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Abstract  

As private labels have developed and increased in recent years, customers’ options have 
grown. The purpose of this qualitative study is to explore how customers reason when they 
choose a brand in a Swedish sportswear store, which offers both private labels and 
national brands. More specifically, the following attributes, private labels versus national 
brands, customer behavior, and store layout are considered in order to address a possible 
complexity in the brand choice. The empirical material was collected through twelve exit 
interviews outside Stadium stores in four cities, combined with four observations in four 
Stadium stores. The findings revealed that private labels and national brands seem to have 
similar product characteristics, which may cause complexity in customers’ brand choices. 
This thesis contributes with an insight into a new dynamic within the walls of a sportswear 
store and discusses what aspects influence customers’ brand choice. 
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1	

      1.Introduction 
 

 
This chapter contains a background of private labels and national brands and how the 

market has changed, and thus customers’ options and behavior. It is followed by a 

problematization of how the changed marketplace may cause complexity for customers to 

choose a brand. The research purpose and research question are presented and lastly, an 

outline of this thesis is showed.  

1.1 Background 

Comparable and competitive offerings of products and services are increasing in the retail 

market, and thus also customers options (Chiang & Yang, 2017). As the number of brands 

and choices for customers increase, it may contribute to complexity in customers’ brand 

choice. Companies struggle with why and how their brands can be selected by potential 

customers. As a result of the increased options in the retail market, customers must do trade-

offs, which may cause decision anxiety rather than actual customer purchase (Zoovu, 

2018). The psychologist Barry Schwartz described an overload of choice as: “while we 

consider variety to be a good thing, at the same time, it makes our decisions more 

challenging” (Zoovu, 2018, s. 1).  

  

One reason why the choices of products and brands have increased, is the development of 

private labels. Private labels, which are created and owned by a retailer, and sometimes 

carry the name of a retailer, have become many and grown large (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-

Mangin, 2014; Kapferer, 2012). According to recent studies, 70 percent of customers 

believe that the quality of private labels has improved over time, and that these brands offer 

good value for money (Wang, Torelli, & Lalwani, 2020). The opposite of private labels is 

national brands, which are traditional brands that often have high quality, price, status, and 

are well-known among customers (Wang et al., 2020). Customers are now facing a variety 

of options in-store with products from both private labels and national brands. This may 

create complexity for customers when they make a brand choice, and it can possibly change 

customer’s consumption patterns. Research indicates that private labels challenge national 
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brands in several aspects, and the competitive landscape has changed. As a result, customer 

behavior has also changed (Cuneo, Milberg, Alarcon-del-Amo, & Lopez-Belbeze, 2017).  

  

Private labels are only distributed at the retailer’s own outlet and they contribute with a 

uniqueness that competitors cannot match (Bockholdt, Kemper, & Brettel, 2019; Calvo-

Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014). The uniqueness may result in higher traffic to the store due 

to differentiation and may also contribute to customer loyalty (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). 

Private labels were launched over 50 years ago, and at that point, customers trusted national 

brands more than private labels (Amrouche, Rhouma, & Zaccour, 2014). Traditionally, 

private labels have been considered as “no-name” brands, but today these brands offer 

quality products and greater selection, as national brands do. Customers generally accept 

private labels and they can identify themselves with them (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009; 

Rossi, Borges, & Bakpayev, 2015). Private labels operate 50 percent of the supermarkets 

in fast-moving consumer products in Europe (Kapferer, 2012). Private labels are also 

present in more than 90 percent of the categories of consumer-packaged goods and have a 

high level of visibility in stores (Cuneo et al., 2017). Moreover, private labels had higher 

growth than national brands in 2017, 2,5 percent versus 1,5 percent (Cuneo et al., 2017). 

Private labels catch up with national brands.  

  

National brands are market leaders with a national, and at times, a global reach (Wang et 

al., 2020). National brands are supplied by a well-established manufacturer (Li, Chen, & 

Chen, 2018), and have for a long time dominated the retail sector. Private labels grow faster 

than national brands and retailers often price their private labels lower than national brands, 

while they offer same quality (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009; Rossi et al., 2015). Retailers 

operate close to customers which has enabled them to gain an understanding of customer 

preferences, which has helped them to improve and adapt to what customers want (Nalca, 

Boyaci, & Ray, 2017). Therefore, private labels have approached national brands in quality 

and value from how customers perceive them. The variety in options has led to that 

customers have become pickier and their brand choice may be a challenge (Nalca et al., 

2017). The development of private labels puts pressure on national brands to deliver better 

and innovative products to keep ahead of private labels (Stanton, Wiley, Hooker, & 

Salnikova, 2015).  
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Customer’s buying choices depend on different psychological factors as motivation, 

perception, learning, beliefs, and attitudes (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). The consumer 

culture theory (CCT) helps to clarify why customers search for certain meanings in the 

brand they choose (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Further, Bockholdt et al. (2019) stated that 

customers evaluate product quality on external cues. As private labels have developed in 

quality, design, and customer perception, a gray zone has emerged between private labels 

and national brands. The similarity in product characteristics and the vague difference 

between private labels and national brands may make it complex for customers to choose 

what to buy.   

