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Abstract: In this study, we have analyzed the impact and evolution of some of the most important
macroeconomic indices on the market share and value of private brands. The originality and objective
of this work is the linkage of macroeconomic variables in European countries and the USA with
the evolution of private labels in these countries. A sample of 19 European countries and all states
within the USA has been collected over a 10-year period, including data on private labels and
macroeconomic indices. The analysis of the panel data has been applied using the SPSS software
through the Ljung–Box test. The most significant data from the sample study is that for GDP;
we advised national brand managers to make a special communication effort in nations that offer a
lower GDP within Europe for their volume and in value for the US. On the other hand, it was found
that when the unemployment rate increases, the value of private label market share decreases for
the US, but increases for Europe, in addition to other findings that will help organizations make
different business decisions.
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1. Introduction

The growing market share of private brands began many years before the global economic
recession of 2008 (Abimbola et al. 2012). In these receptions, some authors investigated how different
macroeconomic variables affected private brand share (Samit and Cazacu 2016). In this sense and
given the different receptions, the growth of private labels in Europe and the USA in recent years
has been extraordinary, since in the last decade they have become present in more than 90% of the
categories of products packaged for the final consumer (Kumar 2007). Some researchers have therefore
wondered whether and to what extent the different macroeconomic indices have been determinant for
the growth of private labels.

Therefore, in the review of the literature we find different works that have demonstrated the
implications of macroeconomic indices with private brands (Gil Cordero et al. 2016; Stanton and
Meloche 2011; Dubé et al. 2018; Wyma et al. 2014), but given the importance of private brands in Europe
(Verhoef et al. 2002) and in the USA (Verhoef et al. 2002). With few researchers following this line of
research (Kaswengi et al. 2020; Latorre et al. 2020; Minimol and Nair 2020). It is important to know
whether the research demonstrated by Gil-Cordero (Gil Cordero et al. 2016) is equally widespread in
the USA and to establish the basis for organizations operating in both territories. The choice of the
U.S. compared to Europe was made because they are two continents that differ more culturally in the
6 sections studied by the tool Hofstede Insights (Hofstede Insights 2020); in this sense, we will study if
a culture opposite to Europe behaves the same way in reference to private label. Therefore, in this
research we will show whether the fluctuation or variations of important macroeconomic indicators
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reflect or impact on the volume and value of the market share of trademarks for both Europe and
the USA. In this regard, we will conduct a study on several macroeconomic indicators, which will then
be compared with other variables related to private labels.

With the database obtained, we can compare the above-mentioned data from up to 19 countries
in Europe, in a ten-year time interval, and compare them with the USA. The objective of our research
will be to demonstrate if there is really a correlation between the macroeconomic variables mentioned
and the market share of private labels, as well as to compare how this correlation and evolution over
the years would occur between several countries in Europe and the USA. In addition, the results of
this study could help distribution companies to forecast the position of their private brands under
extremely bad economic conditions, such as those that would result from the effects of COVID-19.
Therefore, with the results obtained, we will be able to reach some conclusions that can be of great
help and that can be taken as a reference by those chains that commercialize private brands and that,
in addition, want to expand their businesses in the countries studied.

For the development of the study we will follow the following structure: following this introduction
we will justify the related hypotheses. In the third section, we will explain the process we have used
in the data collection, identifying the measures used for each of the variables we are going to study,
as well as the software used for their analysis. In Section 4, we will carry out the analysis of data and
results, where we will verify the hypotheses raised in Section 2. Section 5 will be the conclusions we
draw from this study and together with its limitations and possible future research.

2. Literature Review

In general terms, private labels are brands that can be manufactured by the distributor or
a manufacturer, managed and marketed by the distributor under the name of the ensign or its brand,
and that can be distributed in the ensign’s establishments or those of other chains (Lybeck et al. 2006).
Private labels represent a significant threat to their national label competitors (Hoch and Banerji 1993;
Business 1997; Bronnenberg et al. 2020; Marques et al. 2020; Anesbury et al. 2020; Pınar and Girard 2020).
With the development of private labels, individual retailers now play an active role in producing final
products. These products, which represent between 10% and 40% of food retail sales in the different
countries of the European Union, are a strategic tool used by retailers to increase profits (Gil-Cordero
and Cabrera-Sánchez 2020). It is not surprising that private labels provide additional market power to
retailers (Bontemps et al. 2008).

For many years, retailers bowed down as spectators to a booming market in which the market share
was dominated by the power of national brands, with the most significant economic and social strength.
Fragmentation of retail sales and media concentration were crucial factors in promoting the growth of
manufacturers’ brands (Kumar 2007). Manufacturers took advantage of the market structure and built
their brands through aggressive advertising and marketing strategies (Corstjens and Corstjens 1995).
Private label sales have been overgrowing in recent years (Cuneo et al. 2019); indeed, their grocery store
sales have reached over USD 48 billion (Hoch 1996; Sethuraman 1995). Compared to the equivalent
private label, lower prices and better gross margins require a considerably lower supply price for
the retailer (Salnikova et al. 2020; Hsiao et al. 2020). The power of large retailers to demand terms
based on the manufacturer’s marginal costs is recognized as the major contributing factor (Clark 1981).
Other factors, such as reduced advertising and promotional costs, are relevant, but their importance
has often been exaggerated (Coe 1971).

It is elementary that consumers relate the lower cost or price of obtaining a product, as an index
of quality (Yao and Tanaka 2020), being, in turn, a strategy assumed by private labels designed to
attract the desire for “value” by consumers. In general, consumers must make purchasing decisions
based on value (Dodds et al. 1991; Lichtenstein et al. 1990; Zeithaml 1988), which is defined as the
relationship between the perceived quality of the product (or the expected utility) and the price
(Hauser and Urban 1986; Sawyer and Dickson 1984). Like any new product, the introduction of private
labels affects the consumer surplus, and that consumer surplus is affected in two ways: a variety
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effect and a price effect (Hausman and Leonard 2002). Thus, in general terms, consumers seeking to
save money have two options: either they can look for a national brand that is marketed through the
agreement between the parties; or, as an alternative, they can opt for a private label that has typically a
price that is below that of national-branded products (Garretson et al. 2002).

Among other benefits to retailers, private labels add diversity to the product line in each
retail category (Raju et al. 1995; Soberman and Parker 2004). This product differentiation may
reflect differences in quality or only differences in product characteristics (Choi and Coughlan 2006).
While numerous studies have focused on identifying a variety of factors that influence branding
(e.g., consumer, competitive, retail) to explain the success of private labels across a large number of
product categories (Erdem et al. 2004; Rubio and Yagüe 2009), little empirical research has studied the
factors underlying the variability in private label market shares across countries. The few studies that
have examined this problem focus only on consumer factors to explain variations in private label share
across a limited set of countries (Cuneo et al. 2015).

