to adapt it to the grocery retailing context and, specifically private 

label products and services.  

A complete list of the items used to measure every single construct is provided in 

the Appendix, here we give a brief summary of them, so as to introduce which 

ones were retained in building the factors and assessing their consistency and 

reliability, as explained in the next chapter in the section relative to Factor 

Analysis and Measurement Model.  

 

� Satisfaction: 

Satisfaction was measured via a subset of Oliver’s (1997) consumption 

satisfaction scale. The scale items were adjusted to apply to satisfaction 

with private label products and services. Included in the subset are four of 

the twelve items, one of which is the satisfaction anchor “I’m satisfied with 

my decision to buy…” denoted by Oliver (1997) as the only item absolutely 

not to be removed.  

 

� Three Levels of Trust: 

Trust in Private Label products/services were measured via a 4-items scales 

adapted from the Brand Trust scale by Delgado and Munuera (2005), 

particularly using the reliability scale. Besides, Trust in the Store was 

measured via a 3-item scale adapted from Swan et al. (1999): the first 

item is a general measure of trust, the others refer to reliability and 

benevolence, respectively, which are the two key facets of this constructs. 
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Finally, Trust in Retail Company was measured via a 4-item scale based on 

De Wulf and Oderkerken (2003). 

 

� Behavioral Consequences: 

Finally, in order to capture the importance of the several consumer 

responses, we measured Brand Loyalty Behavioral Intentions with an 

adaptation of a 3-items scale derived from Jacoby and Chestnut (1978); 

Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions, instead, was ascertained through a 3-

items drawn on based on Sihori et al. (1998). Lastly, acceptance towards 

New Brand Extension was measured using the 4 items scales adapted by 

Klink and Smith (2001).  

 

Now that we have clarified the scales used in the survey, and how the 

measurement have been developed in order to capture every single variable 

presented in the model, we can move on to the analytical part. First of all, we 

present the results of a preliminary factor analysis that assesses the consistency 

and effectiveness of the items in accounting for the latent construct (5.1.1 and 

5.2.1). Second, we’ll start by giving a brief description of the methodology used to 

analyze the dependence relationships between constructs in the model (5.1.2 and 

5.2.2), proceeding then to present the results (5.1.2.1 and 5.2.2.1). 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

5.1 Coop Products 

5.1.1 Consistency and Reliability Analysis 

 

Results about internal consistency and reliability were achieved by running a 

Factor Analysis on all the items and Reliability Analysis using the Cronbach’α. 

These preliminary steps are useful to ascertain the goodness of collected data, 

the actual capacity of the items to measure the theorized construct and to test if 

the measuring scales adopted in the survey were correct.  

The Factor Analysis is a multivariate statistical technique that originated in 

psychometrics, and is used in the social science and marketing to deal with large 

quantities of data; the objective of this method is to explain the most of the 

variability (variance) among number of observable items and the relationship 

existing between them (correlation matrix) in terms of a smaller number of 

unobservable latent variables, called Factors. The most important output of the 

Factor analysis is a factor matrix indicating the extent to which each test is 

correlated with, or “loads on”, one or more factors.  

Based on this assumptions, we proceed in this sense and we run an Exploratory 

Factor Analysis through the software SPSS 15.0, using the Principal Component 

extraction method and performing a Varimax Rotation in order to achieve the 

better results (for a more complete explanation of the applied multivariate 

statistical technique, see Hair et al., 2006).  

The output of the Factor Analysis confirmed our expectations about the predicted 

links between items confirming the measures described in the previous 

paragraph. Table 5.1.1 in the next page shows a synthesis of the results of this 

preliminary phase of study for each group of items collected.  
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 Table 5.1.1 Outcome of the SPSS Factor Analysis  

 

 

 SATISFACTION 
WITH PLs 

PLs TRUST RETAIL 
COMPANY 
TRUST 

STORE 
TRUST 

PLs LOYALTY 
BEHAVIOURAL 
INTENTION 

STORE LOYALTY 
BEHAVIOURAL 
INTENTION 

NEW BRAND 
EXTENSION 
ACCEPTANCE 

 

NEW BRAND 
EXTENSION 
ACCEPTANCE 

 

 α = 0.94 α = 0.84 α = 0.89 α = 0.88 α = 0.86 α = 0.89 α = 0.99 α = 0.99 

SAT1 0,901        
SAT2 0,899        
SAT3 0,930        
SAT4 0,777        
PRTR1  0,590       
PRTR2  0,742       
PRTR3  0,803       
PRTR4  0,735       
RETR1   0,655      
RETR2   0,860      
RETR3   0,802      
RETR4   0,777      
STTR1    0,768     
STTR2    0,880     
STTR3    0,878     
BRLOY1     0,837    
BRLOY2     0,837    
BRLOY3     0,702    
STLOY1      0,895   
STLOY2      0,907   
STLOY3      0,783   
BREXT1       0,939  
BREXT2       0,941  
BREXT3        0,944 
BREXT4        0,944 
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As we can see from the Factor Analysis output, the scales used to measure the 

different constructs were properly applied: first, items resulted to be grouped 

according to the seven latent constructs, second, a further proof of the internal 

consistency of the variables extracted is given by the factor loadings, all of which 

present very significant values, much higher than 0.30 (borderline of significance), 

third, the total variance explained by the factors extracted, that is 84,32%, shows a 

remarkably high value. 

Regarding New Brand Extension Acceptance, a thorough analysis is needed. In fact, 

the exploratory factor analysis divided this concept in two sub-factors. However this 

is not in contrast with our purpose for a couple of reasons: first, the 4-items scale 

adapted from Klink and Smith (2001) was already thought and explicitly described by 

the authors with items grouped together in pairs: as the questionnaire shows the 

first two sentences were related to new brand extension similar to those ones 

already experienced by the respondent, whereas the other two referred to a 

completely different brand extension (e.g. store branded services). Second, reliability 

Analysis through Cronbach’s α was performed not only considering the two pairs of 

items, but also the 4 items together: even in this case we obtained a very good value 

of 0.81. Therefore, following previous research, and these motivations, we’ll keep the 

four items together when performing the structural equation model. 

As already mentioned before and used to explain the brand extension peculiarity, we 

also performed the Reliability analysis using the Cronbach’s α: all the factors present 

a noteworthy reliability with all values of Alpha higher that 0.80, that are considered 

by the literature very good, and some of them even higher than 0.90. 

With this first part of the analysis concluded, we can now proceed and run the 

hypothesized model through Structural Equation Modelling. 

 

 

 



 70 

5.1.2 Estimation Method 

 

As we mentioned before, in order to empirically test the model by running all the 

necessary statistical analysis, we had to make use of a different, non-traditional kind 

of Multivariate Data Analysis methodology, which has the capacity to examine 

simultaneously several interrelated dependence relationships among variables. As a 

matter of fact, our model implies the existence of variables that play, at the same 

time, the role of consequences of some construct and antecedents of others: 

consequently, to test the hypothesized dependence patterns we have had to make 

use of the technique called Structural Equation modelling. Our analysis will be 

performed with Amos (Analysis of MOment Structures) 7.0 which is one of the more 

recent package with a user-friendly graphical interface. Structural Equation Modelling 

(SEM) is a multivariate technique combining aspects of factor analysis and multiple 

regression, that enables the researcher to simultaneously examine a series of 

interrelated dependence relationships among the measured variables and the latent 

constructs as well as between several latent constructs. In other terms SEM 

estimates a series of separate, but interdependent, multiple regression equations 

simultaneously by specifying the Structural Model used by the statistical program. 

Each of the components considered in our model is actually a latent factor, which we 

attempted to measure by means of a series of items, or measured variables, which 

should be highly interrelated with each other, and not with the other items 

measuring different things.  