 

1.2 Problematization   

In order to understand customer’s buying behavior, comprehensive work needs to be done 

and several aspects need to be considered (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009; Fahy & Jobber, 

2015). Customers are not seen as rational and customers seek meaning when shopping 

(Arnould & Thompson, 2005). In the field of marketing, researchers have tried to 

understand which customers buy private labels versus national brands, often with a focus 

on a traditional market segmentation. This market segmentation research explains which 

brand customers may choose mostly based on socio-demographic segments (Cuneo et al., 

2017). Cuneo et al. (2017) discussed that personal characteristics, and lifestyles may 

explain brand choices better than socio-demographics. But even though customer lifestyle 

explains brand choices to some extent, customers’ decisions inside stores may be complex 

and may depend on several different attributes. The fact that private labels have improved 

in quality and design, and thus customers have a better perception of private label products 

complicates the brand choice since it is no longer easy to distinguish private labels from 

national brands.   

  

Customers tend to choose a brand that they know of since well-known brands are often 

perceived to have high quality (Kapferer, 2012). This statement is challenged by present 

research which states that customers may buy both low-valued and high-valued brands and 

buy a variety of brand typologies. Customers’ brand choices could thus be hard to predict 

(Cuneo et al., 2017) and reveal that customers’ brand choice in-store may be complex. 

Well-known brands do often have high brand equity, a concept used to measure the strength 

of a brand, which often entails that a brand generates tangible value for a company (Fahy 
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& Jobber, 2015). National brands have for a long time been perceived to be stronger and 

more well-known than private labels, and thus have higher brand equity (Kapferer, 2012). 

But, since private labels have improved in quality and developed brand equity, they have 

risen towards the same perceived level as national brands (Girard, Trapp, Pinar, Gulsoy, & 

Boyt, 2016). When customers make their brand choice, they do not necessarily need to 

evaluate different brands in terms of product characteristics. Private labels successfully 

compete with top national brands and might provide a possibility for customers to consider 

their personal preferences to a higher extent since the brands are similar (Cuneo et al., 

2017).  

  

What decision a customer take in-store is among other things affected by store layout 

(Massaraa, Scarpib, Melarac, & Porcheddud, 2018). How a store should be planned 

depends on what the store offers and how different product categories are meant to interact 

(Wanger, 2002). When retailers have their own private labels, they have the power to plan 

and decide which products that are exposed. This gives retailers an opportunity to place 

their private labels on a visible site, which can enhance their chances to be picked by 

customers (Massaraa et al., 2018). But it is a delicate border for retailers to choose which 

brands that should be most advantageously exposed. National brands can boycott a retailer 

store if the national brands are not exposed fairly. Retailers also depend on having national 

brands in their store to gain traffic. Moreover, customers’ perception of a store is linked to 

the perception of the products in-store (Massaraa et al., 2018).  

  

Many studies on private labels and national brands are made on big international players as 

Tesco and Walmart, which commonly point to the raised private label brand equity. Private 

label brand equity plays an important role not only for private label products, but also to 

retailer stores (Girard et al., 2016). Research also indicates that customers know that private 

label products and national brand products are produced at the same manufacturer with the 

same or even better private label quality (Rossi et al., 2015). Grocery stores and big stores 

are often investigated due to accessibility and a large number of panel data, while one of 

the largest sectors of private labels, the fashion industry, has not been investigated as much 

(Bockholdt et al., 2019).  
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This thesis will focus on the Swedish sportswear retail industry, an industry with a variety 

of customers, men, women, and children of all different ages who buy sportswear products. 

