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20171 AxGA Balz=o] A7|Hthal
= o] opd Frw 5 B Hils
o] FAIEATE m=e] AS- 1970 o
P&G, Johnson & Johnson¥ 72 224
A= AXPAES Aoz 3o A9
A FEHAY B s S8l AAFe] Az
A BN (national brand)E FF AL
a2 1970 ) FRERE fEAREe] A
=4 Ads A7) AL, e
73 9-°| = Ahold, Carrefour, Metro®} 22
TAAEl 22l AFoRE EST] AlA
SHHA] olefgt #AIF = AAF Wstetr] Al
2+ tH(Kumar and Steenkamp 2007, p.2) %
grteke] A, 1990 Sk g Ak ol A
e WA Wal-mart, TESCO, Carrefour2}
2 Q= A fFEFATE Al Eolgka,
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(Planet Retail, 2007).
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Amiie] 8 FE A el g vk A
g o] }o] (Dahr and Hoch 1997; Hoch and
Banerji 1993), (2) & QA daxded] 4
S 1XE= 4B]AR 29¢l(Baltas and Doyle
1998; Burton et al. 1998; Richardson et al.
1996; ¥4 %= 9] 2007, 215, 4T 2009;
FrEw 2] 2008; o, 448 2009), (3)
TAA AsEF Aol g AnAp A zk(ekEAE
9] 2008; A3 2011) 18]l oA dxe]
ARGl e Ax=GAY]  glsHE
(Dunne and Narasimhan 1999; Hoch 1996;
Quelch and Harding 1996, Verhoef et al.
2000) & F= AHAF AdEolEhs Bl A
A7 DA 2y 71E9] 01?53
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AF7E e el o & P BAtst
7] 9lgel Ao = onquq JH(Kumar and

Sk s ARl el Az

L R e B S
FEQA FEAZE ARt GG v
= oasle fHsnag G Ao

& Az tiEl
719¢] & 5274 738k S-C-P(Structure-
Conduct-Performance) Paradigm™@} W& =}
A 2 A7 dEs Axets ATl
(resource-based view)s X&3t= A
A1) T4 (strategic market management
perspective) |2} o] &% THS AAstL
AR, A2 APEE T o]ES $FT <
TRES AAEte] 7ol Bk Akl 7 <
F 2] Ak AARETE EAA AR
Azl S v A= Al el Avr izt
Ela=

. OIEH Hid & A7 &H

1. ol2H

1.2 T Algzz] 2

dutdom  7lgel  deEFad(strategic

management)= ‘A TAYE TAFE I
a4 F shbdl o= defA] d o (Boyd

et al. 2005), FHTole TAIH
(managerial practice)¥ Z2 ExA< o
S Fr3ta tH(Shrivastava 1986). 7]&2]
Agfde] AFES AVEY, 7|go] T

W e BT S Qe AFYS AYshe

.

gl o] F 7Fx] ke AsE wola Ut
= AL & 4 d=d(Caloghirou et al. 2004;

Wernefelt 1989; Mauri and
Michaels 1998; McGahan and Porter 1997;
Schmalensee 1985; Rumelt 1991), 2F3 %=
B o] 719 = e a9tEs
Q34 o]7]= S-C-P Paradigm¥} 7]1¢e]
qoz AT gl Ehel AT o
[}
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#l el 2= A
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) Edward Mason®l| 28] A]Z&E 0, 50
o Joe Bainel 9J&] THEHA=H S-C-P
Paradigm ©lgt= AL ‘Al Z(structure)’
7F 7199 ‘¥ 5 (conduct)’ el <GS WAL
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=242 Ao o= (Porter 1981; Teece
1980), /gl d3Fs vA= 724 830E
& v (bargaining power), 7FAMNR=H,
P Ab A, 2Rl AIEAIS S
7} 2e 894E 5 F JrHEng 2004).

o= o] o]Ed A= F 7HA] 7] EA
U=, st 71del AW
St AL EE A 222 54 &) 4

Q%] e (black

=]
N~
ON

T A= 78 ol tH(Porter 1930; Scherer and
Ross 1990). o1714 XA 9= BEAH
INEANA L3 7 E AT 7 UE
AS F AE AAHES W, AYAHFES
=53 £