Besides, the two-step approach proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) has been 

adopted: the measurement model connecting the concepts to their indicators was 

performed first and then the structural model permitting directed effects among the 

concepts. Advocates of this two-step procedure contend that these models provide a 

trustworthy way of determining whether one’s model is failing as a result of 

structural (conceptual) inadequacy, or as a result of measurement misspecification.  
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In order to be tested with the SEM technique, our model has been drawn as a path 

diagram that is the portrayal of the relationship under investigation, used by the 

software Amos to give visual representation of the model we’re going to test. 

Measured variables are assumed to be dependent upon the construct, and this 

relation is represented by arrows going from latent factors into observed items. On 

the other hand, dependence relationships are drawn as arrows that go from the 

causal variable, to the consequent one (the dependent variable). With SEM 

techniques all estimates can be computed using all of the information from all 

equations that make up the model. Since it’s quite a complicated analysis technique, 

usually it requires a large number of observations to assess results that are somehow 

significant. Literature suggests that in order to be more accurate, the sample size 

should be directly proportional to the number of measured items used in each 

analysis. According to these theories, The Rule of Thumb to be used in SEM analysis 

requires a minimum of 5 to 10 observation for each single item measured that will be 

included in the analysis. More specifically in our case, for both the private labels 

sample and the services sample this rule has been followed and our database is over 

the borderline. SEM tests a model by comparing the estimated covariance matrix, 

derived from the path estimates of the model, and the observed covariance matrix; 

the difference between the observed and estimate covariance matrix becomes a key 

driver in assessing the degree of FIT (Goodness of Fit - GOF) of the model. If the 

two matrices are sufficiently close, then the model and its relationships are 

supported. A number of alternative GOF measures are available to the researcher: 

AMOS prints 25 different goodness-of-fit measures, the choice of which is a matter of 

dispute among methodologists. Jaccard and Wan (1996) recommend use of at least 

three fit tests so as to reflect diverse criteria. Kline (1998) recommends at least four 

tests, such as chi-square; GFI, NFI, or CFI; NNFI; and SRMR. Another list of which-

to-publish lists chi-square, AGFI, TLI, and RMSEA.  In our study we decide to report 

this last group of indices to be more coherent with the nomenclature adopted by 
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Amos; moreover, we also mention CFI since, together with RMSEA, it is considered 

by the literature one of the fit indices less affected by sample size (Fan, Thompson, 

and Wang, 1999).  

 

5.1.3 Measurement Model Evaluation 

 

The first phase of the SEM analysis requires assessing the construct validity of the 

proposed measurement theory, which can be achieved by means of a Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis (CFA). In this case, this appraisal only represents a further 

confirmation of what we have already tested with the SPSS Factor Analysis. 

Nonetheless, more accurate measures of reliability on the Measurement model, are 

very valuable in clarifying whether the factors are strong enough to be applied later 

in testing the so called Structural Model and, in turn, all the dependence relationships 

linking them.  

Construct validity can be measured by indicators that express the level of convergent 

validity of the measurement model, which explicates the extent to which the items 

used to measure a specific construct do actually converge, or share a high proportion 

of variance in common. We can empirically evaluate this dimension by determining 

the following three indicators: 

 

� Factor loadings. The size and the statistical significance of the factor 

loadings is the first important consideration. In the case of high convergent 

validity, statistically significant and high loadings on a factor would indicate 

that they converge on some common point; in this case a good rule of thumb 

would be that standardized loading estimates should be at least 0.5, ideally 

higher than 0.7. The rationale behind this rule relies in the fact that the 

square of standardized factor loading represents how much variation in an 

item is explained by the latent factor; thus, a loading of 0,71 squared equals 
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0.5, so the factor is explaining half the variation in the item, the other half 

being error. Lower loadings can still be considered significant, but it must be 

kept in mind that more of the variance in the measure is error variance than 

explained variance. 

 

� Variance extracted. With CFA, the average percentage of variance 

extracted (VE) among a set of items loading on the same construct is a 

summary indicator of convergence. This value can be calculated by using 

standardized loadings and, for n items, VE is calculated as the sum of the 

squared factor loadings divided by the number of items: in other words it is 

the average squared factor loadings. Using the same logic explained above, a 

VE of more than 0.5 is a good Rule of Thumb suggesting that the 

convergence is adequate; on the opposite, a VE less than 0.5 means that, on 

average, the variance explained by the factor is less than the error variance.  

 

� Reliability. Reliability is the third important indicator of convergent validity. It 

has the same function of coefficient Cronbach’α used in the previous factor 

analysis, which is the most commonly applied estimates, although some 

authors argue that coefficient Alpha could underestimate reliability. Different 

reliability coefficients shouldn’t produce dramatically different results, but a 

slightly different construct reliability is often used in conjunction with SEM 

models, namely Composite Reliability (CR). The formula computes CR by 

dividing the squared sum of factor loadings for each construct for the same 

value plus the sum of the error variance term for that construct. The rule of 

thumb for reliability estimates suggest that a value of 0.7 of higher indicates 

good reliability; reliability between 0.6 and 0.7 is acceptable and other values 

can be accepted only if other indicators of a model’s construct validity are 

good.  
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The first measurement model indicated a couple of low factor loadings and therefore, 

a consecutive CFA was performed without these items. Subsequently, all indicators 

belong to a respective construct and standardized factor loadings in each category 

showed values between 0,64 and 0.96 (all p<0.001), proving multidimensionality and 

construct validity of the construct. Moreover, our measurement model presents good 

values of FIT (CMIN/DF=1,068; AGFI=0,86; CFI=0,95; TLI=0,94; RMSEA=0,06). 

Values of VE have been computed and met the 0.5 value. CR measures were 

calculated and are above 0.6 corresponding to Bagozzi and Yi’s (1988) minimum 

value (Tab. 5.1.2).  

 

Table 5.1.2 Computed Variance Extracted and Composite Reliability 

 

 Variance 
Extracted 

Composite 
Reliability 

Satisfaction with PLs 0,81 0,94 
PLs Trust 0,54 0,82 
Retail Company Trust 0,68 0,89 
Store Trust 0,74 0,89 
Loyalty Behavioral Intentions (PLs) 0,71 0,88 
Loyalty Behavioral Intentions (Store) 0,64 0,78 
New Brand Extension Acceptance 0,56 0,79 
 

5.1.4 Structural Model Evaluation 

 

Now that Measurement Model has been performed we can go straight to the 

Structural Model in order to discover which hypothesis of our conceptual model can 

be accepted or not. In this stage dependence relationships are drawn as arrows that 

go from the causal variable, to the consequent one (the dependent variable). 

Concerning the overall fit statistics of the structural model, they indicate a good level 

of fit between the hypothesized model and our data (CMIN/DF=1,235; AGFI=0,90; 

CFI=0,98; TLI=0,98; RMSEA=0,04). The pattern of the path estimates is generally 
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consistent with the hypothesized model shown in Fig. 5.1.3 and results pertaining to 

structural path estimates are show in the next table. 

 

Table 5.1.3 Tests of Proposed Relationships in the Model 

 

Structural Relationship:  

Hypothesized Paths 

Coefficient Result 

   

H1a: Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in PLs 0,56*** Accepted 

H2a: Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in the Store 0,19** Accepted 

H3a: Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in the Retail Company 0, 04°  Rejected 

H4.1a: Trust in PLs � Trust in the Retail Company 0,42*** Accepted 

H4.2a: Trust in the Store �Trust in the Retail Company 0,34*** Accepted 

H5a: Trust in the store � Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 0,31*** Accepted 

H6a: Trust in the Retail Company � Store Loyalty Behavioral 

Intentions 

0,02° Rejected 

H7a: Trust in PLs � PLs Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 0,58*** Accepted 

H8a: Trust in the Retail Company � PLs Loyalty Behavioral 

Intentions 

0,11° Rejected 

H9a: PLs Loyalty Behavioral Intentions � Store Loyalty 

Behavioral Intentions 

0,34*** Accepted 

H10a: Trust in PLs � New Brand Extension Acceptance 0,12°  Rejected 

H11a: Trust in Retail Company � New Brand Extension 

Acceptance 

0,52*** Accepted 

   

Note: ** p<0.05; ***p<0.001; ° = not significant according to a p-value>0.1 

 

Apart some hypothesis that were rejected being not significant (p>0.1), the model 

mainly confirms the hypothesized relationships between the latent variables.  