Sport is a part of many people lives, and to be healthy and live a healthy life is a global 

trend forecast to increase (Bruun & Langkjær, 2016; Ebin, 2019). People do often wear 

sports clothing occasionally because it is comfortable but also because of trends. A concept 

called athleisure has been developed in recent years and it is a combination of the words 

“athletic” and “leisure”. Athleisure is a fashion trend designed to be worn for both 

exercising and general use (Lipsona, Stewart, & Griffiths, 2020). Sports products are 

connected to people lifestyles and what type of brand people use can be important in their 

personal identity and perception. To wear specific sports brands can connect individuals to 

certain groups. Sportswear brands are brands that customers carry visible on them, which 

may increase the importance of the brand in comparison with a product that never leaves 

home (Kang, Bennett, & Peachey, 2016). Customers’ sport brand choice may be interesting 

and could be explained by individual preferences, which can be influenced by a number of 

different elements.  

  

Private labels have developed and grown large which has increased the number of brands, 

and thus affect customers and how they make a brand choice (Wang & Shukna, 2013). 

Private labels have gone from a price alternative with low quality to high quality and are 

now perceived in the same way as national brands (Rossi et al., 2015). The fact that private 

labels and national brands are similar may contribute to complexity for customers to choose 

a brand in-store. The growing sports fashion industry lack research and may be interesting 

to understand due to the dynamic between both strong private labels and strong national 

brands. Individuals’ need of wearing specific brands that they are connected to, and the fact 

that retailers have the power to plan the store layout, may possibly influence customers’ 

brand choice. We want to explore and understand how customers reason in-store when they 

choose a brand. The attributes assumed to influence the brand choice used in this thesis are 

the following, private labels versus national brands, customer behavior, and store layout. 

As far as we know, no previous research has approached the dynamic between these 

attributes combined, and how the prevailing dynamic may result in brand choice 

complexity. 
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1.3 Research purpose  
Private labels have developed and increased in recent years. The purpose of this thesis is to 

explore and gain an understanding of how customers reason inside stores when they have 

both private labels and national brands to choose between. The uniqueness of this thesis is 

that private labels and national brands are assumed to have both similar product 

characteristics and to be comparable. The purpose is explored by consider how the dynamic 

between different attributes may influence customers’ choice, and thus, contribute to a 

possible complexity. The attributes considered in this thesis are the following, private labels 

versus national brands, customer behavior, and store layout. 

 

1.4 Research question  
How do customers reason in-store when they make a brand choice between private labels 

and national brands?  
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1.5 Outline of this thesis  
 

 

 
  

1. Introduction

•This chapter contains of a backround of private labels and national brands, and how the 
changed market have affected customer behavior.The problematisation behind how 

customers reason in their brand choice in the prevealing market situation and what could 
possibly influence customers in their brand choice is also presented. The research 

purpose and question is then presenten, followed by this outline. 

2. Literature 
review 

•This chapter presents the relevant literature for this thesis with three sections of 
branding, customer behavior, and store layout, which are the attributes assumed to create 

the possible complexity for customers to choose a brand. This chapter ends with a 
presentation of the conceptual model, which the analysis is based on. 

3. Case 
presentation

•This chapter contains of s short argumentation for the chosen sector along with a 
presentation of the case company that is used in this thesis.   

4. Theoretical 
Methodology

•This chapter contains the theoretical method for this study. It presents the chosen 
research philosophy and research approach. 

5. Empirical 
Methodology 

•This chapter contains the empirical methodology, where the design and strategy are 
presented along with the chosen data collection, which are interviews and observations. 

The respondent selection is presented followed by the operationalizations of both 
interviews and observations. The analysis of the data collections is explained and the 

chapter ends with trustwortiness and limitations of this study.   

6. Empirical 
Findings and 

Analysis 

•This chapter presents the findings from the interviews and the observations. The chapter 
is divided according to the conceptual model where all attributes from the model is 
analysed and discussed along with the findings and the theory. The last part of this 

chapter analyse the choice complexity and conclude the analysis.  

7. Conclusions

•This chapter begins with a short summary of this thesis followed by the conclusion of 
the analysis. The chapter also contains implications of the result and suggestions for 

future research combined with a critical view of the study.  
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2. Literature review 

 

The aim of this study is to explore how customers reason in-store when they have private 

labels and national brands to choose between. This chapter has three main parts, branding, 

customer behavior and store layout. Finally, a conceptual model is presented which 

illustrates a store and the dynamic between the attributes that are used for this thesis.  

 

2.1 Branding 
A brand is a name, symbol, term, sign, or design, or a combination of these, aimed to 

identify and differentiate a product or a service from others (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). 

