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Abstract

With the growing realization that brand images are one of a firm’s most wvaluable
intangible assets, branding has emerged as a top management priority in the last decade.
Given its highly competitive nature, branding can be especially important in the
retailing industry to influence customer perceptions and drive store choice and loyalty.
Five major objectives to determine about the Factors-influencing the adaptation of
private labels in organized retail branding among Malaysians which.are product quality,
price, brand & packaging on influencing the purchasing pattern of retail brand. The
price, quality, brand and packaging dimension of the private label products were tested
on Malaysian consumers on comparing between two product dimension that is on
retailers branding products and .manufactures branding product. Meanwhile, the
researcher was also determining on the relationship between all the independent
variables. The research beenconducted in qualitative method where 300 questionnaires
were distributed via online Google form. Then, the data collected was further analysed
with the analysis method of frequency table, independent t-test, and descriptive analysis.
Meanwhile secondary data were also used for support with journals, reference books,
articles and online data information as to achieve the valid of research.
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Introduction

Retailers are growing in a faster pace in many countries. Retailers prospect in Malaysia
on the other hand at the nascent stage and have tremendous potential with respect to all
types of ways in marketing their FMCG (Fast Moving Consumer Goods) at their stores
as competition between retailers grow day by day. To keep up with the competition,
retailers’ source out various way to capture the market to strive in today’s cut throat
competition. To enhance the effectiveness of retailers in the market, retailer’s own store
brand is emerging as new concept and is slowly capturing the market. When the retail
stores come out with the ideas to provide their product (known as retail brand), it is
becomes alternatives choice for the consumer in purchasing the household. This idea
being accepted by the worldwide consumer (including Malaysian) since those retail
brands offer lower price of product. It is somehow attract consumer to buy this retail
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brand, according (Laura Heller, 2011). The purpose of this study is to understand the
‘Factors influencing the adaptation of private labels in organized retail brand among
Malaysians’ whereby are the retailers able to capture the market by performing these
own brand strategies.

Retail brand were traditionally defined as replacement of product offerings to
compete with their manufacture brand counterparts to fulfil the price value purpose.
Generally, they imitate these more expensive brands and competing on price. These
definitions of retail brand are evolving significantly over time. In recent years, retailers
such as Tesco, Giant, and AEON etc. have been liberating themselves from the
traditional definition of retail label and improvise their marketing approaches. Retailers
realize that they cannot simply rely on manufacture brand products to attract consumers
into their stores. They need to offer more items to the consumer (Keller, 2003).

Modernization and urbanization has changed the Malaysian retail industry-in
recent years. The small and traditional mode of retailing in highly urbanized areas is
moving towards shopping complexes and hypermarket.~The loose . restrictions by
Malaysian government on foreign retailers had increased the opportunities for foreign
retailers. Thus, encourage more space for retail industry to expand..In these recent years,
the secondary town also have hypermarket in the area. This is a proof that retail
industries are given more space to reaching out the customer beyond the main town
(Hazliza Hassan, 2013).

Methodology

The study is using descriptive research design, this is due to the researcher wants to
understand the factors affecting consumers buying decision towards private label
brands. Moreover, the study will justify how price, quality, packaging and brand image
influence consumers towards purchasing private label brand. Therefore, casual study
will also be applied in the research. 300 respondents are chosen as the sample size for
this study. The researcher decided on the number according to the number of
respondents in prior studies as shown in Table below. 250 respondents are chosen as
the threshold as the researcher allows some unusable responses and missing date. Based
on the sample size of prior studies, 250 respondents as a sample size for this research is
Justifiable. Frequency table is actually used for most of the variable of the questionnaire.
The analysis is based on the respondent profile. The analyses are made based on the
questions that have been asked in the question that have been asked in the questionnaire.
In the research there are six questions to be analyses. They are gender, marital status,
age, annual income, and highest academic qualification. For this research, we also use
this method to analyse the question of categories of retail brand, the reason of buying
retail brand product, have our respondent ever heard about the retail brand? And also
the history of private labels in organized retail branding. Descriptive analysis will be
use to analyse the mean/average answer of 5 point Likert-scale in our questionnaire.
Therefore, we can monitor whether our respondent have positive or negative perception
towards price, quality, brand, and packaging perspective of private labels in organized
retail branding. T-test is the most commonly used method to evaluate the difference in
mean between two groups. All four major parts (Price, Quality, Brand Image, and
Packaging) in questionnaire go through t-test analysis. For this analysis, we choose to
compare the variables of gender and their perception.
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Results and Discussion