Al A g e AskE @ye]

g A 7|l JHFe AR et AS
3lth(e.g., Aulakh et al. 2000; Bharadwaj et

al. 1993).
o|9}= thEA A7 Rko] 2 Aol
= WA gEg 71983 s 7Y
2> g

Witell A Ztar Qlvk AR 7Rkl &2 71§
kel FAlel 2k (resources)S Tl =t

(Amit and Shoemaker 1993; Peteraf 1993)
z7loll= HEolE LofollA] WHEG o
A&E7Fs e AT dHoEA L wHAY
o] dghg AHstel= SAtEd 93 viAE
gdo] =dHATE (Day 1994; Hunt and
Morgan 1995)

Barney(1991)°ll  ¢]shd, Ahed7]Rlo]& <
Al BA-91 9k Al Ere] A el 2le] 7t
Al 713AQ1 7S Bt e, AR 5

;G}\ﬁ

3 9] UlA] J19] i A 1Rl E
At S 9= Ak xolel= BH A o

Ade Wil vk A3 AR V1Y
2ol SEEHAl FHEAY FAH e
7] Wil o] AL S8 A&HHv= HSs vt
gstal St
A 7dko] 2o A = A} (resources) 2}
(capabilities)s ™8 €Hs] skl Stk
How AL 7lgol B3 AR, 7],
B s el (Grant
1991), =2 7IguiFel AstEo A= A
ol fA & FHoE AL F gl A
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< YrtEZE Bagh ARE EA, EYEE,
ey, AT Ve E8x9 AMS
EoFrhes oA AFelgal B 4
olefgh FAAA e 2 o] gl Ao
b = B ke A s = B B P i e R =4
771 EE ERS e Zlolgal B 4 9
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olg] gk wiAE o F2 thakd A Q1 sl
Vorhies®} Morgan(2005)& 7]&9] d45&
et o 2 (1) AFA4HDutta et al. 1999), (2)
A (Dutta et al. 2003), (3) #dze
(Weitz and hap 1995), (4) v}AI" AFYA o]
AMcKee et al. 1992), (5) Fvlj2~Z (Shapiro
et al. 1997), (6)A1774 B3] (Day 1994; Menon
and Varadarajan 1992), (7)nlA® A&
(Morgan et al. 2003), (8)v}AI® A& <] A3
(Noble and Mokwa 1999) 52| 87}4] &-&-0]
vlAlE dEs FATta A ety
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i e Z7REeE oz, AR P&G,
AYE Z2 vEd(AAT) Y BF FEdA
AEE A xR g=HKansas City infoZine
2005). kst AzdA7E FEAANES

A xeh= Ta3% ol T g 7FA7F EAAt
o] wiAY < (%]f , B 9 )& o] &3
O ZHA AR FTFAQ] Fols Astatr] ¢
ol ¥ (Kumar and Steenkamp 2007), ©]2] 3k

AAES FedA R At mE @714
3l o]H b= A7AQ #AHAA FEH
Aol thek )= F7F WA e A, ARAL
FEE Aol A7)344 & 3 (cannibalization)
TS 1HEte] FEPAGREE AAeHA &2

7K 10 A=A L] AR el o] 2w &
=5 A AzdA ] FEFAYE Y

G Zolz Ao

BAEgAS AEFHI #Eg vz
4 JtHAaker and Keller
1990). Aaker(1989)% 7199 A&20 HA
FAEA B do] Fagh npAY 24k
2 oozl Ba=woly aig

olz}il =), %
B=st 7}Zlﬂ A= AL AF A
AAF-Z3HE Fola v BAIgle] Al
Foll digk dsy &S Fole 9T o
tHTabuer 1988; Keller 1993). o}-&2 £ 3]
AHEZ o] gAY A4S avARbEo] ST Al
F& Tished o] EREAEs ¥ =
91th(Aaker 1991)
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o, mep Az Ael
Jol tmobAw old4

3 3 AR A T
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T2 g AFHe] niAY e AA
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Hofer$} Schendel(1979)8 71¢go] Hf-3+
S (DAFA 2, =213 =4, (3)9
A 29 (4714 A, G, 18aL (6)
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EAY 93 4EAE AYe Eol
BT P

Y R ge TR ATE Age
AT 3L s vl W wal
S i, wre Az A} A e wp
Y A2y THUE} E8H0R JAaE
T 5 Qe ARY Addo] AT Y
Aol o Aelit nAfzt AA F7b
T 5 Ase 44T = Ak

7} 3 AZYAL AY FARr} ) @
+2, g A=A Y GFS AL
A

Holrl.