A brand usually adds value and perception to a product, and customers have mental 

associations within brands (Kapferer, 2012). Brands are also a key element for a company’s 

relationships with its customers, and the brand represents everything that the product or 

service mean to customers (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). Brands are a product’s 

representation which means that even if a product’s features or design are changing, the 

brand will still be alive (Salonius, 2010). Kapferer (2012) defined a brand as something 

that exists when it has acquired the power to influence the market. If a brand affects a 

customer to choose its product, the brand has contributed with profit to the company 

(Kapferer, 2012). Kapferer (2012) also presented a brand as a system based on three 

elements; concept, name, and offering. Firstly, the element concept refers to the value 

proposition that a company delivers to its customers. Concept involves the position of the 

brand which means the perceived image in customer’s mind. Secondly, the name refers to 

a company’s logo, design, or symbol. This refers to how the company visualizes itself to 

its customers and its surroundings. A brand name often reveal its intentions and it conveys 

the characteristics of the brand. Lastly, the element offering addresses the actual product or 

service that a company offers (Kapferer, 2012). 

  

Historically, brands were created for business purpose and were managed with a view of 

producing profits. Brands were and are often analyzed from the stand front of sociology, 
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psychology and philosophy (Crainer, 1995). A brand is described by numerous authors and 

researchers, and Kapferer (2012) defined it as follows:  

  

A name that symbolizes a long-term engagement, crusade or commitment to a 

unique set of values, embedded into products, services and behaviors, which 

make the organization, person or product stand apart or stand out (p.12). 

  

Brands are a complex system of many ingredients that takes time and effort to build. Brands 

must thoroughly be considered and planned in order to be successful and connect 

customers. The term brand (and branding) can be divided into a number of different aspects 

and the aspects considered in this thesis are the following, brand equity, brand image, 

private label, and national brand. 

 

2.1.1 Brand equity 

As brands grew in the late 1980s, the idea that brands should be included in the balance 

sheet was raised. Brands developed into a visible asset in the balance sheet which 

established the concept of brand equity (Håkansson, 2004). Brand equity is theoretically 

defined as an asset and can be divided into brand awareness, brand loyalty, perceived 

quality, and brand association. These are all important from how customers perceive a 

brand, and these elements will be presented further in this chapter (Aaker, 1991; Calvo-

Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014; Girard et al., 2016). Brand equity can also be defined as a 

set of assets that are connected to a brand’s name or symbol, and not only values that are 

provided by a product or service. Brand equity may be considered as customers’ subjective 

evaluation of a brand, instead of an objective perceived value (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-

Mangin, 2014). Different definitions of brand equity are all based on the brand promise and 

brand experience. The perception of brands and customers’ behavior can positively be 

influenced by brand equity, and enhance customers confidence in their brand choice 

(Aaker, 1991; Abrila & Rodriguez-Cánovas, 2016). 

 

In the branding literature, it is common to find assumptions that national brands have higher 

brand equity than private labels, and that customers tend to choose products with the highest 

perceived quality, which is the brand with the highest brand equity (Nalca et al., 2017). 

Private labels have developed and received brand equity, which enhances their position and 
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increase customer perception of private labels. Globally, many of the most successful 

brands in the world are private labels where retailers make investments in their own brands 

and as a result, private labels have brand equity (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014).   

 

Aaker’s brand equity model (1991) was developed in 1991 in order to conceptualize brand 

equity. The model begins with the brand name and symbol, which are the basic core 

indicators of what a customer connects a brand with. The upper part of the model (Fig. 1) 

consists of five elements, brand loyalty, name awareness, perceived quality, brand 

associations and other proprietary brand assets. These are seen to be category assets that 

together create the basis for brand equity. Brand Loyalty explains the relationship intensity 

between customers and the brand and the likelihood that customers will repurchase the 

product. Name awareness refers to that customers tend to choose brands that are familiar 

to them, which lead to that well-known brands are often picked. Perceived quality is how 

customers perceive the quality of the products and will directly influence customers 

purchase decisions. When customers believe that a purchased product has a good perceived 

quality, it may contribute to customers’ satisfaction with the user experience. This is also 

the case with brand associations, which can positively enhance customers purchase 

intentions and contribute with value to customers. Brand associations are often linked to 

the brand name and in fact, all different assets are linked together but must all be tied to 

the brand in order to contribute to brand equity. The last element, other proprietary assets, 

represents factors as patent and trademarks that will protect the brand. All brand equity 

elements may enhance the chances that a brand will be picked by a customer; therefore, 

they are considered important when managing a brand (Aaker, 1991).  