The demographic based on 300 respondent shows that both male and female
percentages are almost equal with male represent 52% of total respondent, whereas
female respondent represent 48%. Gender information is an important element. This
information will help researchers to analyse the differences in male and female
perception towards private labels in organized retail branding. In the next:method of
data analysis, researcher will compare their knowledge and opinion. regarding retail
branding. 24% of respondents are married, followed by 76% of respondents are’single:
This research conclude that majority of respondents is single. Majority of our
respondent are among those who still further their study. Therefore, probability to meet
those who are married is low. From this information; researcher will identify the
differences in awareness level about private labels in-organized retail branding between
single respondents and married respondent. In the next methods-of analysis, we will
discuss further this differences. 4% of the respondent’s that age are between 41-50 years
old. It is followed by 6% that age 50 years and above. 17.7% of the respondents are
below 20 years old. 20.3% of the respondents are between 31-40 years old while 52%
respondents are between 21-30 years old. So, research concludes that majority of
respondent age is 21-30 years old. Respondents with annual income more than
RM60,000 are 9.3% while respondents with annual income less than RM20,000 are
54.0%. This data are-useful to analyse how this people react towards price of private
labels in organized retail branding. Are this people willing to purchase retail brand? |
the next data analysis, we will discuss further about this. The highest percentage are
monopolized by undergraduate with 56.3% followed by secondary school with 21.0%.
Post Graduate with 12.7% and Professional Studies with 7.3%.This data can be used to
differentiate.the knowledge level among our respondent.

Descriptive analysis for PRICE of private labels in organized retail branding among
Malaysians in below table:

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Satistied 300 1 5 3.60 .869
Value for money 300 1 5 3.66 .860
Comparative 300 1 5 333 1.154
Lowest price 300 1 5 332 1.024
Future Purchases 300 1 5 4.02 .894
Average mean 3.586

The average mean for the perception towards price is 3.586 which nearly 4 (agree). Generally,
the respondents has the positive perception towards retailer’s private label brand in price
perspective.

Descriptive analysis for QUALITY of private labels in organized retail branding among
Malaysians
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N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Similar 300 1 5 2.88 988
IRely 300 1 5 3.26 .888
Consider to Purchase 300 1 5 3.47 905
Safety 300 1 5 3.50 795
ILow Price & Quality 300 2 5 3.98 776
Overall satisfaction 300 1 5 3.44 .869
[lmprovise 300 2 5 4.23 775
[Average mean 3.537

The average mean for the perception towards price is 3.537 which nearly 4 (agree). Generally,
the respondents has the positive perception towards retailer’s private label brand in quality
perspective.

Independent T-test analysis for PRICE perspective:

Leveng's Test for Equality of|
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference
Mean Std. Error
; Sig. t Df  [Sig. (2-tailed)| Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Satisfied Equal variances 2.258 134 -.680 298 497 -.068 101 -.266 129
assumed
Equal variances not -.684 | 297.135 495 -.068 .100 -.265 128
assumed —
Value for money Equal variances 3.382 067 -.871 298 385 -.087 .099 -.282 109
assumed
Equal variances not -.877 | 294.797 381 -.087 .099 -.281 108
assumed
Compare the Equal variances 1.374 242 -1.554 298 121 -207 133 -469 055
price assumed
Equal variances not -1.554 | 296.130 21 -207 133 -469 055
assumed
Lowest price Equal variances 1.525 218 -1.348 298 179 -.159 118 -.392 .073
assumed
Equal variances not -1.354 | 297.485 177 -.159 118 -.391 .072
assumed
Future hope Equal variances 3.806 .052 -2.165 298 .031 =222 .103 -424 -.020
assumed
Equal variances not -2.184 | 292.143 .030 =222 102 -.422 -.022
assumed