For these reasons, we have been interested in investigating the market share of various countries
in Europe, as well as in the USA. These countries have a high world power, and the variation
that takes place in them because of the oscillations that take place in macroeconomic indicators
are enormous. Therefore, variations in macroeconomic indicators act as factors that lead to the
variability of the market share of private labels. When studying these variations in the market
share of private labels, we can distinguish between the volume and the value of the market share.
Market share can be increased by attracting customers by offering preferences that are far removed
from the target market. Service capabilities can also be extended as volume increases (Andersen 1994).
As market share increases, the company is likely to obtain a higher profit margin, a reduction
in its purchase/sale ratio, a decrease in marketing costs as a percentage of sales, higher quality,
and higher-priced products (Buzzell et al. 1975).

2.1. The Impact of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) on Private Labels

GDP measures the monetary value of the final goods and services—that is, those purchased by the
final consumer—produced by a country in a given period and counts all the product generated within
the borders. It covers goods and services produced for sale in the market, but also includes others,
such as defense and education services provided by the government. GDP is important because
it provides information about the size of a country’s economy and its performance (Callen 2008).
Therefore, we are faced with a macroeconomic variable of enormous relevance that represents the
country’s wealth level.

Nevertheless, does this macroeconomic variable influence private labels? The logic reflects that if
the economy is optimal and the GDP is growing, people are expected to buy more national brands and
less private labels because they do not need to adjust purchasing budgets (Gil Cordero et al. 2016).
In line with this idea, the following hypotheses are made:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). GDP significantly affects the “value” of the private label market share in Europe.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). GDP significantly affects the “volume” of the private label market share in Europe.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). GDP significantly affects the “value” of the private label market share in the USA.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d). GDP significantly affects the “volume” of the private label market share in the USA.

2.2. The Impact of Unemployment on Private Labels

The unemployment rate represents the number of unemployed persons within the labor force of a
given country or region. That is, it does not represent a percentage of the unemployed concerning
the total population, but rather about the economically active population. Therefore, people with the
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appropriate age, in the appropriate conditions and with the full disposition to work, but who do not
have a job (Vázquez Burguillo 2018).

Research has shown that the higher the number of previous episodes of unemployment and the
longer their duration, the more likely it is that a person will be unemployed at a given time or period.
Therefore, this phenomenon further extends the likelihood that she/he will remain unemployed
(Heckman and Borjas 1980). Young people are the demographic sector most prone to unemployment
(Banks and Jackson 1982). There is a relationship between the unemployment rate in a region and the
average loss of well-being due to unemployment (Clark and Oswald 1994). Two plausible explanations
have been provided for interpreting the fact that a situation of unemployment is prolonged. The first,
rooted in economic theory, indicates that past unemployment alters the preferences, prices, or restrictions
that determine, in part, future unemployment. Moreover, on the other hand, based on previous studies,
individuals differ in certain unmeasured variables that influence their probability of experiencing
unemployment but are not influenced by the experience of unemployment (Heckman and Borjas 1980).

Unemployment in Western economies has been relatively high throughout the 21st century,
and the data collected by the World Bank are clear and evident (Worldbank 2020). In this rate,
we can observe, as in every economy, a similar fluctuation over the years until 2017 (the last year of
our data), when European countries have a high unemployment rate. However, not all the countries
present the same unemployment, some present a more attractive economic policy, and others less so,
in relation to the results. The same is true of labor policy, where some countries show more positive
results than others. Countries like Greece and Spain have an unemployment rate of 21.07% and 14.55%
respectively, other economies such as the Czech Republic and Hungary have an unemployment rate of
2.07% and 3.65% (Worldbank 2020). On the other hand, we observe an excellent unemployment rate of
4.04% for a high-power nation like the USA.

Nevertheless, before an economic and employment policy can be designed and implemented to
react to this, politicians and economists are forced to answer a simple question: are people choosing to
be unemployed? (Clark and Oswald 1994).

- If the answer is yes, the State will want to reduce this “latent attraction” of being unemployed
and allow employed people to keep a part of the tax revenue, which is intended to subsidize
the unemployed.

- If the answer is no, the State will have to investigate various ways of dealing with unemployment
and consider methods that directly increase the number of jobs. Rather than reduce the number
of applicants for benefits.

The idea of being unemployed can cause people to feel a lack of tranquility. In these situations,
there is a tendency to reduce costs and, therefore, the quality of the products consumed, creating higher
consumer loyalty with this type of product (private labels), which is the one that best suits their
economic possibilities. Here, the image of the distribution brand fits perfectly, as they are marketed
at low prices and, therefore, can reach these people who have lower economic levels. For all these
reasons and because of the linkage of Gil-Cordero’s study (Gil Cordero et al. 2016) with the volume
and value of the private brand, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). Unemployment has a significant effect on the “value” of the private label market share
in Europe.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b). Unemployment has a significant effect on the “volume” of the private label market share
in Europe.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c). Unemployment has a significant effect on the “value” of the private label market share in
the USA.
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Hypothesis 2d (H2d). Unemployment has a significant effect on the “volume” of the private label market share
in the USA.

2.3. The Impact of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) on Private Labels

The Consumer Price Index is an instrument that measures the evolution of all the prices of
goods and services that form part of household consumption. As such, it allows for a series of
fundamental uses, from economic situation analysis to the updating of salaries, pensions, income,
or direct taxes (De-motes 2013).

In a market economy, the prices of goods and services are subject to change. Some increase and
others decrease. We speak of inflation when there is a general increase in prices that is not limited
to specific items. As a result, fewer goods and services can be purchased for every euro, i.e., each
euro is worth less than before (European Bank 2019). Moreover, in this connection, we find it useful
to refer to the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), as it represented a massive change for Europe
and the world (Dyson et al. 1999). EMU was established to bring prosperity and stability to all of
Europe (Rompuy et al. 2012), and although it means “Economic and Monetary Union”, its essential
characteristic is monetary union; that is, it represented a shift towards a single currency and a single
European Central Bank (Feldstein 1997). Membership of the EMU makes inflation control more
critical than in other circumstances, where economic policy instruments, such as the exchange rate or
tariff policy, can help maintain external competitiveness (Coricelli and Jazbec 2004). The disappearance
of barriers between member countries makes their producers more competitive in EU markets, thanks to
the reduction of individual transaction costs that third country producers still must bear.

With the Economic and Monetary Union, the member countries hand over the sovereignty of
their monetary policy to the European Central Bank. National and Community fiscal policies will
be developed in an economic context in which coordination and budgetary equilibrium become
particularly important (Boscá et al. 1999).

On the other hand, the US consumer price index is one of the most important values for measuring
economic temperature both at the US and global levels, as it is a determining and systemic index at the
global level (Konny 2020). In this sense, it is important to know how this index affects the different
variables within the business economic cycle (Cafiso 2020), so it can be a determinant of the volume
and value of the market share of private labels. For all the above reasons, the increase in the price
of certain goods and services may lead to a behavior of consumers who are more likely to opt for
lower-priced products, to which they have easy access. The following assumptions are therefore made:

Hypothesis 3a (H3a). The CPI has a significant effect on the “value” of the private label market share in Europe.

Hypothesis 3b (H3b). The CPI has a significant effect on the “volume” of the market share of private labels
in Europe.