 
 

 Figure 1 - Aaker’s Brand Equity Model (Aaker, 1991)  



Lindborg	&	Wallin	

	

	

	

11	

The lower part of the model (Fig. 1), show that brand equity contributes to value for both 

companies and customers. A brand with strong brand equity, can store and communicate a 

vast amount of information to customers. This may help a customer to make a decision 

both due to past-use experience, but also to familiarity with the brand and its characteristics. 

When companies have strong brand equity, it will help to secure future operations. Calvo-

Porral and Lévy-Mangin argued in 2014 that Aaker’s brand equity model (1991, 1996) had 

mostly been used on national brands, but was also applicable to private labels since private 

labels and national brands are both considered as genuine brands by customers. Calvo-

Porral and Lévy-Mangin (2014) also discussed that store image should be included in the 

brand equity model when private labels are managed. This is due to the fact that previous 

research reveals that store image has a direct positive effect on the image of private labels 

(Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014).   

 

2.1.2 Brand image  

Aaker (1991) defined brand image as a set of associations that are usually organized in a 

meaningful way, where the associations are anything that is linked to the brand. Brand 

image has been considered as a vital concept in marketing since the 1950s (Ansary & 

Hashim, 2017). Brand image can be defined as the perception of a brand in the minds of 

customers (Iglesias, Markovic, Singh, & Sierra, 2017), and it describes the way customers 

feel and think about a specific brand (Ansary & Hashim, 2017). Moreover, brand image is 

a factor in brand equity, since the brand image is linked to brand associations. The concept 

of brand image is closely linked to the  brand equity model which will be explained 

further.   

  

The brand image reflects how customers perceive a brand  and how they receive all signals 

that arise from the products, service and the communication covered by the brand 

(Kapferer, 2012). Brand image contains three different customer associations, which are 

the following; cognitive, emotional, and sensory (Ansary & Hashim, 2017). Firstly, the 

cognitive associations refer to what customers believe and think about a brand. Secondly, 

emotional associations embrace feelings that customers connect to a specific brand. Lastly, 

sensory associations address physical senses such as taste, smell, sight, sound and touch 

(Ansary & Hashim, 2017).  
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Customers choose a brand with favorable brand image to minimize the risk of choosing a 

brand with good value. Brands with a strong brand image attract customers with a positive 

attitude towards the brands, and these customers have higher purchase intention. In general, 

private labels invest in brand image to differentiate themselves from others and reduce the 

perceived risk to be seemed as low-valued brands (Wu, Yeh, & Hsiao, 2010).  The brand 

image of private labels contains two components, which are quality image and affective 

image. Store image and the quality of service delivered by a retailer influence private label 

image in quality and brand image (Alić, Agić, & Činjarević, 2016). Manufacturers of 

private labels have started to promote the brand image of private labels, which make the 

manufacturers transfer the costs to customers by increasing prices (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-

Mangin, 2014).  

 

2.2 Customer behavior  
Customer behavior has been examined for many years in order to understand how 

customers buy, and how and what, their decisions are influenced by. How customers 

behave can never be predicted and new external factors are constantly changing the 

behavior (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Customer theories related to customers’ brand choices 

have often been based on the fact that private labels had lower quality and price. This has 

resulted in a number of theories about how pricing affects customers’ attitudes towards 

private labels (Wedel & Zhang, 2004). Private labels and national brands compete at the 

same level which contributes to that customer behavior research related to private labels 

may become more complex (Nalca et al., 2017). The high information flow and the huge 

volume of marketing messages make it hard for customers to understand what they are 

interested in (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). To have a lot of opportunities also higher customers’ 

expectations and they demand products that are tailored for their lifestyle (Nalca et al., 

2017).  

  

A number of different theories in the customer research are presented, all with the same 

purpose, trying to understand customers buying process (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Fahy 

& Jobber, 2015). Fahy and Jobber (2015) stated that when researchers try to understand 

customers’ buying behavior, drawings from both economics, psychology, sociology, 

cultural anthropology, and others, need to be included. A modern and fairly new theory of 

understanding customers is by include that customers seek brands for symbolic and cultural 
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meaning, and not just to fulfill a need (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). This new theory is 

called consumer cultural theory, which will be explained further in this thesis, and may be 

useful when understanding why customers choose private labels or national brands.  There 

has been a change in customer behavior, and the CCT is helpful in understanding customer 

behavior in today’s markets. But the traditional buying process must first be explained in 

order to understand how and why the CCT emerged.  