HO: There is a significant perceptional difference between male and.-female towards
retail brand price
H1: There is no significant perceptional difference between male and female towards
retail brand price

For the ‘satisfied with retail brand price™question, the probability of error is .497
> 0.5, therefore, we accept the null hypothesis. For the ‘value of money’ question, the
probability of error is .385 > 0.5; therefore, we accept the null hypothesis. For the
‘comparing the price’ question, the probability of error is .121> 0.5, therefore, we accept
the null hypothesis. For the ‘choosing the lowest price item’ question, the probability
of error is .179> 0.5, therefore, we aceept the null hypothesis. However, for the ‘future
price expectation’ question, the probability of error is .031< .05. Hence, we have to
reject the null hypothesis. With 95% confident, there is no significant perceptional
difference between male and female towards private labels in organized retail branding

Independent. T-test analysis for QUALITY perspective:
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Levene's Test for

Equalily of Variznces

I-lest for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval of

the Difference

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig t dt tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Similar Equal variances assumed 000 .988 .084 298 933 .010 114 -215 235
Equal variances not .084 | 295.468 933 .010 114 215 235
assumed
Rely Equal variances assumed 2.058 152 317 298 751 .033 103 170 235
Equal variances not 318 | 297.775 750 .033 102 169 234
assumed
Consider (o Equal variances assumed 2.694 102 -.168 298 .866 -018 105 224 188
purchase Equal variances not -169 |297.714 866 -.018 104 223 188
assumed
Safety Equal variances assumed 479 490 942 298 347 .087 .092 094 267
Equal variances not 944 | 297.976 346 .087 .092 094 267
assumed
Low priccs  Equal variances assumed 296 587 1.325 298 .186 -119 .090 -.295 058
concern
Tqual variances not 1.322 | 293.470 187 119 .090 295 058
assumed
Ovwverall Hqual variances assumed 1.368 243 -350 298 726 -.035 .101 233 .163
satisfaction
Lqual variances not -352 | 297.937 725 -.035 .100 -232 162
assumed
Improvise Equal variances assumed 1.532 217 -506 298 613 -.045 .090 =222 131
Fqual variances not -508 297915 612 -.045 089 =221 130
assumed

Gender has been chosen as our variable and come out with the hypothesis as follows:

HO: There is significant perceptional difference between male and female towards
retailer’s private label brand product quality
H1: The is no significant perceptional difference between male and female towards
retailer’s private label brand product quality
Referring to above table, we can see that the probability of error for all seven (7)
questions exceed the value of .05, therefore we have to accept the null hypothesis. With
95% of confident, there is no significant perceptional difference between male and
female towards retailer’s private label brand product quality.

Independent T-test analysis for BRAND IMAGE perspective:
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Unable to compete

As we can see above, “‘unable to compete’ question score probability error of .006: which
is <.05. Thus, we must reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a significant
perceptional difference between male and female about the ability of the retail brand to
compete with other establish manufacture brand. In order to further analyse this
situation, we compare the mean of answer of female and male respondent. The table is
as follows:

Gender Mean N Std. Deviation
Male 3.40 156 962
|Female 3.10 144 .875
Total 3.26 300 931

Based on above table, we can see that male respondent tend to be pessimist about
the ability of retail brand to compete, while female believe retail brand has an ability to
compete with other manufacture brand. This perception difference among male and
female is simply because female doing more shopping compared to male. They have
better judgement compared to men (Van Slyke, 2002).