 

H1a. Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in PLs.   

The first hypothesis was accepted (p<0.001) therefore it means that if a customer is 

satisfied with the products, a feeling of trust towards the same products will follow. 
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Moreover, the impact of satisfaction on trust is extremely high (0,56) if compared 

with the impact of satisfaction with private labels on Store Trust. 

 

H2a. Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in the Store.   

The second hypothesis was accepted (p=0.023) implying that a positive relationship 

between Satisfaction with PLs and Store Trust exists. However, the impact (0,19) is 

not as strong as in the H1a, and this result could have been expected. In fact, it 

usually happens that if a customer purchase a private label product and, after the 

consumption experience, he perceives an alignment between prior expectations and 

the actual performance, he will develop a greater feeling of trust in towards the 

product itself and, only in a second time, and in a lower way he will trust the store 

where he bought it. Apart from brand leader where the relationship can be explained 

more at a consumer-company level, for other less known brands the consumer may 

perceive that the store plays a role of responsibility for the products proposed in the 

assortment. In particular, especially in this case where the purchase refers to product 

labeled by the retail company and with the store/retail logo, the relationship of trust 

in terms of guaranteed quality is even stronger.  

 

H3a. Satisfaction with PLs � Trust in the Retail Company 

This relationship was found not to be significant. One explanation could be that trust 

toward the retail company is directly driven by trust in its two interfaces, namely 

Trust in the Store and Trust in Private Labels. Further comments will be developed in 

the discussion paragraph.  

 

H4.1a. Trust in PLs � Trust in the Retail Company.  

H4.2a. Trust in the Store �Trust in the Retail Company. 

A positive and direct direction has been found between trust in Private Labels and 

Trust in the Retail Company (0,42; p<0.001) and between Trust in the Store and 
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Trust in the Retail Company (0,34; p<0.001). As we said above, these results 

confirm that consumers develop their relationship with the interfaces of the company 

that, therefore, become drivers of the set of feelings towards the firm itself.  

 

H5a. Trust in the Store � Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions. 

Also this hypothesis was accepted with a positive (0,31; p<0.001) and direct 

relationship between the two constructs verified. Store Trust leads to favorable 

intentions in terms of loyalty, as the literature has already deeply investigated. 

 

H6a. Trust in the Retail Company � Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

This hypothesis was rejected. A possible reason could lie in the fact that store loyalty 

behavioral intentions relies more on constructs such as store trust, or variables not 

included in our analysis, for instance those ones describing the retail image 

(assortment, location, store atmosphere, price and promotion policies etc.) 

 

H7a. Trust in PLs � PLs Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

Similar motivation on the H5a hypothesis can be attributed to this linkage (0,58; 

p<0.001). When a customer trusts PL, he’ll also develop loyalty behavioral intentions 

towards the product itself.  

 

H8a. Trust in the Retail Company � PLs Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

This hypothesis was rejected, and similar explanation can be assumed as in H6a. 

 

H9a. PLs Loyalty Behavioral Intentions � Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions 

A positive relationship (0,34; p<0.001) has been identified between loyalty in Coop 

store branded products and loyalty towards the store. This confirms the academic 

literature that, among several advantages associated to private labels, mentions 

loyalty as one of the most relevant ones. Thanks to their exclusive distribution, 
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positive behavioral intentions for the first, inevitably lead to positive behavioral 

intentions towards the store. 

 

H10a. Trust in PLs � New Brand Extension Acceptance 

The relationship between trust in PLs and New Brand Extension Acceptance has been 

rejected since it was not significant. This result is interesting because shows, as it 

will be explained below that the only antecedent of New Brand extension Acceptance 

is Trust in the Retail Company. Trust in private labels, however, contributes to the 

New Brand Extension acceptance but in a indirect way.   

 

H11a. Trust in Retail Company � New Brand Extension Acceptance 

Strong positive relationship (0,52; p<0.001) is highlighted between these two 

variables. Indeed, this result is strategically important for retailers, especially for 

those ones, like Coop, that have already started and aim at enlarging the set of 

services (e.g. financial services, travel agency etc.) provided under their brand or 

affiliates brands. Particularly, in those cases where greater risk is perceived, trust 

becomes a fundamental precondition for new brand extension acceptance. 
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Figure 5.1.1 Model Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Goodness of fit indices:  
CMIN/DF=1,235; AGFI=0,90; CFI=0,98; TLI=0,98; RMSEA=0,04 
Note: ***p<0.001; ** p<0.05; ° = not significant according to a p-value>0.1 
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5.2 Coop Services 

5.2.1 Consistency and Reliability Analysis 

 

As we introduced in the fourth chapter regarding the method, the sample has been 

split in two groups, a first one answered about Coop products and a second one 

about Coop services. In this section we’ll go through the analysis of the latter. Since 

for the service model we have excluded the two store dimensions (Trust in the store 

and Store Loyalty Behavioral Intentions), a preliminary step consists in performing a 

new Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis that includes the remaining 

selected concepts.  Even in this case, the output of the Factor Analysis confirmed our 

expectations about the predicted links between items and confirmed the goodness of 

selected measures. Table 5.2.1 shows a synthesis of the results.   

 

Table 5.2.1 Outcome of the SPSS Factor Analysis 

 

 SATISFACTION SERVICE 
TRUST 

RETAIL 
COMPANY 
TRUST 

 

SERVICE 
LOYALTY 

BEHAVIOURAL 

INTENTION 

NEW BRAND 
EXTENSION 
ACCEPTANCE 

 

 α = 0.92 α = 0.88 α = 0.89 α = 0.96 α = 0.94 

SAT1 0,910     
SAT2 0,927     
SAT3 0,939     
SAT4 0,775     
SETR1  0,879    
SETR2  0,879    
SETR3  0,769    
SETR4  0,615    
RETR1   0,622   
RETR2   0,637   
RETR3   0,819   
RETR4   0,852   
SELOY1    0,969  
SELOY2    0,962  
SELOY3    0,898  
BREXT1     0,921 
BREXT2     0,913 
BREXT3     0,873 
BREXT4     0,844 



 81 

 

The best result for the Factor Analysis was achieved by using Principal Component 

estimation method and performing Equamax Rotation. Internal consistency of the 

variables extracted is highlighted by the factor loadings, all of which present very 

significant values between 0,615 and 0,969. Moreover, the total variance explained 

by the factors extracted is 85,85%, therefore it shows a remarkable result. 

Concerning Reliability analysis, the output shows that the scales chosen to measure 

the different constructs were properly applied: in fact, all the factors present a 

noteworthy reliability with Cronbach’s α values higher than 0.85, therefore largely 

over the borderline of significance of 0.65 suggested by the literature. 

Concluded this first step, a paragraph dedicated to the estimation methods will 

follow. 

 

5.2.2 Estimation method 

 

Even though particular strengths have been adopted in order to obtain critical and 

significant evaluations on every single item, collected data resulted to be very 

homogeneous not only among the same items that describe the single latent 

variable, since this would be a confirmation that a correct scale has been applied, 

but, also between the different constructs. Coop services received generally high 

grades, between 6 and 7, for all the latent variables included in the survey. 

Concerning items about satisfaction with Coop services, on average 36,17% of the 

respondents voted 6 and 55,25% voted 7; about trust in the service 48,02% voted 6 

and 36,85 voted 7; similarly trust in retail company was evaluated with 48,52% of 

the sample responding 6 and 30,25% responding 7. Regarding behavioral loyalty 

intentions, the majority of respondents (50,86%) voted 7 and 37,7% voted 6; lastly, 

brand extension acceptance received 6 from 65.15% of the interviewee and 7 from 

30,25%.  
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These results allow us to make two main remarks. On one hand, from these data a 

first information about the opinions and points of view of Coop services customers is 

obtained: we can definitely say that the all sample recognize high satisfaction with 

respect to Coop services and shows significant levels of trust in the company and in 

the service as well.  Equally, loyalty intentions regarding the experienced service and 

new brand extension acceptance received extremely positive evaluations.  