Hypothesis 3c (H3c). The CPI has a significant effect on the “value” of the private label market share in
the USA.

Hypothesis 3d (H3d). The CPI has a significant effect on the “volume” of the market share of private labels in
the USA.

2.4. The Impact of the Average Wage on Private Labels

Wages, in the case of Spain, are established through collective bargaining between workers’
representatives and employers; the aim is to establish the relationship between the productivity
of the work employed by the worker and the wage remuneration he or she receives in return
(Montuenga 1997).
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In the same way, wages are organized in a similar way in the USA. Having a transversal structure
in the USA and Europe (Haisken-DeNew and Schmidt 1999).

From a macroeconomic point of view, wages are a determining factor in the health of a country’s
economy (Bennàssar 2007); moreover, its inflation and unemployment rate may depend on them to a
greater or lesser extent. Moreover, it also reflects the state of job and mental satisfaction of workers
(Diaz-Serrano and Vieira 2005), since employees with lower salaries, within the European Union (EU),
declare a significantly lower level of satisfaction than workers with higher salaries; however, with the
exception of the United Kingdom, where the relationship is reversed. In the literature, we can see how
this same relationship is fulfilled in the same way as for the US (Zgarrick et al. 2020; Mohanty 2019).

The salary that is received and available is a determining factor for the consumer, in order to
promote a more proactive or cautious behavior when buying one product or another (Wang et al. 2019),
in the same way that it will influence the quantity or volume of goods or services that the consumer
buys (Gil Cordero et al. 2016; Gil-Cordero and Cabrera-Sánchez 2020).

As a conclusion to the above, we proceed to raise the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a (H4a). The average salary significantly affects the “value” of the market share of private labels
in Europe.

Hypothesis 4b (H4b). The average salary significantly affects the “volume” of the market share of private
labels in Europe.

Hypothesis 4c (H4c). The average salary significantly affects the “value” of the market share of private labels
in the USA.

Hypothesis 4d (H4d). The average salary significantly affects the “volume” of the market share of private
labels in the USA.

2.5. The Impact of Debt Per Capita on Private Labels

Do high levels of public debt reduce economic growth? (Panizza and Presbitero 2014). The sharp
increase in sovereign debts of advanced countries, as a result of the global economic and financial crisis,
has generated serious concerns about fiscal sustainability and its broader impact on economic and
financial markets (Kumar and Woo 2010); and that public debt could have a greater negative effect on
economic performance if it affects the productivity of public spending (Teles and Mussolini 2014).

This is a macroeconomic indicator that provides us with the average amount that each inhabitant
of a given country should contribute to pay the total public debt; therefore, it is a variable that can
greatly influence the purchasing behavior of our consumers (Smyth and Hsing 1995).

There are a number of factors (such as per capita income, tourism index, number of inhabitants
and level of service offerings) that reflect a positive influence on the accumulated level of debt per capita
(Escudero Fernández and Jiménez 2002); furthermore, the larger the population and the greater the
expenditure on health, the higher the debt levels (Mitchell 1967), and therefore it is a macroeconomic
indicator that can have consequences on other economic factors and therefore affect the purchase of
users in the EU and the US (Bohn 1998; Eizaguirre and Gómez-Puig 2011).

In this sense, with the existence or increase in public debt and, consequently, of debt per capita,
consumers may be more reluctant to buy national brands, at a higher price, because part of their
income has to go to pay taxes on public debt (Bohn 1998). They will therefore have to reduce their
costs by consuming low-priced products such as private labels. In line with this idea, and with what is
established in the study by Gil-Cordero and Cabrera-Sanchez (Gil-Cordero and Cabrera-Sánchez 2020),
the following assumptions are made:

Hypothesis 5a (H5a). Debt per capita significantly affects the “value” of the private label market share
in Europe.
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Hypothesis 5b (H5b). Debt per capita significantly affects the “volume” of the private label market share
in Europe.

Hypothesis 5c (H5c). Debt per capita significantly affects the “value” of the private label market share in
the USA.

Hypothesis 5d (H5d). Debt per capita significantly affects the “volume” of the private label market share in
the USA.

3. Research Methodology

3.1. Source of Data

Our study requires the elaboration of reliable research and the recruitment of a reliable and
accurate database. As far as private labels are concerned, it is necessary to study and develop two
variables: on the one hand, the volume of the private labels’ market share and on the other, the value of
the private labels’ market share. In order to obtain information on these variables, we have contacted
the Private Label Manufacturers Association (PLMA) and its International Private Label Yearbook.
Their collaborators have kindly agreed to provide us with data for the preparation of our research.

Specifically, we have been provided with data on the value and volume of private label market
share in 19 countries in Europe and 18 states the United States of America (USA), over a time frame
from 2008 to 2018. The Private Label Manufacturers Association (PLMA) is a non-profit organization
founded in 1979 to promote the private label (PLMA 2019).

PLMA’s International Private Label Yearbook currently analyses trends in over 7000 product
categories in twenty countries. The Yearbook is, however, more than just a statistical study. It helps to
identify categories where new brand penetration is possible. It provides an insight into new business
opportunities and serves as a benchmark for the company’s strategy. Perhaps most importantly,
PLMA’s International Yearbook allows us to look at private labels in a region and compare efforts
and results. It is a unique study that could not be done without the cooperation of The Nielsen
Company (PLMA 2019).

Therefore, we use the data provided by PLMA (PLMA 2019) according to two variables:

- The volume of private labels: valued in physical units, representing the sales of this category
of products.

- Value of private brands: valued in monetary units, they represent the sales of this category
of products.

These data are obtained on retail brands, and it is exciting to relate them to the variation that
impacts macroeconomic indicators and compare the evolution that they present between both and
discover if there is any kind of correlation between those variables. To do this, we contacted some
agencies such as the World Bank and Datosmacro (Worldbank 2020; Expansión 2019) to collect data on
five macroeconomic indicators that will act as variables in this research. These indicators are:

- Gross Domestic Product (valued in units of national money (UMN) at current prices, EUR);
- Average salary (EUR);
- Debt per capita (EUR);
- Unemployment, total (% of the labor force);
- Consumer Price Index (2010 = 100).

3.2. Statistical Analysis

In order to study the relationship between these macroeconomic variables (independent) and
the private label variables (dependent), the IBM SPSS Statistics program was used. We performed
the procedure call “Expert Modeler” that tries to automatically categorize and estimate the best
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fitting ARIMA or exponential smoothing model for one or more dependent variable series. ARIMA
models are the most widespread class of models for estimating a time series which can be made
to be “stationary”. In addition, we will proceed to use the Ljung–Box model to study the level of
relationship between these variables. Box and Pierce developed a statistic that, based on the squares of
the first autocorrelation coefficients of the residues, allows us to analyze whether autocorrelation exists
(Ljung and Box 1978). The statistic is defined as a cumulative sum of these squares of the empirical
correlation coefficients, in this sense:

Q = n
p∑

j=1

p̂2
j

Being:

p j =

∑n
t= j+1 etet−1∑n

t=1 e2
t−1

Under the null hypothesis of no autocorrelation, the Q statistic is distributed asymptotically
according to an X2 with degrees of freedom equal to the difference between the number of accumulated
coefficients (p) and the number of parameters estimated when adjusting the ARIMA process to
be considered.