2.4 Hzxgxe| MEx2EZSE |29t oFAE

ozt
1o

5 oo AT S Qs gEe
Al = Z7E7F Ok TR ghekstE AlsE
ZHRlS E3l 7192 o] Z Al AnjRle] Y=
2 wEAZA 4 93(Quelch and Kenny

]
1994), M2 A7 Aol WSk A
S 95 4= 9l 2 (Bananno 1987; Brander and
Eaton 1984), 11 7}EAA&FE AT 4 YA
SHoh(Putsis 1997).

o2 gt o] froll A W VIPES AF LE
Ze] Q9] F3} Zlo] #pofx =
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gAEY ZA0lEx 357H4 FH7F 9 A
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2.5 M=A oA A2 FESA| o] nHAE &S Frstal vkl sirfets
Al MAL| AMZUEol A&} MG AFelA BALEE A A7 ek A
T, AxPAE FEFASE Aiks Fal 5

S-C°P Paradigme] 7124%1 78 418 g gein 48488 wolelx B b
AN AARFEE At F24< o] 7] o] A3 wiE AADFEE =i 27k A
Hasel 922 mAne AoRMcGahan o guoagy guncs Ak nfu
and Porter 1997; Scherer and Ross 1990) 7 Mo NZo wa Al Aol 4] Hro] Aol ek
Baw FES AEUHES AASE T8 5w g6 4EQAC OF 9EHS

== =L
Qelo w2 ZHf(eg., Porter 1930, 1985)3}+= Zole 3l & Aolgti 2238 4= 9)9lrh
WA 2l 7]Rke] Bol A= ol E Fa% 8
A2 FaAT A, A7) el 7 5 AzYAL AR g FEY
A ARV S AR B WA gygga e By FRPEE 29
of Ade dilslM sLE 7HAE Aled 92 71a Aok
T A WA ALY AHRAT T BAGE
FEA A WFsel EAATBamey g o1 3
1991; Conner 1991; Dierickx and Cool 1989).

B o e A7 T El o] 2k
SEAALE A 2AE TS B . ‘ i
e W oohgat 2ok AzgAe e e
1o sttt 7€ A=< EW Raju et SEAAT AAte] Ho] AskS ux| Il A

o] Ao N= AEA AT 2 A CIRE R o ST =
al. (1995)9] A= AxdA g3z 4 zode] BA=mA ulAE EBX IwE
PAR =D AN - EPL L BS PSS R B o E oz LA ) BAEBA, 19 Ak AEEE
FE7h vk APl Al Az=GATE fFEAA SEa] o e El o 2k Jo] o &EO -

— - - = _ EE]—-«‘C U]’ﬂ] o i ooﬂ Xo—’] obgz’é‘ ]U:L
AHES NS W AFD o] Artu 5 _ g .
951 Cotterill et al. 20008 1Tl AL o AzdA ] AR EE AR EFH {54
A y . 1l s _ — - -7
D o= A 4 AlaA 24 9 Pl
= 235 92% 5389 . T ey -

2o oo ST few agnds s

National Brand H2(+) Competitive
Reputation Intensity
HS5
Marketing ) ol Marketing v . Private Labels
Investment d Capability HI(-) | Production
HA4(+)
Product Portfolio
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1. AEFH

B AT F ASRE LTI &
WA AREE D IE T o

o2 ZALE A3t Beverage Industry
(2004) Ha1Aol o3t dRbH o= Agg s
e 2vA 7199 4k ZHE g 9] 95%
oA FEdATEIF EAstL Uk AR}
S eEs i 7Y AR AIE &
1