 

2.2.1 Theory of consumption and Information process   

A traditional approach of customer research often assumes that customers make rational 

decisions and rational calculations about the best choice in a given situation (Fahy & 

Jobber, 2015; Wanger, 2002). The theory of consumption is a theory that assumes that 

customers act according to the alternative that will best fulfill their wishes based on three 

elements, preferences, rationality and restrictions. Preferences are explained by how 

customers value different goods and services. Secondly, rationality is explained as that 

customers try to satisfy their needs to the highest extent as possible. Lastly, restrictions are 

limitations of how much customers can consume even though they would like to buy more 

goods or services (Wanger, 2002). The outcome of rational customer behavior is that 

customers recognize a need and do their best to fulfill that need. This theory is closely 

linked to the buying decision process.  

  

The buying decision process contains five different stages as the model (Fig. 2) shows, and 

the buying process starts before the actual purchase. The first step is need recognition and 

problem awareness where customers identify a problem or a need. The second step is 

information search which refers to when customers want to search for more information 

related to potential purchases. Increased information is obtained which enables an 

increasing awareness and knowledge of different brands. The third step evaluation of 

alternatives explains how customers process information to make a brand choice 

(Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). If the level of  involvement is high or low depends on to what 

extent customers evaluate a brand. The high-involvement purchases are the most complex 

ones for customers and are; therefore, in need of good information or professional 

salespeople. Customers do not need much information in low-involvement situations, but 

instead positive reinforcement through sales promotion (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). The fourth 

step is purchase decision where customers will buy the most preferred brand. One factor 
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that can come between the purchase intention and the purchase decision is unexpected 

situational factors, as for example if the expected products’ benefits not match the actual 

product (Armstrong & Kotler, 2009). Lastly, the fifth step is post-purchase evaluation, 

which is the step when customers evaluate their satisfaction with the product or service 

(Fahy & Jobber, 2015). 

 
 Figure 2 - The Buying Decision Process (Fahy & Jobber, 2015).   
 

2.2.2 Consumer cultural theory  

In 2005, Arnould and Thompson introduced a new theory named the consumer culture 

theory (CCT), which is defined as a group of studies that addresses dynamic relationships 

between consumer actions, the marketplace, and cultural meanings (Arnould & Thompson, 

2005). Arnould and Thompson (2005) argued that there was a confusion of the theories 

related to customer behavior and, therefore, they wanted to introduce a new academic brand 

to gather consumer culture research around (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). Until 

approximately the ’90s, cultural influences were only a part of international marketing, 

where culture was only seen to exist on a national or country level (Pace, 2014). In  the 

CCT, consumption is not viewed as a rational or a conscious activity, but a sociocultural or 

experimental activity connected to emotions (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Fahy & Jobber, 

2015). The CCT helps to clarify why customers search for certain meanings in the brand 

they choose (Fahy & Jobber, 2015), and it is associated with choice, individual freedom, 

and market relations (Steenkamp, 2019). The CCT research explores how customers 

rework and transform symbolic meaning in order to enhance their own personal and social 
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circumstances. This transformation of value may strengthen their identity and go in line 

with their lifestyle (Arnould & Thompson, 2005). The CCT can explain why individuals 

enjoy shopping for pleasure and searching for a specific meaning in the brand they choose 

(Fahy & Jobber, 2015). The CCT  is useful in this study to explore the potential complexity 

for customers to choose a brand in the gray zone between private labels and national brands.  

   

2.2.3 Customer preferences  

According to the framework “Segment classification according to brand purchase behavior 

and drivers of brand choice”, which in this thesis is further called segmentation 

classification framework, (Cuneo et al., 2017), contains four main drivers of brand choice 

for customers which are: price-driven, image reflectors, smart buyers and category 

discerners. The first segment price-driven is a price-sensitive segment where customers 

need discounts or promotional activities to be attracted. The second segment image 

reflectors are customers concerned with status and prestige, and they seek emotional 

benefits through symbolic value.  The third segment is smart buyers, which are customers 

who want a relevant price gap between national brands and private labels. They also want 

a functional purpose as immaterial brand promises, because of their concerns with a social 

image. Finally, the fourth segment is category discerners which contains both higher 

involvement purchases and lower involvement purchases. Customers in higher 

involvement purchases want improved product performance while customers in low 

involvement purchases search for value for money and significant price differentials 

(Cuneo et al., 2017). These four main drivers are relevant when understanding customer 

behavior, and how they make a choice of a brand depending on what type of buyer they 

are.  