Later, this statistic was revised by Ljung–Box, obtaining better results for small samples if this
other alternative expression was used. The Ljung–Box test is then applied as follows.

Q = T(T + 2)
m∑

h=1

p2
h

T − r

where ph is the autocorrelation coefficient of the estimated residues. T is the number of Xt series values,
and r is the number of estimated parameters. The statistic Q, is distributed as a Chi-square with degrees
of freedom equal to the number of coefficients used in the sum, m, minus the number of estimated
parameters r minus 1 (m − r − 1). All this procedure was used for the European data. For the USA data
we simply used a correlation analysis because of the lack of long-term data.

The model we propose is the one we can see in Figure 1:
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4. Results

In Table 1, we show all the data after the analysis with the statistical analysis exposed in the
previous section.

Table 1. Correlation of the model for Europe.

Ljung–Box Q (18)

Macroeconomic
Variables Model Stationary R-Square

and R-Square R-Square Statistics DF Sig.

GDP Value MD 0.936 0.985 31.424 18 0.026
GDP Volume MD 0.007 0.0714 12.512 17 0.768

Unemployment Value MD 0.946 0.988 23.098 18 0.187
Unemployment Volume MD 0.945 0.985 13.043 18 0.789

CPI Value MD 0.950 0.974 8.294 18 0.974
CPI Volume MD 0.920 0.977 4.357 17 0.999

Medium Wage Value MD 0.940 0.985 24.038 18 0.154
Medium Wage Volume MD 0.920 0.977 33.424 18 0.015

Debt per Capital Value MD 0.933 0.984 27.325 18 0.073
Debt per Capital Volume MD 0.928 0.979 22.847 17 0.154

Source: Own elaboration with data of Private Label Manufacturers Association (PLMA) and World Bank.

The Ljung–Box statistic, also known as the modified Box–Pierce statistic, provides an indication of
whether the model has been specified correctly. A significance value less than 0.05 implies that there is
a structure in the observed series that the model does not explain; in Table 1, we can see that all of them
are more than 0.005 except for the private label (MD) value with respect to GDP and the volume MD
with respect to medium wage. On the other hand, the R-square is the indicator that will let us know
how well those results can be predicted. R2 is the percentage of variation of the response variable that
explains its relationship to one or more prediction variables. In general, the higher the R2, the better the
model’s fit to the data. In Table 1, we can see that all indicators on R2 are close to 1, having a good fit.

On the other hand, the data for the USA are as follows:
In Table 2, we must take into account that the maximum level of correlation is 1. In this case,

we have two negative correlations (unemployment for the volume of MD in the USA and unemployment
for the value of MD in the USA).

In this case, we have two negative correlations (unemployment for the volume of MD in the USA
and unemployment for the value of MD in the USA).

Table 2. Correlation of the model for USA.

Macroeconomic Variables Model Correlation

GDP Value MD 0.89
GDP Volume MD 0.25

Unemployment Value MD −0.5
Unemployment Volume MD −0.1

CPI Value MD 0.93
CPI Volume MD 0.23

Medium Wage Value MD 0.84
Medium Wage Volume MD 0.27

Debt per Capital Value MD 0.89
Debt per Capital Volume MD 0.24

Source: Own elaboration with data of PLMA and World Bank.

5. Discussions and Conclusions

5.1. Discussions

The Ljung–Box statistic, also known as the modified Box–Pierce statistic, provides an indication of
whether the model has been specified correctly. A significance value less than 0.05 implies that there
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is a structure in the observed series that the model does not explain; this model has a value of 0.026
for the H1a. The degree of intensity obtained with the application of the corresponding Ljung–Box
model is also fulfilled and can be extracted from the R-square, being in this case, 0.985. Thus, it will be
understood that there is indeed a high correlation between the variables. For the H1b hypothesis, the
value of 0.768 shown in Table 1 is not significant, so we can be sure that the model is correctly specified.
As for R-square, we obtain a level of 0.714, so the model fits correctly with respect to the variable
studied. In hypothesis H1c, after analyzing the correlation of the data corresponding to the value
of the private label and the GDP, we establish that it has a correlation of 0.89 being very close to its
maximum level of 1. This indicates a high positive correlation between the GDP and the value of the
private label market share in the United States.

To analyze the “volume” of the private label market share in the US, we establish that after the
correlation analysis, the data corresponding to the volume of the private label and the GDP have
a correlation of 0.25. In this sense, for these variables to be correlated, it has to be higher than 0.3
(Morales 2011). Therefore, there is no correlation between these variables.

In the case of H2a. The value of 0.187 shown here is not significant, so we can be sure that the
model is correctly specified. In addition, we get a square R of 0.988, which reflects a level of fit quite
similar to the model used for the variable studied. In H2b, a significant value below 0.05 implies that
there is a structure in the observed series that the model does not explain. The value of 0.789 shown
here is not significant, so we can be sure that the model is correctly specified. The degree to which the
model fits the results obtained is quite reliable, since the square R is very close to 1, being 0.985.

For H2c. after analyzing the correlation of the data corresponding to the volume of private
label and GDP, we establish that it has a correlation of −0.5; in this sense, for these variables to be
correlated, it has to be higher than 0.3 (Hinkle et al. 2003). We can see a negative relationship between
both variables here, which indicates that if the unemployment rate rises, the market value of private
labels falls. On the other hand, for H2d, according to the results obtained, there is no correlation
(−0.1) between the variation of the volume of the value of the market share and the variation of
unemployment. In this respect, unemployment has been decreasing over the years, while the volume
of market share has remained almost constant.

Regarding the CPI, for the H3a, the value of 0.974 shown here is not significant, so we can be
sure that the model is correctly specified. For the degree of fit of the model in relation to the variable
in question, we see how the R-square obtained is very close to 1, specifically at 0.988. On the other hand,
for H3b, 0.999 shown here is not significant, so we can be sure that the model is correctly specified.
In addition, the level of R-square ratifies the adjustment of the model with the results obtained for the
study of this variable, since we obtain a determination coefficient of 0.977.

With respect to the CPI in the USA, the H3c there is a clear correlation between both variables,
since the constant increase in the CPI is followed by a stable and constant increase in the value of the
market share of the brands. The degree of correlation between the two variables is 0.93. Therefore, there
is a high correlation between both variables and for H3d in this case, the volume of the market share is
more stable, with hardly any signs of growth over time. The CPI, on the other hand, is growing steadily,
so we do not consider that there is a precise correlation between the two variables. To which we must
add that its correlation is 0.23.

In the case of H4a, the value of 0.154 shown here is not significant, so we can be sure that the
model is correctly specified. As for the level of adjustment of the model used in relation to the
variable studied, it turns out to be of excellent reliability, since we have a square R of 0.985, very close
to 1. For H4b, we see how the variables presented are not correlated, since it presents a degree of
significance lower than 0.05, being precisely 0.015. In addition, the degree of correlation between both
variables is quite reliable, since the model used for its study is totally adjusted, with the R-square prone
to 1, which amounts explicitly to 0.977.