On the other hand, if compared with data collected for Coop private label products, 

the service database showed remarkable homogeneity, implying difficulties for Amos 

to perform the analysis and highlighting one limit of this software. Actually, one 

solution should have been to change the estimation method from the default option 

of “maximum likelihood” into the more suitable “asymptotically distribution free” 

option. However, this was not possible in our case because the sample size was not 

big enough to perform the analysis with this alternative method.  

For this reason, we have decided to run alternative statistical analysis with the help 

of the software SPSS 15.0, that could overcome this limit, with the specific goal to 

obtain anyway a significant result useful for a comparison with private labels.  

Specifically we are interested in discovering if a difference exists in the relationship 

between trust in the store branded products or services and trust in the company. 

Moreover, we’ll also investigate the relationships developed around new brand 

extension acceptance and behavioral loyalty intentions. 

Correlations Analysis and Multiple Regression Analysis7 will be performed in order to 

examine the relationship between the five constructs indicated in the previous factor 

analysis. Correlations were used for an exploratory scope and to investigate the 

relationship between satisfaction with Store Branded Services and Trust in the Retail 

                                                             

7 In order to study these relationships we have conducted one factor analysis for every single construct. As a 
consequence, we obtain only one standardized variable per each concept and we could compare factors without 
using the single items describing them. Moreover, we could have the confirmation of the results shown in the 
previous chapter. Another method that we could have used, concerns the computation of the mean for every 
latent variable (and for every respondent in the dataset). 
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Company, since it was the only one-to-one relationship. In order to investigate, 

relationships where two independent variables impact on the dependent one, we use 

Multiple Regression Analysis. 

 

5.2.3 Analysis and Overall Results 

 

The Pearson's correlation is used to find a correlation between at least two variables 

and the correlation coefficient measures the strength of a linear relationship between 

them. The value for a Pearson's correlation can fall between -1 (perfect negative 

linear relationship) and +1 (perfect positive linear relationship). Generally, 

correlations above 0.7 are considered pretty high even though cutoff value can 

change depending on the case. Other factors such as group size will determine if the 

correlation is significant. The estimated correlations, statistically significant at p<0,05 

and p<0,001 and with signs as expected are shown in the following table (5.2.2).  

 

Table 5.2.2 Significant Correlation Coefficients for Main Constructs 

 

Variable 1 Variable 2 Pearson   

Correlation 

Sig.                        

(2-tailed) 

 
Satisfaction with Coop 
Service 

 
Coop Service trust 

 
0,331*** 

 
0,000 

Satisfaction with Coop 
Service 

Retail Company trust 0,231** 0,014 

Coop Service trust Retail Company trust 0,668*** 0,000 
Retail Company trust Behavioral Loyalty 

Intentions 
0,442*** 0,000 

Retail Company trust  New Brand Extension 
Acceptance 

0,480*** 0,000 
 

Note: ***p<0.001; ** p<0.05  

 

The patterns and significance of these coefficients lends some support to the model 

proposed in figure 3.2. Although values of Pearson’s correlation could seem not very 
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strong, the reason lies in the small sample size. Anyway, their significance allowed us 

to make the following comments. The table above shows that Satisfaction with Coop 

Services is positively correlated with both Trust in the service itself (0,331, p<0,001) 

and Trust in the Retail Company (0,231, p<0,05); moreover, a strong positive 

correlation have been identified between Trust in Coop Service and Trust in the 

Retail Company (0,668, p<0,001). Similar results have been found out concerning 

Retail Company Trust and Behavioral Loyalty Intentions (0,442, p<0,001) and 

between the former and New Brand Extension Acceptance (0,480, p<0,001).  

Thanks to these correlations, we are allowed to answer at least at one of our 

hypothesis, the one about the relationship between only two constructs. 

 

H3b. Satisfaction with Store Branded Services has a positive effect on Trust in the 

Retail Company. 

 

This hypothesis is accepted and confirmed by the correlation analysis. With a Person 

Correlation of 0,231 (p =0,014), it is argued that a positive relationship among these 

two constructs exists. However, in order to obtain a further confirmation that Trust in 

the Retail Company is the dependent variable, also a regression analysis was 

performed. The result confirmed our hypothesis with an acceptable value of R 

squared, a significant F statistic and, as expected, a beta coefficient for Satisfaction 

with Store Branded Products of 0,231 (p=0,014, t=2,507). 

 

The other relationships specified in the model were tested more formally using causal 

path analysis (Davis, 1985) by means of Stepwise regressions. In this way it has 

been possible to evaluate those relationships of dependency in which two or more 

variables are expected to simultaneously impact on a dependent variable.  

Stepwise regression is a way of computing OLS regression in stages. In stage one, 

the independent best correlated with the dependent is included in the equation. In 

the second stage, the remaining independent with the highest partial correlation with 
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the dependent, controlling for the first independent, is entered. This process is 

repeated, at each stage partialling for previously-entered independents, until the 

addition of a remaining independent does not increase R-squared by a significant 

amount (or until all variables are entered, of course).  

 

The first Regression Analysis takes into account the impact of Satisfaction with Store 

Branded Services and Retail Company Trust on Store Branded Services Trust. Results 

show that the independent variables of our first regression analysis are highly 

significant. The remarkable R squared (0,480) means that the model fits very well 

the data and this is also proved by the significant F statistic. The standardized 

coefficients of the linear regression with a significance level of 5% are shown in the 

table below. 

 

Table 5.2.3 Standardized Regression Coefficients  

Variables   Beta 
 
     T  Sig. 

Satisfaction with Coop Service + 0,187 2,660 0,009 

Trust in Retail Company + 0,625 8,884 0,000 

    

R² = 0,480    

N = 114    

   Dependent Variable: Trust in Coop Service 

 

Before a comment of the results, a last step consists in calculating the percentage of 

impact of each independent variable on Trust in Coop Service (tab. 5.2.4 ). 

 

 

 



 86 

Table 5.2.4 Standardized Coefficients and % of Impact 

 

Variables Beta % 

Satisfaction with Coop Service  + 0,187 0,23% 

Trust in Retail Company + 0,625 0,77% 

Dependent Variable: Trust in Coop Service 

 

H1b. Satisfaction with the Service has a positive effect on Trust in the Service.  

And 

H4b. Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on Trust in the Service.  

 

Turn into: Satisfaction with the Service and Trust in the Retail Company have a 

positive effect on Trust in the Service.  

 

Results in the previous page shows that these two hypotheses are accepted and 

Trust in Coop Service positively depends on Satisfaction with Coop Services and 

Trust in Retail Company. If we compare their betas, it’s evident that the impact of 

the latter (0,77%) is stronger than the impact of the former (0,23%). Even though 

detailed explanation will be discussed in the next chapter, we can start anticipating 

some considerations that introduce the topic. We might argue that the reason of a 

consistent difference in the betas derives from the kind of services we investigated, 

that, especially when delivered by a grocery retailer, are associated with high 

perceived risk both in terms of financial risk and functional risk. As explained in the 

model development, the more the perceived risk, the greater the trust required and, 

more specifically, it is reasonable that an attitude of Trust toward Coop Service is 

driven by Satisfaction with the Service itself but, above all, by Trust in Coop as a 

company.  
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A second stepwise regression has been performed to discover the relationship 

between loyalty behavioral intentions towards the service and the two levels of trust: 

Trust in Coop Services and Trust in Retail Company. Trust in Coop Services was 

excluded from the relationship (p=0,276), therefore implying that Behavioral Loyalty 

Intentions towards Coop Services simply depend from Trust in Retail Company. With 

a R squared of 0,195, with the variables highly significant both in the F test and in 

the t test, the result about the standardized coefficient follows. 