2] Z(www.korchambiz.net)oll A7 &g
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dEo2 o581 7 wol AA=R s,
0, AH, A, & agE 5o
fredAlel e dRS Wushes Ax
FAES ddem daf w2l dEs
APt o5 o T 21959 Ais 3
Fatglen, o] T wAdsA SHF AE
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4R 719 G @ e ARe 9w
gl Akl el MR T A4 olabe] £
AYES Az Q= GAS] Qo
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& 7M. 21170 A
AA7F 14671(69.2%), W28
A7F 6570 oH, -SR] Ak
ErkAE 2 daE] FAfelA
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=

oz

SIS

2,

40 ©
_0|L
X0,
3 o
v

ow s Fakgel vl A4S SAHAE AHS
3+ tHBordley 2003; Kim et al. 2011; Lusch
and Laczniak 1987; Vorhies and Morgan
2005). 5742 UAE FH9 54 H=E
o]-g3ato] FAs A, HEAY] FHA #
ol EAG FAE AR S

A, AZFABNE HAdLS Ki
(20118 A9 =
T-oll BHAl skl o a1
gk AZAU) A=, FEdA F
i sfFAFe] gk B
=738ttt

A T 2 AEFEEE
TollA AREEE dubA Q]
2 APgstAh nA" F4
Fd 78] g-(ex. v AL
2HAE g oWlE H]E)I fEdEH]E-
(ex. Jdelw, AYa, BEa, JAEHHE
F)ew FAsIon AFXEZY =
F 71l At AlEe] AR S48t
A THBordley 2003).

S gFE =
FHst AT
and Morgan(2005)2] A& vtgo =, 3|
JA o] viAE AFYAlA T8, U4l
uAE] WS EE W £F nhAE
7HARA B RUHY, A g B FA A~
8 £FE To =484
7%=+ Lusch and Laczniak (1987)<]
SAETS ATl g WAstke, 1A1E

n
o
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BARE 5, A= BR8] 4, 5% Cronbach’s a, &414 Q<124 stel% gl
99 oH %, BAAF] A7 5o A A4S Waste] 2EAd 2 gEAdS £48
T2 ZA3Ah vl Cronbach’s aB|2E A3} <F 2>3 7+
R o 7 A ZGA o] FEHALGE Bt o] BE 819 A=A AT 0.7 o3 A
< G AxGA e FEHEFA do FETd o= yeiygton g7 gl S g
AFEe] Al gs S48k gk i A A FAYEE] FAMNIES Ads] o
TolAE g MyEe S vE 5 e e S & 5 Ak
7197t B (size of company)& FAMTE A SAE QQlEAS ST o|F A4S
Aot e, 719tEE A 7Ide] dd= ol tig GdAAd AFS A8 14 &
R o w A 1S AT <& 3>¢ 2= By
AAA oz BAEAT] AP ASHAS
3. AlE|M gl EjotM AX S ok 5= 9t} oyl 2AR xYdf 7 3K
t} Aojof Hukzl¢l Agt=E ks, RMR
B AP AE aE =48RS A4 E 05°]3F NFI, CFI, GFL, TLIE= .90 ©]/d9]
a1 Hwo AT BlGAS srsty] 9s W AT wEba] 2 Aol gk o
Churchill (1979)¥} Anderson and Gerbing Qloll mieh o] 24 Ry MwkAl AP
(1983)0] A|otst A= upgic) ThlalE o Sttt 3ol AEEH AL
2 349 AR EAL AFETEEZLS, FF
AAGE LS AL A FH =t
(E 2) BN Q0124 2}
TN 2 2935 SRLAET | Cronbach's
AAzk | oozl gt |  alpha
5 "wHAE/E Y sz e 858
2. YH-AR viAY w23 29 850
éf;‘;fggfs 3 v Ao 3 ANz B e 850 5214 0908
1. 5240 AAE vpAE AF 815
4. BARJA 7rAAQ A g AR 751
5 AfEA=S] HAH 832
4, ZvlAe] ngHAC oﬁic 220
NB Reputation | = ol wrolols] $elAE 670 209 085
1. &RREe] @A) afrEdE Uu 653
3. 4Ale) AAZE 883
C?mpetivtive 4. FAERE DA AR A= 869 1.318 0.784
ntensity
2. A1 Ul FAEe] #eEot 741
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TLI
0.973