With respect to the H4c, the correlation between the variables studied is 0.84. In this sense,
wages increase progressively over time and, on the other hand, this is accompanied by a progressive
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and established growth in the value of the market share of private labels. It follows that the level of
correlation is significant. For H4d, in the case of the volume of the market share, we cannot see a
clear correlation with the growth of the average salary in the U.S., maintaining the percentages of the
volume in a constant way during the last decade, with a correlation of 0.27.

Next, we will look at debt for capital, in H5a. The value of 0.073 shown here is not significant,
so we can be sure that the model is correctly specified. The degree to which the model used conforms
to the study conducted is quite reliable, since the R-square tends to be close to 1, being 0.984. For H5b,
a value of significance lower than 0.05 implies that there is a structure in the observed series that the
model does not explain. The value of 0.154 shown here is not significant, so we can be sure that the
model is correctly specified. In addition, the square R is 0.979, which is at the limit of the value 1, so we
can conclude that the model fits correctly to the results obtained in our study.

Finally, we discuss H5c and H5d with reference to USA. For H5c we have a correlation of 0.89,
because while the US debt per capita doubles in the last decade, the value of the market share of
private brands provides a substantial increase. There is a high correlation between both variables
and H5d. Per capita debt significantly affects the “volume” of market share of brands in the U.S. In
this case, the correlation is 0.24. Therefore, we can establish that there is no relationship between the
two variables.

5.2. Conclusions

5.2.1. Theoretical Implications

The literature review determines that GDP growth would imply a decrease in the volume of
private labels by consumers, which would have a negative effect on the market share of national brands.
In this sense, if the economy is optimal and the GDP grows, consumers are expected to tend to buy more
national brands and less private brands. However, in our research we found that the above statement is
true with respect to Europe, but it is not true in the same way in the USA. On the other hand, we also see
that with respect to the value of national brands, the European Union and the USA behave differently.

We believe that unemployment is a major factor in the volume and value of private brands
in Europe, as it is consistent to think that if in a family, all or some of its members are unemployed,
their income levels will be minimal. In this situation, members will be more reluctant to behave more
aggressively when making their purchases, both in terms of buying national brands or higher-priced
products and in terms of the volume of their purchases. This leads us to the hypothesis that by being
more cautious when buying the goods or services of higher purchasing level, it will be more attractive
for consumers to buy other goods of lower price that are better adapted to the economic possibilities
of the family. Therefore, a very fruitful way to satisfy this need is to buy private label products.
However, this is not the case in the USA, as our research determines that unemployment does not
affect volume. This may mean that if there is no unemployment, USA consumers are buying more
premium private labels, but when there is unemployment they may opt more for standard private labels
(so that the total number of private labels is eventually compensated for), so it would be interesting
to see this result in future research in a more specific way. On the other hand, this research reports
an interesting result in terms of value within the USA and Europe, because when the unemployment
rate increases, the value of private label market share decreases for the US, but increases for Europe,
which makes unemployment significant for private labels, but this effect behaves unevenly for the
USA and Europe.

For the Consumer Price Index (CPI), we accept all the assumptions we have made in this research,
with the exception of volume in the USA (H3d). In this sense, we establish that if there is a general
increase in prices, families will be more inclined to consume lower-priced goods, which are more easily
adapted to their economic possibilities based on their income. Therefore, faced with a fact of these
characteristics, we can make some predictions based on the fact that a general increase in prices could,
among other consequences, lead to an increase in the consumption of private brands, since these
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have a lower price, compared to national brands. However, this fact does not hold true for volume
for the USA, so it is significant, which may determine that USA consumers will continue to value
private labels, which is consistent with the other assumptions studied, but does not affect volume.

With respect to the macroeconomic variable average salary, we indicate that both in Europe and in
the USA, they behave in the same way; in this sense, we accept the assumptions regarding value, both
in Europe and in the USA (H4a and H4c) and reject the hypotheses relating to volume (H4b and H4d).
The results conclude that it is clear that an increase in a person’s salary leads to an increase in his or
her purchasing power, having different perceptions of the products he or she consumes; therefore,
it would be logical that a higher salary would lead to an increase in the consumption of domestic
branded products, which would lead to a decrease in the volume of the private label market share.
Despite this, in our research we have determined that salary does not have a relationship in volume
but in value, this can be determined by the appearance of the premium private labels, since having a
higher average salary means that the customer can access this type of brand (so customers continue to
consume the private label) and ascribe a higher value to them.

The last of the macroeconomic variables studied in our research was per capita debt. Once the
statistical model is used, we obtain that all the hypotheses associated with debt per capital are accepted,
with the exception of volume for the USA. In this sense, with the existence of or increase in public
debt and, consequently, of debt per capita, consumers may be more reluctant to buy national brands, at
a higher price, because part of their income has to go to pay taxes on public debt. Therefore, they will
have to reduce their costs by consuming low-priced products, such as private labels, but in the USA
we have found that they behave differently than in Europe in terms of volume.

5.2.2. Practice Implications

For volume to GDP, if the economy is optimal and GDP is growing, consumers are expected to
tend to buy more national brands and fewer private labels. However, in our research we found that the
above statement is true with respect to Europe, but it is not true in the same way in the USA, therefore,
organizations cannot set the same strategy for the European Union as with the USA. For value, we
advise national brand managers to make a special effort to communicate more extensively in countries
that offer lower GDP within Europe by volume and in value for the USA.

This research reports an interesting result in terms of value within the USA and Europe, because
when the unemployment rate increases, the value of private label market share decreases for the USA
but increases for Europe, which makes unemployment significant for private labels, but this effect
behaves unevenly for the USA and Europe. This result would be useful to establish different marketing
plans within organizations and to be able to establish different communication plans to help increase
the value of private labels in the USA.

With respect to the Consumer Price Index (CPI). The result described above in the theoretical
implications, could be a trigger for premium private labels, since people who consume premium
private labels tend to have a higher purchasing power and, even if the consumer price index increases,
they will continue to consume this type of brand. This information is useful for large retailers to adjust
their marketing strategy in the store.

Depending on the average salary, the information we have shown in this research can be significant
for managers, since depending on the average salary in different areas they can adapt their business
strategy and not determine a single business strategy for an entire region.

Finally, we have established with respect to per capita debt, that consumers may be more reluctant
to buy national brands, at a higher price, because part of their income has to go to pay taxes on
public debt. Therefore, they will have to reduce their costs by consuming low-priced products, such as
private labels, but in the USA we have found that they behave differently than in Europe in terms
of volume. This is key for managers to adapt their strategies within retail stores.
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6. Limitations and Future Research

Thanks to PLMA’s collaboration, as well as research carried out at the World Bank and Datosmacro
agencies (Worldbank 2020; Expansión 2019), we have managed to compile a reliable database, from 1997
to 2018, with which to proceed with this study. However, due to the lack of information regarding
some countries, in terms of value and volume of private label market share, we have had to limit the
time period under study to the period 2008–2018 (inclusive), all provided by PLMA (PLMA 2019),
in order to cover as many countries as possible.