 

Table 5.2.5 Standardized Regression Coefficients  

                   Variables      Beta 
 
T Sig. 

Trust in Retail Company + 0,442 5,215 0,000 

    

R² = 0,195    

N = 114    

            Dependent variable: Loyalty Behavioral Intentions towards Coop service 

H7b. Trust in Store Branded Services has a positive effect on Service Loyalty 

Behavioral Intentions.  

And  

H8b. Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on Service Loyalty Behavioral 

Intentions.  

 

Turn into: Trust in Retail Company and Trust in the Service have a positive impact on 

Behavioral Loyalty Intention towards the Service.   

 

Results demonstrate that this hypothesis is only partially accepted since only one 

antecedent, Trust in the Retail Company, has been considered significant for the 

relationship. As a consequence, we can argue that trust in the service is not a 
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precondition to keep on making use of the service since the customer refers to the 

company itself as a guarantee for future purchasing or recommendation to a friend. 

 

A third stepwise regression has been run in order to discover the impact of Trust in 

Coop Service and Trust in Retail Company on New Brand Extension Acceptance. Our 

initial hypothesis considered the possibility that both of them could be antecedents of 

a positive attitude of the customers regarding new brand extension strategy. 

However, as in the previous case, Trust in Coop Service was excluded from the 

regression (p=0,704) and only one independent variable, that is Trust in Retail 

Company, was considered significant to explain the relationship. With a R squared of 

0,231, with the variables highly significant both in the F test and in the t test, the 

results about the standardized coefficient are outlined next: 

 

Table 5.2.6 Standardized Regression Coefficients 

             Variables  Beta 
 
T Sig. 

Trust in Retail Company + 0,480 5,798 0,000 

    

R² = 0,231    

N = 114    

  Dependent variable: New Brand Extension Acceptance 

 

H10b. Trust in Store Branded Services has a positive effect on New Brand Extension 

Acceptance. 

And 

H11b. Trust in the Retail Company has a positive effect on New Brand Extension 

Acceptance. 
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Turn into: Trust in Retail Company and Trust in the Service have a positive impact on 

New Brand Extension Acceptance. 

 

Similar to the previous case, this hypothesis is partially accepted for the same reason 

explained above. Moreover, in this case, it’s even clearer that a high level of Trust in 

the Retail Company drives to favorable acceptance of New Brand Extension. Even 

though the customer can trust the service that he’s currently using, that in the 

specific case it’s already a broad brand extension, he would rely on trust in the 

company itself for future acceptance. 

Given these results, the following figure graphically represents the relationships 

above investigated and the related coefficients.  

 

Figure 5.2.1 Model Results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: ***p<0.001; ** p<0.05; n.s. = not significant according to a p-value>0.1 
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Discussion  

 

A comprehensive model about the levels of trust has been developed and tested in 

order to compare relationships between trust and private labels and trust and 

services provide by retailer. Several important contributions emerged. Besides, 

according to the purpose of the study that was threefold, we’ll now go through a 

summary of the main results useful to provide an answer to our initial research 

questions.  

 

Firstly, our goal concerned to discover in which way private labels and services 

contribute in Retail Trust Building. On one side, empirical evidence has demonstrated 

that, in Private Labels model, Trust in Retail Company derives from trust in the two 

tangible interfaces, namely the private labels and the store. Besides, satisfaction with 

private labels was found not to directly impact on trust in the retailer. On the other 

side, retailer labeled services show a different way in the contribution of trust in the 

retail enterprise. In fact, satisfaction with services has a positive effect on both trust 

in the service and trust in the retail company.  

This difference confirms that the relationship among satisfaction and the levels of 

trust varies according, we could say, to the tangible vs intangible nature of the good 

taken into consideration. In private labels case, in fact, we can hypothesize from our 

results that, tangibility of private labels helps in developing feeling of trust directly 

towards the products themselves and the store, and, only as a consequence, these 

two levels of trust impact on the third one, trust in retail company. In the service 

case, instead, their intangible nature make more complicated for the customer to 

distinguish between the service itself and the delivering company. This can explain 

why satisfaction with Coop services directly develops trust in Coop and in services as 

well. Unfortunately, it is not possible, to make a comparison about the weight of 

these two coefficients since two different regressions have been applied to discover 
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the dependence relationship. With reference to these links, correlation analysis can 

help us: satisfaction shows to be slightly more correlated with service trust than with 

retail trust. Being identified this dissimilarity in terms of how PLs and extended retail 

services contribute on retail trust, a first relevant contribution is proposed yet.  

 

Secondly, the purpose of our study was to discover if a difference exists between 

private labels and extended retail services in terms of relationship with the levels of 

trust. Interesting results can support our hypotheses. Apart from the store trust 

construct, that was included only in private labels analysis and for which is not 

possible any comparison, the other two levels present an opposite relationship of 

dependence. Results show that, according to previous studies of Castaldo (2007a, 

2007b), private labels play a relevant role in retail trust building and trust that 

customers develops towards store brands positively impact on trust towards the 

company. With respect to services, it has been discovered that trust in the service 

depends on trust in the company.  

Given this last result, we can confirm Laforet’s (2007) research in which particular 

emphasis was dedicated to the importance of trust in high involvement product 

categories such as financial services provided by grocery retailer. Moreover, this is 

consistent with a previous research by Reast (2003) in which the concept of trust 

was seen as an antecedent of brand extension acceptance. More specifically trust 

was measured by two correlated dimensions that seem to reply the concept of 

satisfaction with store branded services and retail company trust: company credibility 

and performance satisfaction. Company credibility, in fact, parallels our definition of 

retailer trust: this dimension is verified when the company is considered truthful, 

sincere, when it shows concern, share the same customer values and it is perceived 

as competent, when its expertise is recognized and its reputation is high. 

Performance satisfaction consists in personal experience, usage history, ability to 

fulfill expectation and quality consistency (Reast, 2005). These two elements are 

antecedent of brand extension acceptance as in our case satisfaction and retail 

company trust are antecedents of the actual brand extension, the service. Some 
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comments are required in order to explain in better terms our results and to avoid 

misunderstanding. Private labels and extended retail services are considered both of 

them a form of brand extension. The fact that private labels can be seen as trust 

builder but trust in retail company is not an antecedent of trust in private labels can 

be explained by the three premises presented in the chapter dedicated to the model 

development concerning the stage of the product life cycle, the nature of the product 

and related perceived risk. Moreover, since questionnaires were personally collected, 

and many points of views and opinion of customers emerged and were gathered, we 

find interesting to integrate the interpretation of the empirical results with customer’s 

comments. We could say that customer definitely perceived services (like financial 

ones, or travel agency) as a brand extension since it is clear that two different 

activities are performed. Instead, when considering private labels, customers do not 

show the same awareness. This can be explained by the proximity in consumers’ 

mind between the core activity, to sell food and non- food (such as detergents, 

plastic bags etc.) category products and the extended activity, to produce or label 

products within the same categories of those ones traditionally sold. Such difference, 

together with the previous reasons, strengthens our hypothesis concerning the 

linkage with trust. 

Moreover, most of the time consumers used expression like: “of course I trust Coop 

financial service (…) I told you that I trust Coop!”, instead, they rarely mentioned 

trust in Coop when justifying trust in private labels and the most frequently answer 

was  “because the product demonstrate good value for money and generally satisfy 

me”. 

   

Thirdly, we focused on the behavioral consequences. Concerning loyalty behavioral 

intentions, we can observe that retail company trust doesn’t play a significant role as 

antecedent of private labels loyalty behavioral intentions and store loyalty behavioral 

intentions, since the former derives from trust in private labels and the latter from 

store trust. To explain these results we can imagine that the “consumption 

experience” plays a fundamental role in this context, implying that it is the object 



 93 

itself like the store or private labels that drives the intention to re-buy a product, to 

continuing shopping in the same store or to recommend them to a friend. 