Preference

‘Preference’ question in above analysis score probability error of .049 which is <.05.
Thus, we must reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a significant
perceptional difference between male and female about their preference of brand. In
order to further analyse this situation, we compare the mean of answer of female and
male respondent. The table is as follow:

Levene's Test for Equality
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of]
the Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Unable to Equal variances 8.639 .004 2.755 298 293 .106 .084 503
compete assumed
Equal variances not 2.766 | 297.938 .006 293 106 .085 502
assumed
Preference Equal variances 1.946 164 1.974 298 225 114 .001 449
assumed
Equal variances not 1.966 | 288.305 .050 225 114 .000 A50
assumed
Loyalty Equal variances 1.400 238 -1.017 298 310 -.124 122 -.365 116
assumed
Equal variances not -1.020 | 297.991 308 -.124 122 -.364 116
assumed
Future Equal variances .048 827 1.379 298 169 135 .098 -.058 328
purchase assumed
Equal variances not 1.377 |294.685 .169 135 098 -.058 328
assumed
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Gender Mean N Std. Deviation
Male 3.72 156 .935
Female 3.49 144 1.038
Total 3.61 300 2991

Indeed, male respondent seems prefer to buy manufacture product compared to retail
brand product since they score higher mean score than female respondent. Male
respondent believe established manufacture brand is better than retail brand (Catherine
C.,1999)

Independent T-test analysis for PACKAGING perspective:

Levene's Test for Equality of|

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference
Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t Df  [Sig. (2-tailed)| Difference Difference Lower Upper

Packaging Equal variances 3.252 072 2.395 2908 222 .093 040 404

Presentation assumed

Equal variances not 2.386 [289.862 018 222 .093 .039 405
assumed
Packaging Equal variances 2.093 149 980 298 328 122 124 -123 366
Satisfaction assumed
Equal variances not .985 297.555 325 122 124 -122 365
assumed
Packaging Equal variances .860 354 1.408 298 .160 167 119 -.066 401
Design towards  assumed
Purchasing Equal variances not 1.414 | 297.789 158 167 118 -.065 400
Decision assumed
Low Quality Equal variances .000 999 451 298 652 060 133 -.201 321
Packaging assumed
Equal variances not AS1 | 295.785 652 060 133 -.201 321

assumed

Packaging Presentation

It turns out female and male have a significant different perception about retailer’s
private label brand product’s packaging presentation. The score of probability error
seems to be lower than .05. In order to find which gender agrees that retailer’s private
label brand product’s packaging presentation plays aniimportant role show in following
table:

Gender Mean N Std. Deviation
Male 3.70 144 .837
Female 3.92 156 767
Total 3.82 300 .807

Referring to above table, female respondent believe that presentable packaging plays
important role in their purchasing decision. While male respondent slightly disagree
with female’s opinion. The factor that influence this perception is might be female
purchase look into first impression while man purchase for as long the goods are packed
in a proper packaging without any damage on the internal goods (Rundh, B. 2009).
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Conclusions

The researcher had achieved the objectives to determine the reasons that become the
obstacle of popularity of retailer’s private label. In the end of this research, we able to
identify three major reasons that become the obstacles or barriers as follow; (i.) retailer’s
private label is lack of ability to compete with manufacture brand quality, (ii.)
Purchasing decision influenced by the consumer preference and (iii.) Presentable
packaging plays important role in their purchasing decision in purchasing private label
goods. Malaysian consumer strongly feels that these retail branding are unable to
compete with retail brand in term of quality. Majority of the consumer believe that
manufacture brand offer better quality compared to retail brand. Furthermore, every
consumer have their of product preference which they start using those product for very
long time. In order to learn using retail brand, it requires lots of effort to make them
trust this retail brand. In overall, we can simply conclude that consumers look into price
and quality as their first priority followed by brand image and packaging to determine
the adaptation of private labels in organized retail branding among Malaysians.
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