In addition, given the lack of important data in key years, we have had to dispense with a European
country such as Denmark, but we have been able to continue the research with another 19 countries:
Germany, Austria, Belgium, Slovakia, Spain, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway,
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, United Kingdom, Czech Republic, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey;
plus the USA.

Therefore, the data that we collect on the macroeconomic variables that have been studied and
compared with the variables relating to private labels, have had to be equally limited for this temporary
period of ten years (2008–2017), with the variables being: debt per capita, CPI, GDP, average annual
salary and unemployment rate.

Looking ahead, it would be of great interest to further research, to expand this study to other
countries out of Europe or USA. We could compile a larger database with respect to the value and
volume of the market share of private labels, from countries in the rest of the world, to see the impact
or evolution that this variable presents in other countries such as Australia, Brazil, Canada, China,
India, Japan or South Africa. On the other hand, we found a large gap in the literature regarding the
ability to convincingly justify some of the macroeconomic terms in relation to private labels.

Finally, we could investigate the variation that would occur in these variables of the market
share of private labels (dependent variables) in the face of a fluctuation of other macroeconomic
indicators (independent variables) different from those already studied, and on the other hand,
check whether globalization has any influence. Because the world today is highly globalized, which
means that consumers today may have become acculturated to global cultures, future research is
encouraged to examine how consumers react to new product brands, such as product brand crossovers
(Lim et al. 2019), and how this impacts on brand value from a macroeconomic perspective. This, in
turn, should help future research to build on the findings of this study in new branding pastures.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; methodology, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and
D.S.-M.; software, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; validation, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; formal analysis,
E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; investigation, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; resources, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.;
data curation, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; writing—original draft preparation, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.;
writing—review and editing, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; visualization, E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M.; supervision,
E.G.-C., F.J.R.-C. and D.S.-M. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Abimbola, Temi, Myfanwy Trueman, Oriol Iglesias, Andres Cuneo, Pilar Lopez, and Maria Jesus Yagüe. 2012.
Measuring Private Labels Brand Equity: A Consumer Perspective. European Journal of Marketing. [CrossRef]

Andersen, Torben M. 1994. Price Rigidity: Causes and Macroeconomic Implications. OUP Catalogue 32: 236–39.
Anesbury, Zachary William, Kristin Jürkenbeck, Timofei Bogomolov, and Svetlana Bogomolova. 2020. Analyzing

Proprietary, Private Label, and Non-Brands in Fresh Produce Purchases. International Journal of Market
Research. [CrossRef]

Banks, Michael H., and Paul R. Jackson. 1982. Unemployment and Risk of Minor Psychiatric Disorder in Young
People: Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Evidence. Psychological Medicine 12: 789–98. [CrossRef]

Bennàssar, Magdalena Llompart. 2007. El Salario Concepto, Estructura Y Cuantía. Madrid: La Ley.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/03090561211230124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1470785320948335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291700049096


Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 91 14 of 17

Bohn, Henning. 1998. The Behavior of US Public Debt and Deficits. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 113: 949–63.
[CrossRef]

Bontemps, Christophe, Valérie Orozco, and Vincent Réquillart. 2008. Private Labels, National Brands and Food
Prices. Review of Industrial Organization 33: 1–22. [CrossRef]

Boscá, José, Rafael Doménech, and David Taguas. 1999. La Política Fiscal En La Unión Económica y Monetaria.
Moneda y Crédito 206: 267–324.

Bronnenberg, Bart J., Jean-Pierre Dubé, and Robert E. Sanders. 2020. Consumer Misinformation and the Brand
Premium: A Private Label Blind Taste Test. Marketing Science 39: 382–406. [CrossRef]

Business, Supermarket. 1997. Private Label Hits New High in Unit Share. January 9: 52.
Buzzell, Robert D., Bradley T. Gale, and Ralph G. M. Sultan. 1975. Market Share—A Key to Profitability.

Harvard Business Review 53: 97–106.
Cafiso, Gianluca. 2020. The Loan Puzzle. A Study of Loans to Different Groups in the USA. Available online:

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3564880 (accessed on 20 July 2020).
Callen, Tim. 2008. What Is Gross Domestic Product. Finance & Development 45: 48–49.
Choi, S. Chan, and Anne T. Coughlan. 2006. Private Label Positioning: Quality versus Feature Differentiation

from the National Brand. Journal of Retailing 82: 79–93. [CrossRef]
Clark, Andrew E., and Andrew J. Oswald. 1994. Unhappiness and Unemployment. The Economic Journal

104: 648–59. [CrossRef]
Clark, I. M. 1981. Retailer Branding: Profit Improvement Opportunities. Richmond: Management Horizons.
Coe, Barbara Davis. 1971. Private versus National Preference among Lower-Income and Middle-Income

Consumers. Journal of Retailing 47: 61–72.
Coricelli, Fabrizio, and Boštjan Jazbec. 2004. Real Exchange Rate Dynamics in Transition Economies.

Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 15: 83–100. [CrossRef]
Corstjens, Judith, and Marcel Corstjens. 1995. Store Wars: The Battle for Mindspace and Shelfspace. Chichester: Wiley,

vol. 5.
Cuneo, Andres, Sandra J. Milberg, Jose Miguel Benavente, and Javier Palacios-Fenech. 2015. The Growth of

Private Label Brands: A Worldwide Phenomenon? Journal of International Marketing 23: 72–90. [CrossRef]
Cuneo, Andres, Sandra J. Milberg, Maria del Carmen Alarcon-del-Amo, and Pilar Lopez-Belbeze. 2019. Private

Label and Manufacturer Brand Choice in a New Competitive Reality: Strategic Directions and the Future of
Brands. European Management Journal 37: 117–28. [CrossRef]

De-motes, Jordi. 2013. La Inflación en España: Un Índice de Precios de Consumo. Madrid: Banco de España.
Diaz-Serrano, Luis, and José António Cabral Vieira. 2005. Low Pay, Higher Pay and Job Satisfaction within the

European Union: Empirical Evidence from Fourteen Countries. Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=
702889 (accessed on 20 July 2020).

Dodds, William B., Kent B. Monroe, and Dhruv Grewal. 1991. Effects of Price, Brand, and Store Information on
Buyers’ Product Evaluations. Journal of Marketing Research 28: 307–19.

Dubé, Jean-Pierre, Günter J. Hitsch, and Peter E. Rossi. 2018. Income and Wealth Effects on Private-Label Demand:
Evidence from the Great Recession. Marketing Science 37: 22–53. [CrossRef]

Dyson, Kenneth H. F., Kenneth Dyson, and Kevin Featherstone. 1999. The Road to Maastricht: Negotiating Economic
and Monetary Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Eizaguirre, Juncal Cuñado, and Marta Gómez-Puig. 2011. La Diversificación Del Riesgo En Los Mercados de
Deuda Pública de La Zona Euro= Risk Diversification in Public Debt Markets in the Eurozone. Cuadernos de
Economía: Spanish Journal of Economics and Finance 34: 1–8.