AGFI

0.909

GFI
0.944

CFI
0.981

NFI

0.950

RMR

0.053

48

75.84

NI

Aol Alrgre] o] 7Es &

A7 Ao vt AR

(e

o} 2ol ARAG Qo] p<0.001 Fol 4+

ol
0P

‘m.o

ol

A sk Aol o)

s}

N
B

|

AVE <A1 05 9]
B ¥ o (Fornell and

)
i

Nr
ol
0

o
,.mo
7

T

Ehly

A =

Felom, 7hdelA

5>of 7]&3s

<i

3+
s}

S EFEAd o]

Larcker 1981) +4370%

\

H

=

[iked

3|

FHE YAz Fo

E

=

o

gre] iito]l A7IEA BT =0 2w (Hair

et al. 2006)

x

Nr

3] Harmon’s single

HE7] 9

el

2

B AgellA

Ay,

=
=

71 98l FEAE factor analysis
AR

3|

e e
RpA AT AFgke] AVE gur 2e

A AHE

B

pul

%

°

el
e

o]
o
il
7

ul
M

o

A€l 41.053%

°. A

}9 tHFornell and Larcker 1981)

S

“p<0.05

v o) 59
n o~
Zw 8 g2 2
N S S
e 3 B 3
< S 3 S
¥ | ¥ | ¥ * | ¥ * | ¥ | ¥ | ¥
A £1% % El ElE 8%
R — |
. 212K (2| |B|F8|8
! 8| RS 2R D
© | o6 | o6 N Cell Il R o
. o N | D [EEa\R N
< | (B8 28] ZEElE
2 S|S|a S| S|is|as|s
8
) | 0 NIRRT
E [~|2|B|2]~ 38|~ 8|5(5|8
)7 S|l — | — | =]
63
o %]
= 0 O
2 P £
o < ﬁm Q0 =
o] mm pw .m..nm
3 e =
= S~ =8
Hr
—_~
0| = | Dlalo w2 IINBIF|R
S22 8(FR[TISIS S88
S| =S98 ° Pl E|E|E|E|E

“'p<0.01;




MZH Private Labels T2 MPQQ2l 75
(E by AEAHEMZD
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Marketing Investment 1 -276™" 696 628" 170 A78™ 691
PB Production 1 -.200"" -.180™ -.053 -170™ -197™"
Size of Company 1 537 .080 3857 544
Product Portfolio 1 213" 363 5787
Competitive Intensity 1 .088 124
NB reputation 1 6107
Marketing Capabilities 1
“p<0.01; "p<0.05
S Aigeta e AS & 5 e, met stE A& ARt Aol A 2ol A
A FdEakA T HAE TsAdo] Arkar A Aol FxX 3 (overall model)S AAT A
v 7, x2=84.293, df=48 GFI=0.937, AGFI=0.897,
NFI=0.946, RF1=0.926, IFI=0.976, TLI=0.967,
4. @Eo| MatT 4 JIMAS CFI=0976% 7+ mao] =252t} o3
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Antecedents of Manufacturer’'s Private Label Program

Engagement

: A Focus on Strategic Market Management Perspective

Lim, Chae-Un’
Yi, Ho-Taek

Abstract

The 20" century was the era of manufacturer brands which built higher brand equity for
consumers. Consumers moved from generic products of inconsistent quality produced by
local factories in the 19" century to branded products from global manufacturers and
manufacturer brands reached consumers through distributors and retailers. Retailers were
relatively small compared to their largest suppliers. However, sometime in the 1970s, things
began to slowly change as retailers started to develop their own national chains and began
international expansion, and consolidation of the retail industry from mom-and-pop stores to
global players was well under way (Kumar and Steenkamp 2007, p.2) In South Korea, since
the middle of the 1990s, the bulking up of retailers that started then has changed the balance
of power between manufacturers and retailers.

Retailer private labels, generally referred to as own labels, store brands, distributors own
private-label, home brand or own label brand have also been performing strongly in every
single local market (Bushman 1993; De Wulf et al. 2005). Private labels now account for one
out of every five items sold every day in U.S. supermarkets, drug chains, and mass
merchandisers (Kumar and Steenkamp 2007), and the market share in Western Europe is
even larger (Euromonitor 2007). In the UK, grocery market share of private labels grew
from 39% of sales in 2008 to 41% in 2010 (Marian 2010). Planet Retail (2007, p.1) recently
concluded that “[PLs] are set for accelerated growth, with the majority of the world's

leading grocers increasing their own label penetration.”