 
After the penetration of private labels and the changed brand landscape, there has been a 

change in consumption patterns and brand choices (Cuneo et al., 2017). Retailers are 

interacting with customers and have the opportunity to track down customer desires and 

see customer insights, which national brands do not have (Nalca et al., 2017). This 

opportunity is discussed in research to be an advantage for retailers when they improve 

their own brands. In the choice of a specific brand, characteristics and values beyond 

function and practical reasons is often highly valued (Kang et al., 2016). Customers often 

want to identify themselves with the brand they choose, and the identification can help 



Lindborg	&	Wallin	

	

	

	

16	

customers to strengthen their own image and representation. The specific brand 

characteristics that customers seek is often what the brand itself possesses (Kang et al., 

2016). This thesis aims to understand hos customers reason when they choose between 

private labels and national brands, within the sportswear sector. Sports brands have often 

been discussed as a variety of meaningful symbolic connections for users such as being 

connected to a certain group and identifying with role models (Kang et al., 2016).   

   

To be healthy and to have a healthy lifestyle has become a global trend. People eat healthier 

and they work out more, which contributes to growth in the sporting goods retail sector. 

The growth of the sports sector is forecasted to continue and is explained by emerging 

markets, a healthier lifestyle, and casual fashion trends (Ebin, 2019). Wearing sports 

clothing even out of the gym is a common trend among different age ranges and genders, 

where the brand can play an important role for how individuals want to be perceived (Bruun 

& Langkjær, 2016; Kang, Bennett, & Peachey, 2016). The fashion trend to wear sports 

clothes even on casual occasions is called athleisure. It is a combination of the two words 

“athlete” and “leisure” and connects all different sports clothes designed to use for both 

exercise and general use. The athleisure trend is worth tens of billions of dollars annually 

in the United States consumer market but is a global trend and it forecasted to increase 

globally (Lipsona et al., 2020). The Athleisure trend gained traction in the fashion world as 

women clothing with an aim to take women from work to the gym or wherever they needed 

to go. However, after the growth of the trend, men are also seen as athleisure-trend users 

(Lipsona et al., 2020). The trend of living a healthy life combined with the athleisure trend 

is triggering the sportswear sector (Lipsona et al., 2020). The number of sports brands is 

increasing as a result of the emerging sports market and both well-established sports brands 

and new sports brands compete presently (Kang et al., 2016). The fashion sector is a sector 

where private labels are many and popular (Bockholdt et al., 2019), but at the same time, 

Kapferer (2012) stated that national brands are powerful, especially in the choice of 

clothing and appearance. The choice of sports brands may, along with several elements, be 

explained by individual preference. 

 



Lindborg	&	Wallin	

	

	

	

17	

2.3 Store layout   
In 1942, Borden described that retailers struggled to create customer demand for their 

private labels (Steiner, 2004). This became a problem for both retailers and manufacturers, 

and it created hard price competition. This drove down retailers’ gross margin and Borden 

observed that it was retailer’s “desire to be free from the direct price comparison upon 

merchandise that consumers know to be identical” (s.108) that originally pushed the 

retailers to develop their own private labels. Retailers’ main business was to distribute 

products and the development of retailers’ private labels was, therefore, a challenge (Abrila 

& Rodriguez-Cánovas, 2016). Research indicates that if customers spend time at a retailer, 

they gain familiarity with the retailer’s private labels and relationship intensity drives 

private label shares (Massaraa et al., 2018). Retailers also has a possibility to build 

favorable store layout and store image (Abrila & Rodriguez-Cánovas, 2016; Massaraa et 

al., 2018). 

  

Store layout is described as a division of selling area, space utilized and arrangement of 

products (Hussain, Ali, & Bhutto, 2015). How a store should be planned depends on what 

the store offers and how different product categories are meant to interact (Wanger, 2002). 

Successful store layout can have an impact on how customers are affected by different 

products (Mowrey, Parikh, & Gue, 2018). How products are placed in-store highly 

influence customers movement in-store (Hussain et al., 2015). It is vital for both retailers 

and brand managers to understand their customers’ behavior, in order to be able to affect 

their buying decisions. The incentives for customers to walk inside a store can vary widely 

but is important to consider when designing a store (Wanger, 2002). To continue, different 

positions on the shelves are critical, since products that are placed in the center of the visual 

range are most likely to be noticed and picked by customers, than the products in the 

periphery (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Therefore, key shelf locations are popular and desirable 

for both retailers and national brand managers (Mowrey et al., 2018). Store layout can 

influence customer perceptions of a store and its products which make customers either 

approach a product or avoid it (Singh, Katiyar, & Verma, 2014).  