For example, it might be that a customer trusts Coop in general terms because he 

perceives an alignment in terms of values or because of its reputation but he would 

not recommend that specific Coop store to a friend. Actually, if considering a store, it 

is characterized by elements such as assortment, location, price and promotion 

policies etc. that differentiate itself from the others, even within the same retailer 

chain. Therefore, it is easier to think that it’s trust in the specific store that play a 

role of antecedent in store loyalty behavioral intentions and not retail trust.  

Similar assumption can be mentioned for private labels where trust in the product, 

seen as the willingness of the customer to rely on the ability of these 

product/services to perform their stated function, directly impact on loyalty 

behavioral intentions.   

The model about services show a different result: trust in the service doesn’t impact 

on loyalty behavioral intentions, whereas loyalty intentions are determined by 

company trust. Especially from the comparison with previous findings, we can make 

some interesting observations. Given that the extension to non correlated services in 

the retail setting is a recent activity, and being characterized by high involvement 

and high financial and performance perceived risk, this result is not completely 

unexpected. In this context in fact, where uncertainty is higher, customers always 

rely on the company in every occasion, when they decide to trust the service, when 

they decide to continuing buying/using it, and as we’ll see later, also in brand 

extension acceptance.  

Concerning new brand extension, private labels and services don’t differ from one 

another. In fact, in both cases new brand extension acceptance is the consequence 

of trust in the retail company: trust in private labels and trust in the services were 

considered not significant and therefore no possible antecedents. 

The fact that actual brand extensions are highly evaluated and trusted doesn’t mean 

that customers will accept other brand extension on the basis of the one they have 

already experienced. It’s trust in the company, in its expertise and competences, in 



 94 

its reputation, in the expectation of absence of opportunistic behavior that allows 

clients to trust future activities, especially when they are very different from the core 

business. 

 

6.2 Managerial Implications  

 

Given these answers to the research questions, we’ll proceed with managerial 

implications to transform empirical results into practical advices for managers of a 

retail company and more specifically, for Coop managers.  

Findings of our study are aligned with the new perspective adopted in grocery 

retailing in which is recognized that understanding and leveraging on trust builders in 

order to foster store patronage, can be a more efficient and effective approach 

(Castaldo, 2007b), than simply investing in price cuts, promotions and loyalty 

schemes. Store brands have found to be a possible strategic tool for retail trust 

building: given this additional role managers should depart from a short-term 

perspective in which private labels are just seen as a way to immediately increase 

profit margins, and should move on a long-term perspective where private labels are 

useful to build and leverage the relational bond and trust, and therefore contribute in 

a more significant manner on overall profitability. Our proposal consists in improving 

the quality standards remaining at an affordable price as the key of success. In fact, 

even though increasing effort have already be done and retailer are trying to offer 

value-added private labels, this practice is frequently associated with special lines 

called “premium” that are directed to a more sophisticated audience (for example in 

Coop we can find Biologico, Equo solidale, Ecologico ecc.) and that form only 4,2% 

of the total sales in Italy. Specific efforts in terms of quality implementation should 

be devoted to the own brands (e.g. “Tutela” line) which incidence on the total sales 

of private labels counts for 86,5% (Fornari, 2007): in this way it could be developed 

a greater potentiality in terms of trust and long-term relationship. 

Moreover, we suggest enlarging Coop own brands category range even in more 

innovative products, when possible and according to the retailer competences. As a 
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consequence, consumers might perceive the retailer’s interest of satisfying new 

customers’ needs and to take care of their specific interests. An example in Coop 

reality consists in the introduction of products such as powdered milk for children or 

a complete line for people affected by celiac disease, in which retailer gave a clear 

signal of paying attentions on consumer rights. 

Concerning loyalty behavioral intentions, Corstjens and Lal (2000) and Steenkamp 

and Dekimpe (1997) had already underlined the role of private labels in building 

store loyalty and our research empirically confirms this relationship. Being store 

brands sold exclusively in their retail chain, improving loyalty towards them should be 

a critical issue. Our suggestions takes into considerations the dynamic model of 

customer loyalty developed by Costabile (2001), where it was assumed that being a 

customer satisfied, he develops a feeling of trust due to the coherence between 

expected and perceived value. As a consequence, trust build the basis for behavioral 

loyalty (product repurchase), that will be transformed in cognitive loyalty and lastly in 

loyalty. This last step recognizes the maximum level achievable where the customer’s 

loyalty is not simply driven by objective evaluations about characteristic, price and 

benefit or by cognitive inertia, but on the other hand refers to concepts such as 

equity. Apart from increasing private labels qualitative standards in order to move 

from a fragile behavioral loyalty based, most of the time, on economic convenience 

to a solid real loyalty, managers should begin to build brand equity around store 

brands through a proper communication of retail values and how these values are 

transferred to the products. Coop, for instance could concentrate and implement its 

advertising campaigns also on concepts as safety since Coop store brands are 

guaranteed by specific controls on all the assembly line, raw materials come from the 

national territory and products are certified by internal controls. Moving the 

attentions on these topics such as safety, quality, ethical nature and environmentally 

friendly conduct, managers can increase private labels brand equity, and therefore 

reduce switching behaviors on the basis of price wars and increase trust towards the 

retail company.   
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Concerning new brand extension acceptance, retail company trust have been 

discovered to be its main antecedent. Especially in the case of service extension, in 

situations characterized by high involvement a high perceived risk, our proposal for 

managers consists in developing in-store communication campaign through 

advertising leaflets, billboard, informational messages, together with informative 

brochure to be sent at every associate. Academic literature points out that the 

strength of extending the core activity for a retailer consists in the loyalty already 

created by the established relationship through their core brand (Alexander and 

Colgate, 2005).  For this reasons we suggest that, in case of limited budget and in 

order to obtain a greater return on investment, the advertising efforts for future 

brand extension should be located in-store and directed to already existing 

customers that thanks to their previous experiences with the store and private labels 

may have already developed trust towards the retailer. In this way, these messages 

should simply stir up the feeling of trust and therefore activate a favorable attitude 

towards new brand extension. Moreover, given that the provision of services non 

related to the core business is an opportunity to establish mutually closer 

relationships with customers (Barnes, 1997) and to move beyond the regular 

(Storbacka, 1994) but essentially impersonal and low involvement interactions 

(Zaichowsky, 1985, Gordon et al.1998), we suggest to implement the current store 

branded services with tailored offers by means of the analysis of internal data 

(sensible data, information about shopping behaviors etc.) collected during both the 

traditional shopping expedition at the store and the use of the service itself. 

We do not suggest, instead, to excessively enlarge the number of services the 

retailer provides, unless to have good opportunity of success, for two reasons: first, 

international literature has demonstrated that when a customer perceives that the 

brand extension is implemented poorly, the relationship between him/her and the 

retailer is compromised (Alexander and Colgate, 2005) and this may impact the 

overall brand equity (Aaker, 1990). Second, consumers might perceive that the 

company is reducing its attention on the core business and might see the news 

services with suspect.  
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To the best of our knowledge this is the first study specifically investigating the 

comparison between private labels and retail labeled services and their role in retail 

trust building. The purpose of this research was to contribute to the retailing 

literature by reaffirming the importance of relationship marketing in this particular 

context and to understand how these two interfaces can be a resource on which the 

relational bond between the customer and the retailer is established. Increasing 

complexity, uncertainty and continuous changes in the competitive environments call 

for this different approach, were a concepts such as trust and commitment cannot be 

underestimate since they are the lymph that allows long-term profitable results.  

 

6.3 Limitations and Future Research  

 

Although the use of two different estimation methods, structural equation modeling 

in one case and correlation and regression analysis in the other case, didn’t prevent 

us from obtaining interesting comparisons, a first limit concerns the impossibility to 

compare the single coefficients. In fact, it would have been interesting to notice how 

the relationships among the latent variables could have changed depending on the 

product taken into consideration.  