Erdem, Tülin, Ying Zhao, and Ana Valenzuela. 2004. Performance of Store Brands: A Cross-Country Analysis
of Consumer Store-Brand Preferences, Perceptions, and Risk. Journal of Marketing Research 41: 86–100.
[CrossRef]

Escudero Fernández, Pedro, and Diego Prior Jiménez. 2002. Endeudamiento y Ciclos Políticos Presupuestarios:
El Caso de Los Ayuntamientos Catalanes. Documents de Treball 10: 10.

European Bank. 2019. What Is Inflation? Available online: https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/educational/hicp/html/
index.es.html (accessed on 7 June 2020).

Expansión. 2019. Economy. Macroeconomics. All Macro Data. Available online: https://datosmacro.expansion.
com/ (accessed on 20 July 2020).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/003355398555793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11151-008-9176-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2019.1189
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3564880
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2006.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2234639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0954-349X(03)00005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jim.14.0036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2018.05.003
https://ssrn.com/abstract=702889
https://ssrn.com/abstract=702889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2017.1047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.41.1.86.25087
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/educational/hicp/html/index.es.html
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/educational/hicp/html/index.es.html
https://datosmacro.expansion.com/
https://datosmacro.expansion.com/


Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 91 15 of 17

Feldstein, Martin. 1997. The Political Economy of the European Economic and Monetary Union: Political Sources
of an Economic Liability. Journal of Economic Perspectives 11: 23–42. [CrossRef]

Garretson, Judith A., Dan Fisher, and Scot Burton. 2002. Antecedents of Private Label Attitude and National
Brand Promotion Attitude: Similarities and Differences. Journal of Retailing 78: 91–99. [CrossRef]

Gil-Cordero, Eloy, and Juan-Pedro Cabrera-Sánchez. 2020. Private Label and Macroeconomic Indexes: An Artificial
Neural Networks Application. Applied Sciences 10: 6043. [CrossRef]

Gil Cordero, Eloy, Francisco Javier Rondan Cataluna, and Manuel Rey Moreno. 2016. Influence of Macroeconomic
Indices on European Private Labels. Journal of Business Economics and Management. [CrossRef]

Haisken-DeNew, John P., and Christoph M. Schmidt. 1999. Industry Wage Differentials Revisited: A Longitudinal
Comparison of Germany and USA. Available online: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=

219883 (accessed on 7 June 2020).
Hauser, John R., and Glen L. Urban. 1986. The Value Priority Hypotheses for Consumer Budget Plans. Journal of

Consumer Research 12: 446–62. [CrossRef]
Hausman, Jerry A., and Gregory K. Leonard. 2002. The Competitive Effects of a New Product Introduction:

A Case Study. The Journal of Industrial Economics 50: 237–63. [CrossRef]
Heckman, James J., and George J. Borjas. 1980. Does Unemployment Cause Future Unemployment? Definitions,

Questions and Answers from a Continuous Time Model of Heterogeneity and State Dependence. Economica
47: 247–83. [CrossRef]

Hinkle, Dennis E., William Wiersma, and Stephen G. Jurs. 2003. Applied Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin College Division, vol. 663.

Hoch, Stephen J. 1996. How Should National Brands Think about Private Labels? MIT Sloan Management Review
37: 89.

Hoch, Stephen J., and Shumeet Banerji. 1993. When Do Private Labels Succeed? MIT Sloan Management Review
34: 57.

Hofstede Insights. 2020. Culture Compass. Available online: https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/
compare-countries/%0A (accessed on 25 July 2020).

Hsiao, Shih-Hui, Yen-Yao Wang, Tawei Wang, and Ta-Wei Kao. 2020. How Social Media Shapes the Fashion
Industry: The Spillover Effects between Private Labels and National Brands. Industrial Marketing Management
86: 40–51. [CrossRef]

Kaswengi, Joseph, Mbaye Fall Diallo, Houcine Akrout, and Pierre Valette-Florence. 2020. Choosing High-Equity
Cosmetic Brands in Bad Macroeconomic Conditions: Evidence from Panel Data. International Journal of Retail
& Distribution Management. [CrossRef]

Konny, Crystal. 2020. Modernizing Data Collection for the Consumer Price Index. Business Economics 55: 45–52.
[CrossRef]

Kumar, Manmohan, and Jaejoon Woo. 2010. Public Debt and Growth. Washington: IMF, pp. 1–47.
Kumar, Nirmalya. 2007. Private Label Strategy: How to Meet the Store Brand Challenge. Brighton: Harvard Business

Review Press.
Latorre, María C., Zoryana Olekseyuk, Hidemichi Yonezawa, and Sherman Robinson. 2020. Making Sense of

Brexit Losses: An In-Depth Review of Macroeconomic Studies. Economic Modelling 89: 72–87. [CrossRef]
Lichtenstein, Donald R., Richard G. Netemeyer, and Scot Burton. 1990. Distinguishing Coupon Proneness from

Value Consciousness: An Acquisition-Transaction Utility Theory Perspective. Journal of Marketing 54: 54–67.
[CrossRef]

Lim, Weng Marc, Pei-Lee Teh, and Pervaiz K. Ahmed. 2019. How Do Consumers React to New Product Brands?
Marketing Intelligence & Planning. [CrossRef]

Ljung, Greta M., and George E. P. Box. 1978. On a Measure of Lack of Fit in Time Series Models. Biometrika
65: 297–303. [CrossRef]

Lybeck, Annika, Maria Holmlund-Rytkönen, and Maria Sääksjärvi. 2006. Store Brands vs. Manufacturer Brands:
Consumer Perceptions and Buying of Chocolate Bars in Finland. The International Review of Retail Distribution
and Consumer Research 16: 471–92. [CrossRef]

Marques, Catarina, Rui Vinhas da Silva, Nebojsa S. Davcik, and Rita Tamagnini Faria. 2020. The Role of Brand
Equity in a New Rebranding Strategy of a Private Label Brand. Journal of Business Research 117: 497–507.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jep.11.4.23
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4359(02)00071-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app10176043
http://dx.doi.org/10.3846/16111699
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=219883
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=219883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/208529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-6451.00176
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2553150
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/%0A
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/%0A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.02.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJRDM-01-2019-0003/full/html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/s11369-019-00146-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.10.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002224299005400305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MIP-09-2018-0401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biomet/65.2.297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09593960600844343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.06.022


Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 91 16 of 17

Minimol, M. C., and Smitha B. Nair. 2020. Do Macroeconomic Indicators Encourage Foreign Direct Investment in
Indian Retail? Journal of Management Research 20: 26–33.

Mitchell, William E. 1967. The Effectiveness of Debt Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing. New York:
New York University.