* 1st Author, Professor, Sogang Business School(chaelim@sogang.ac.kr)
** Corresponding Author, Ph D. Candidate, Sogang Business School(hotaekyi@sogang.ac.kr)
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Private labels have gained wide attention both in the academic literature and popular
business press and there is a glowing academic research to the perspective of
manufacturers and retailers. Empirical research on private labels has mainly studies the
factors explaining private labels market shares across product categories and/or retail
chains (Dahr and Hoch 1997; Hoch and Banerji, 1993), factors influencing the private labels
proneness of consumers (Baltas and Doyle 1998; Burton et al. 1998; Richardson et al. 1996)
and factors how to react brand manufacturers towards PLs (Dunne and Narasimhan 1999;
Hoch 1996; Quelch and Harding 1996; Verhoef et al. 2000). Nevertheless, empirical research
on factors influencing the production in terms of a manufacturer-retailer is rather anecdotal
than theory-based.

The objective of this paper is to bridge the gap in these two types of research and explore
the factors which influence on manufacturer's private label production based on two
competing theories: S-C-P (Structure - Conduct — Performance) paradigm and resource-based
theory. In order to do so, the authors used in—depth interview with marketing managers,
reviewed retail press and research and presents the conceptual framework that integrates the
major determinants of private labels production.

From a manufacturer’s perspective, supplying private labels often starts on a strategic
basis. When a manufacturer engages in private labels, the manufacturer does not have to
spend on advertising, retailer promotions or maintain a dedicated sales force. Moreover, if a
manufacturer has weak marketing capabilities, the manufacturer can make use of retailer's
marketing capability to produce private labels and lessen its marketing cost and increases its
profit margin.

Figure 1. is the theoretical framework based on a strategic market management
perspective, integrated concept of both S-C-P paradigm and resource-based theory. The
model includes one mediate variable, marketing capabilities, and the other moderate variable,
competitive intensity.

Manufacturer’s national brand reputation, firm's marketing investment, and product
portfolio, which are hypothesized to positively affected manufacturer’'s marketing capabilities.
Then, marketing capabilities has negatively effected on private label production. Moderating
effects of competitive intensity are hypothesized on the relationship between marketing

capabilities and private label production.
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National Brand H2(+) Competitive
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Product Portfolio

(Figure 1) Conceptual Framework

To verify the proposed research model and hypotheses, data were collected from 192
manufacturers (212 responses) who are producing private labels in South Korea. Cronbach’s
alpha test, explanatory / comfirmatory factor analysis, and correlation analysis were
employed to validate hypotheses.

The following results were drawing using structural equation modeling and all hypotheses

are supported.

(Table 1) Results of Structure Equation Model Analysis

H Path Esfifg'ate t-value Results

H1 Marketing Capabilities — PL production -0.233 -3.301"" | Supported
H2 NB Reputation — Marketing Capabilities 0.438 6.707"" | Supported
H3 Marketing Investment — Marketing Capabilities 0.369 5609™ | Supported
H4 Product Portfolio — Marketing Capabilities 0.196 34577 | Supported

(Table 2) Results of Moderating Variable Analysis

H Path Standard Estimate
Equal Model X(9%)*=1156 Competitive Intensity Sti}i;ﬁ:fte
. ’ 1 -0.817
Marketing Capabilities X(94) =1116 OW group .
—PL Production Ax(1)?*=4.00 sig high grouwp Py

“p<0.01; "p<0.05
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Findings indicate that manufacturer's private label production is strongly related to its
marketing capabilities. Consumer marketing capabilities, in turn, is directly connected with
the 3 strategic factors (e.g., marketing investment, manufacturer’'s national brand reputation,
and product portfolio). It is moderated by competitive intensity between marketing
capabilities and private label production.

In conclusion, this research may be the first study to investigate the reasons
manufacturers engage in private labels based on two competing theoretic views, S-C-P
paradigm and resource—based theory. The private label phenomenon has received growing
attention by marketing scholars. In many industries, private labels represent formidable
competition to manufacturer brands and manufacturers have a dilemma with selling to as
well as competing with their retailers. The current study suggests key factors when

manufacturers consider engaging in private label production.

Key Words: private label, resource-based view, industrial organization theory, S-C-P

paradigm, marketing capabilities, competitive intensity