Moreover, our study is limited to data from only one store from a retail chain, Coop, 

in which private labels are extremely important in terms of volume and in terms of 

sales. If on one side this has been an advantage in conducting our analysis, because 

it has increased the probability to encounter valid interviewees, on the other side, 

these results can be difficult to be generalized. Besides, being Coop a mutual 

company the concept of trust can have stronger basis that goes beyond the mere 

satisfaction of the performed activities. Coop stands for cooperative of consumers, 

where the “company” belongs to its associates who counts as persons and whose 

relevance doesn’t depend on the number of the owned shares. In this particular 

context, apart from the mere opinion regarding the retail operations, several other 
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reasons can explain a feeling of trust towards Coop, such as shared values and 

political proximity between the associates and the retailer.  

Future research can be useful in order to overcome these limits: therefore, a more 

successful attempt of replying this analysis using Amos 7.0 for the service sample 

should be done. Together, the same model could be tested on other retail chain 

were private labels don’t play such a relevant role, and were trust in the retail 

company might be less influenced by the company structure. 

Moreover, it’ll be interesting to test competitive models differentiating between 

different types of private labels such as generics, retail brands and extended own 

label brands. This comparison will allow us to test the effect of brand recognition on 

trust. Despite this comparative study was difficult to put in place in practical terms 

for Coop, because all its private labels in the Italian market are clearly marked Coop 

(with the only exception of “Moneta che ride” line that is sold in very few stores), the 

same study could me implemented for a different Italian retailer such as Esselunga, 

just with respect to extended own label brands, or for a foreign retailer that 

simultaneously includes in his assortments different typologies of private labels and 

brands not obviously related to the retailer (i.e. generics or extended own label 

brands). Using the same approach of testing competitive models, we argue that it 

will be useful to consider the relationship lengths as a moderating variable in order to 

discover how the relationship between satisfaction, trust and loyalty may vary.   

Then, we found interesting to test the same model with private labels products 

belonging to high involvement and high perceived risk categories that were excluded 

in our analysis. Products such as powered milk or the line dedicated to people with 

celiac disease could demonstrate an opposite relationships in terms of trust, 

behaving like the services. In this case in fact, trust in the retailer could result to be 

an antecedent of trust in the product. 

Besides, we consider interesting to enlarge the scope of the analysis by 

implementing a new model that also take into consideration the impact of reputation 

on trust, including in this way those individuals that have never had a prior 
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experience with the brand but still have built up in their mind a set of expectations 

towards the brands thanks to a comparison with other brands or word of mouth.  

Lastly, thanks to the insights we have gathered during the interviews we might take 

into consideration the possibility to deeper investigate the nature of correlations by 

organizing a set of focus groups and in- depth interviews.  
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MEASURING SCALES 

SATISFACTION WITH RETAILER BRANDS/ STORE 

BRANDED SERVICES  

Adapted from Oliver (1997)  I’m satisfied with my decision to 

purchase this product 

 My choice to buy this product was wise 

at one  

 I think I did the right thing when I 

bought this product 

 I truly enjoyed my purchase of this 

product 

  

TRUST IN RETAILER BRANDS/ STORE BRANDED 

SERVICES  

Adapted from Delgado and Munuera (2005)  X is a brand name that meets my 

expectations 

 I feel confidence in X name 

 X is a brand name that never disappoints 

me 

 X brand name guarantees satisfaction 

  

TRUST IN RETAIL COMPANY 

Based on De Wulf and Odekerken – Schröeder (2003)  This retailer gives me a feeling of trust 

 This retailer gives me a trustworthy 

impression  

 This retailer only wants the best for me  

 This retailer gives me the feeling that I 

can count on it 
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TRUST IN THE STORE 

Adapted from Swan et al. (1999) This store can be trusted 

 This store has my interest in mind 

 This store keeps his promises 

  

LOYALTY BEHAVIOURAL INTENTIONS (RETAIL 

BRANDS AND SERVICES) 

 

Adapted from Jacopy and Chesnut (1978)  I’ll buy this brand the next time I buy 

 I intend to keep purchasing this brand 

 I’ll recommend this brand to a friend 

  

STORE LOYALTY BEHAVIOURAL INTENTIONS  

Based on Sihori, Mc Laughlin and Wittink (1998) I’ll continue shopping at this store 

 In the future I’ll use the store for more of 

my product/category needs in the next 

12 months 

 I’ll recommend this store to a friend 

  

NEW BRAND EXTENSION ACCEPTANCE  

Adapted from link and Smith (2001) How favorable you feel toward the 

vertical extension? 

 How likely you were to purchase the 

vertical extension? 

 How favorable you feel toward the 

horizontal extension? 

 How likely you were to purchase the 

horizontal extension?  
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QUESTIONARIO – FOOD 
 

1) Ha mai acquistato un prodotto a marchio Coop nell’ambito “food” (es. latte, caffè, biscotti, 
pasta, surgelati, succhi, riso, oli e conserve, salumi ecc.) o nell’ambito detergenti? 
Sì □        No □ 
 

2) Da quanto tempo compra questi prodotti a marchio Coop? __________ 
 

3) Fatti pari a 100 i suoi acquisti complessivi nella categoria “food”/detergenti a quale 
percentuale ammontano gli acquisti dei prodotti a marchio Coop?  

 
     10%         20%         30%         40%         50%         60%         70%         80%         90%         100% 
 

4) Attribuisca un punteggio da 1 (totalmente in disaccordo) a 7 (totalmente d’accordo) alle 
seguenti affermazioni. 

 
     Totale         Né accordo      Pieno                                                

Disaccordo    Né disaccordo   Accordo                    
Sono soddisfatto della decisione di aver comprato questo 
prodotto. 

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7  

La scelta di comprare questo prodotto è stata saggia.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Credo di aver fatto la scelta giusta quando ho comprato questo 
prodotto. 

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7 

Ho davvero apprezzato l’acquisto di questo prodotto.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Il marchio Coop è un marchio che coincide con le mie 
aspettative. 

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7 

Ho fiducia nel marchio Coop.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Il marchio Coop è un marchio che non mi delude mai.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Il marchio Coop mi garantisce soddisfazione.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi ispira fiducia.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da l’impressione di essere leale.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
L’azienda Coop vuole solo il meglio per me.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da la sensazione che posso contare su di lei.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Posso fidarmi di questo punto vendita.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Questo punto vendita tiene in considerazione i miei interessi.     1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Questo punto vendita mantiene le sue promesse.    1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Ricomprerò questo prodotto a marchio Coop nella prossima 
occasione d’acquisto.  

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7 

Ho intenzione di continuare a comprare questo prodotto a 
marchio Coop.  

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7 

Raccomanderò questo prodotto a marchio Coop ad un amico/a.     1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Continuerò ad acquistare in questo punto vendita Coop.      1    2          3     4     5         6     7 
Nei prossimi 12 mesi userò questo punto vendita Coop anche 
per l’acquisto di altri prodotti (a marchio Coop/e non).  