Mohanty, Madhu S. 2019. Role of Psychological Variables in the Determination of the Worker’s Wage: Further
Evidence from the United States. Australian Economic Papers 58: 54–77. [CrossRef]

Montuenga, Víctor. 1997. Salario y Productividad Sectorial:¿ Existe Evidencia de Un Comportamiento Dual?
Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Victor_Montuenga/publication/28166959_Salario_y_
productividad_sectorial_existe_evidencia_de_un_comportamiento_dual/links/02e7e516684e6e9210000000/

Salario-y-productividad-sectorial-existe-evidencia-de-un-comportamiento-dual.pdf (accessed on 20 July 2020).
Morales, P. 2011. Coefficient of Correlation. University Rafael Landívar. Available online: https://ice.unizar.es/

sites/ice.unizar.es/files/users/leteo/materiales/01._documento_1_correlaciones.pdf (accessed on 7 June 2020).
Panizza, Ugo, and Andrea F. Presbitero. 2014. Public Debt and Economic Growth: Is There a Causal Effect?

Journal of Macroeconomics 41: 21–41. [CrossRef]
Pınar, Musa, and Tulay Girard. 2020. Comparing Private Label Brand Equity Dimensions of the Same Store:

Their Relationships, Similarities, and Differences. In Improving Marketing Strategies for Private Label Products.
Hershey: IGI Global, pp. 61–82.

PLMA. 2019. Private Label Today. Available online: https://www.plmainternational.com/industry-news/private-
label-today (accessed on 20 July 2020).

Raju, Jagmohan S., Raj Sethuraman, and Sanjay K. Dhar. 1995. The Introduction and Performance of Store Brands.
Management Science 41: 957–78. [CrossRef]

Rompuy, Herman Van, José Manuel Barroso, Jean-Claude Juncker, and Mario Draghi. 2012. Towards a Genuine
Economic and Monetary Union. Brussels: European Council.

Rubio, Natalia, and María Jesús Yagüe. 2009. The Determinants of Store Brand Market Share. International Journal
of Market Research 51: 501–20.

Salnikova, Ekaterina, Stephen L. Baglione, and John L. Stanton. 2020. New Product Introduction Success for
Private Label Products Compared to Branded by Product Category. Journal of International Food & Agribusiness
Marketing. [CrossRef]

Samit, C. E. L. A., and Stela Cazacu. 2016. The Attitudes and Purchase Intentions towards Private Label Products,
in the Context of Economic Crisis: A Study of Thessalonian Consumers. Ecoforum Journal 5: 1–10.

Sawyer, Alan G., and Peter R. Dickson. 1984. Psychological Perspectives on Consumer Response to Sales
Promotion. In Research on Sales Promotion: Collected Papers. Cambridge: Marketing Science Institute, pp. 1–21.

Sethuraman, Raj. 1995. A Meta-Analysis of National Brand and Store Brand Cross-Promotional Price Elasticities.
Marketing Letters 6: 275–86. [CrossRef]

Smyth, David J., and Yu Hsing. 1995. In Search of an Optimal Debt Ratio for Economic Growth. Contemporary
Economic Policy 13: 51–59. [CrossRef]

Soberman, David A., and Philip M. Parker. 2004. Private Labels: Psychological Versioning of Typical Consumer
Products. International Journal of Industrial Organization 22: 849–61. [CrossRef]

Stanton, John L., and Martin Meloche. 2011. Macroeconomic Determinants of Private Label Penetration.
International Journal of Management Cases 13: 360–67. [CrossRef]

Teles, Vladimir K., and Caio Cesar Mussolini. 2014. Public Debt and the Limits of Fiscal Policy to Increase
Economic Growth. European Economic Review 66: 1–15. [CrossRef]

Vázquez Burguillo, R. 2018. Unemployment Rate. Available online: https://economipedia.com/definiciones/tasa-
de-desempleo-paro.html (accessed on 20 July 2020).

Verhoef, Peter C., Edwin J. Nijssen, and Laurens M. Sloot. 2002. Strategic Reactions of National Brand
Manufacturers towards Private Labels. European Journal of Marketing 36: 1309–26. [CrossRef]

Wang, Xin, Zhiying Tao, Liang Liang, and Qinglong Gou. 2019. An Analysis of Salary Mechanisms in the Sharing
Economy: The Interaction between Streamers and Unions. International Journal of Production Economics 214:
106–24. [CrossRef]

Worldbank. 2020. Datos Estadísticos. Available online: https://www.worldbank.org (accessed on 20 July 2020).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8454.12140
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Victor_Montuenga/publication/28166959_Salario_y_productividad_sectorial_existe_evidencia_de_un_comportamiento_dual/links/02e7e516684e6e9210000000/Salario-y-productividad-sectorial-existe-evidencia-de-un-comportamiento-dual.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Victor_Montuenga/publication/28166959_Salario_y_productividad_sectorial_existe_evidencia_de_un_comportamiento_dual/links/02e7e516684e6e9210000000/Salario-y-productividad-sectorial-existe-evidencia-de-un-comportamiento-dual.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Victor_Montuenga/publication/28166959_Salario_y_productividad_sectorial_existe_evidencia_de_un_comportamiento_dual/links/02e7e516684e6e9210000000/Salario-y-productividad-sectorial-existe-evidencia-de-un-comportamiento-dual.pdf
https://ice.unizar.es/sites/ice.unizar.es/files/users/leteo/materiales/01._documento_1_correlaciones.pdf
https://ice.unizar.es/sites/ice.unizar.es/files/users/leteo/materiales/01._documento_1_correlaciones.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2014.03.009
https://www.plmainternational.com/industry-news/private-label-today
https://www.plmainternational.com/industry-news/private-label-today
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.41.6.957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08974438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00996191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7287.1995.tb00731.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijindorg.2004.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.5848/APBJ.2011.00072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2013.11.003
https://economipedia.com/definiciones/tasa-de-desempleo-paro.html
https://economipedia.com/definiciones/tasa-de-desempleo-paro.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/03090560210445191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.04.003
https://www.worldbank.org


Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 91 17 of 17

Wyma, Louise, Daleen Van der Merwe, Alet C. Erasmus, Magdalena J. C. Bosman, Faans H. S. Steyn,
and Herman Strydom. 2014. Consumers’ Preferences for Various Private Label and National Brand
Food Products at Different Retailers in Potchefstroom, South Africa. In National Brands and Private Labels in
Retailing. Berlin: Springer, pp. 121–30.

Yao, Ying, and Makoto Tanaka. 2020. Price-Quality Trade-off in Procurement Auctions with an Uncertain Quality
Threshold. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 177: 56–70.

Zeithaml, Valarie A. 1988. Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis
of Evidence. Journal of Marketing 52: 2–22. [CrossRef]

Zgarrick, David P., Tatiana Bujnoch, and Shane P. Desselle. 2020. Wage Premiums as a Means to Evaluate the Labor
Market for Pharmacy Technicians in the United States: 1997–2018. Pharmacy 8: 42. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002224298805200302
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/pharmacy8010042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32192014
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	The Impact of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) on Private Labels 
	The Impact of Unemployment on Private Labels 
	The Impact of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) on Private Labels 
	The Impact of the Average Wage on Private Labels 
	The Impact of Debt Per Capita on Private Labels 

	Research Methodology 
	Source of Data 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussions and Conclusions 
	Discussions 
	Conclusions 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practice Implications 


	Limitations and Future Research 
	References