   1    2          3     4     5         6     7 

Raccomanderò questo punto vendita Coop ad un amico/a.    1    2            3     4     5       6     7 
Vedrei con favore il lancio di nuovi prodotti nella categoria “food 
e detergenti” da parte di Coop.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse dei nuovi prodotti nella 
categoria “food e detergenti” li acquisterei.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Sarei favorevole all’entrata della marca Coop nell’ambito di nuovi 
servizi.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
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E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse un nuovo servizio  lo 
acquisterei.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

 

 

DATI SOCIO-DEMOGRAFICI 

 
Età    ___________                 Sesso    M □     
              F  □ 
 
Socio Coop:       Sì   □                          Se sì, utilizza i privilegi di essere socio?      Sì □ 
     No  □                                                                                      No □ 
 
 
Professione                 
 
 
imprenditore  Artigiano  
libera professione  Operaio  
dirigente  Casalinga  
impiegato  Studente  
insegnante  Pensionato  
commerciante  Disoccupato  
 
 
Titolo di studio           
            
    
Dottorato o Specializzazione Post-laurea  
Laurea Specialistica  
Laurea a quadriennale a ciclo continuo  
Diploma di istruzione secondaria superiore  
Licenza media  
Licenza elementare  
 
Reddito mensile (netto)    Stato civile 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

< 1000 €  
1000 € - 1500 €  
1500 € - 2000 €  
2000 € - 2500€  
Oltre 2500  

Celibe/nubile  
Coniugato/a  
Separato/divorziato  
Vedovo/a  
Non dichiarato  
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QUESTIONARIO - SERVICE 

 
1) Ha mai acquistato un servizio a marchio Coop?        Sì □        No □ 
 
2) Se sì quale/i tra questi di seguito elencati? 
□ tessera telefonica Coop Voce 
□ servizi finanziari  
□ agenzia viaggi Bonola Tour 
 
3) Durata della relazione: 

Da quanto tempo possiede la tessera telefonica Coop Voce?__________ 
Da quanto tempo usufruisce del servizio finanziario di Coop?__________ 
Quante volte ha utilizzato le agenzie viaggi di Coop?__________ 

 
4a) Nel caso la sua scelta sia “Tessera Telefonica Coop Voce” attribuisca un punteggio da 1 
(totalmente in disaccordo) a 7 (totalmente d’accordo) alle seguenti affermazioni. 
 
 
     Totale        Né accordo        Pieno                                            

Disaccordo   Né disaccordo      Accordo                
Sono soddisfatto della decisione di aver comprato la 
tessera telefonica Coop Voce.   

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

La scelta di usufruire di questo servizio è stata saggia.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
Credo di aver fatto la scelta giusta quando ho comprato 
questo servizio. 

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Ho davvero apprezzato l’acquisto di questo servizio.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
Il servizi a marchio Coop coincidono con le mie 
aspettative.  

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Ho fiducia nei servizi a marchio Coop.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop non mi deludono mai.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop mi garantiscono soddisfazione.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi ispira fiducia.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da l’impressione di essere leale.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
L’azienda Coop vuole solo il meglio per me.    1    2          3     4     5          6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da la sensazione che posso contare 
su di lei. 

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Ricomprerò la tessera telefonica Coop Voce qualora 
andasse perduta.    

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Ho intenzione di continuare a mantenere la tessera 
telefonica Coop.   

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Raccomanderò la tessera telefonica Coop Voce ad un 
amico/a. 

   1    2          3     4     5          6     7 

Vedrei con favore il lancio di nuovi prodotti nell’ambito 
delle telecomunicazioni da parte di Coop.  

   1    2            3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse dei nuovi 
prodotti nella categoria telecomunicazioni li acquisterei.  

   1    2            3     4     5        6     7 

Sarei favorevole all’entrata della marca Coop in nuove 
categorie di prodotto diverse dalle telecomunicazioni.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse un nuovo 
servizio in una categoria diversa dalle telecomunicazioni 
lo acquisterei.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
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4b) Nel caso la sua scelta siano i “Servizi e Prodotti Finanziari” attribuisca un punteggio da 1 
(totalmente in disaccordo) a 7 (totalmente d’accordo) alle seguenti affermazioni.  
 
 

    Totale          Né accordo        Pieno                                            
Disaccordo    Né disaccordo     Accordo                

Sono soddisfatto della decisione di aver aderito ai 
servizi/prodotti finanziari offerti da Coop. 

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

La scelta di usufruire di questo servizio è stata saggia.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
Credo di aver fatto la scelta giusta quando ho comprato 
questo servizio. 

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Ho davvero apprezzato l’acquisto di questo servizio.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
Il servizi a marchio Coop coincidono con le mie 
aspettative.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Ho fiducia nei servizi a marchio Coop.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop non mi deludono mai.     1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop mi garantiscono soddisfazione.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi ispira fiducia.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da l’impressione di essere leale.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
L’azienda Coop vuole solo il meglio per me.    1    2          3     4     5        6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da la sensazione che posso contare 
su di lei. 

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Ricorrerò ai servizi finanziari di Coop alla prossima 
occasione di bisogno.    

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Ho intenzione di continuare la mia adesione ai servizi 
finanziari offerti dalla Coop.   

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Raccomanderò i servizi finanziari della Coop ad un 
amico/a. 

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Vedrei con favore il lancio di nuovi prodotti nell’ambito 
dei servizi finanziari da parte di Coop.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse dei nuovi 
servizi finanziari li acquisterei/li sottoscriverei.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

Sarei favorevole all’entrata della marca Coop in nuove 
categorie di prodotto diverse dai servizi finanziari.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse un nuovo 
servizio in una categoria diversa dai servizi finanziari lo 
acquisterei.  

   1    2          3     4     5        6     7 

 
 

4c) Nel caso la sua scelta sia “Agenzia Viaggi Bonola Tour” attribuisca un punteggio da 1 
(totalmente in disaccordo) a 7 (totalmente d’accordo) alle seguenti affermazioni. 
  

    Totale          Né accordo        Pieno                                            
Disaccordo    Né disaccordo     Accordo                

Sono soddisfatto della decisione di aver aderito 
usufruito dell’agenzia viaggi Bonola Tour. 

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

La scelta di usufruire di questo servizio è stata saggia.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
Credo di aver fatto la scelta giusta quando ho 
comprato questo servizio. 

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

Ho davvero apprezzato l’acquisto di questo servizio.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
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Il servizi a marchio Coop coincidono con le mie 
aspettative.  

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

Ho fiducia nei servizi a marchio Coop.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop non mi deludono mai.     1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
I servizi a marchio Coop mi garantiscono 
soddisfazione. 

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

L’azienda Coop mi ispira fiducia.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da l’impressione di essere leale.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
L’azienda Coop vuole solo il meglio per me.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
L’azienda Coop mi da la sensazione che posso contare 
su di lei. 

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

Usufruirò dell’agenzia di viaggi Bonola Tour per 
l’organizzazione delle prossime vacanze.   

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

Ho intenzione di continuare a rivolgermi all’agenzia 
Bonola Tour. 

   1    2          3     4     5           6     7 

Raccomanderò l’agenzia Bonola Tour ad un amico/a.    1    2          3     4     5           6     7 
Vedrei con favore il lancio di nuovi servizi nell’ambito 
del tempo libero da parte di Coop.  

   1    2             3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse dei nuovi 
servizi relativi al tempo libero li acquisterei/li 
sottoscriverei.  

   1    2             3     4     5        6     7 

Sarei favorevole all’entrata della marca Coop in nuove 
categorie di servizi diverse da quelle relative al tempo 
libero.  

   1    2             3     4     5        6     7 

E’ molto probabile che se Coop lanciasse un nuovo 
servizio in una categoria diversa dal tempo libero lo 
acquisterei.  

   1    2             3     4     5        6     7 

 

 
 

 DATI SOCIO-DEMOGRAFICI 
 
Età    ___________                 Sesso     M □     
         F  □ 
 
Socio Coop:       Sì   □                          Se sì, utilizza i privilegi di essere socio?        Sì □ 
   No  □                                                                                        No □ 
 
 
Professione                 
 
 
Imprenditore  artigiano  
libera professione  operaio  
Dirigente  casalinga  
Impiegato  studente  
Insegnante  pensionato  
Commerciante  disoccupato  
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Titolo di studio                                                                          
                 
    
Dottorato o Specializzazione Post-laurea  
Laurea Specialistica  
Laurea a quadriennale a ciclo continuo  
Diploma di istruzione secondaria superiore  
Licenza media  
Licenza elementare  
 
  

Reddito mensile (netto)    Stato civile    
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

< 1000 €  
1000 € - 1500 €  
1500 € - 2000 €  
2000 € - 2500€  
Oltre 2500  

Celibe/nubile  
Coniugato/a  
Separato/divorziato  
Vedovo/a  
Non dichiarato  