  

Products that retailers expose will affect customers’ considerations and influence 

customers’ attitudes and behavior. Store image also affects how stores are precepted by the 

customers (Mowrey et al., 2018). Customers pay attention to how a store is designed, 
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including interior decoration, clear marks and signs, and complete classification. The store 

design is a key for retailers to express their private labels, and retailers have an opportunity 

to influence customers (Abrila & Rodriguez-Cánovas, 2016; Massaraa et al., 2018). But it 

is a delicate border for retailers to choose which brands should be most advantageously 

exposed. National brands can boycott retailer stores if the national brands are not exposed 

fairly, and retailers depend on having national brands in their store to gain traffic (Massaraa 

et al, 2018). How customers perceive private labels are connected to the store image of the 

retailer store (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014). Finally, all atmospheric factors in a 

store have a major impact on customer behavior (Singh et al., 2014). 

 

2.4 Case  

The chosen case company is Stadium AB, a Swedish sportswear retailer that operates in 

the Nordic Countries and Germany. It was established in 1974 in Norrköping, Sweden by 

the family Eklöf, who still controls 100 percent of the company. Stadium is the biggest 

player in the Swedish sportswear market and is the market leader in the sports and sports 

fashion sector in the Nordic Countries. The Stadium Group contains four different parts, 

Stadium, Stadium XXL, Stadium Outlet, and Sneakers Point and it has six E-Commerce. 

Stadium presently runs approximately 170 stores in five countries. Stadium is a retailer to 

a large number of different national brands with among others Nike, Adidas, Puma, Stiga, 

Salomon, and Under Armour. Stadium also has its own private labels which are Everest, 

Soc, Race Marin, Wrap, Occano, Four D, and Revolution (Stadium, 2019). Stadium was 

also chosen as a case company because it is the market leader of sportswear in Sweden with 

many stores around the country. Another reason was because it has well-known and 

developed private label assortments and is the retailer of several national brands (Stadium, 

2019). This well-established assortment of both private labels and national brands makes 

Stadium a suitable case because it provides this thesis to explore the research purpose to its 

fullest. An assortment of both private labels and national brands is essential to conduct this 

study since both private labels and national brands are explored. The aim to have Stadium 

as a case is not to investigate Stadium as a company, but to operate the purpose of this 

thesis. This means that Stadium is used as a case to execute the research purpose, since the 

purpose needs a physical store in order to be explored to the fullest.  
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To live a healthy life and to work out is a global trend that has emerged the sportswear 

retail industry (Ebin, 2019). Customers who buy sportswear products can be both men, 

women, and children. It can be individuals who spend hours in the gym every day or an 

average walker. People who do sports and buy sportswear can be of different ages and have 

a number of different preferences (Kang et al., 2016). These factors combined contributed 

to this thesis choice of industry.   

 

2.5 Conceptual model 

The conceptual model is based on the literature review above and it aims to illustrate how 

the theories cohere. The conceptual model represents a store that contains the attributes 

private labels versus national brands, customer behavior and, store layout. Private label 

and national brand are extended with brand equity, and choice is the roof of the model to 

illustrate customers’ brand choice. The model illustrates the dynamic between the attributes 

inside a store that may cause complexity for customers to choose a brand.  

 

 
 

Figure 3 –  Key Attributes of Choice Complexity 

  

National brand and private label are placed in two rectangles in the model Key attributes 

of choice complexity (Fig. 3), which illustrate two different shelves in the store. Private 

label and national brand are placed at the same level in the store to illustrate that these 

brands may be perceived similar in customers’ minds. Two black marks with the sign brand 
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equity demonstrate that both private labels and national brands presently have brand equity. 

Brand image does not have an attribute of its own in this model since the brand image is 

assumed to be a part of brand equity (Ansary & Hashim, 2017). The illustrated dynamic in 

the model presents how the different attributes possibly influence customers’ brand 

choices. In the past, private labels and national brands were clearly separated from each 

other in customers’ minds, and this model illustrates that they are no longer easy to 

distinguish. 

  

The attribute customer behavior contains different paradigms about customer behavior. 

This attribute is shaped as a circle to illustrate that it is influenced by all the other attributes 

in the store. Different theories regarding customer behavior are assumed to be a part of this 

circle. The fact that both private labels and national brands have brand equity and brand 

image, may also influence customers when they choose a brand (Aaker, 1991).  

 

Store layout is placed in two parts of the model key attributes of choice complexity (Fig. 3), 

to illustrate that store layout has an impact of the whole store. Store layout and its 

atmospheric factors influence customer behavior (Singh et al., 2014), and how customers 

move in-store. Store layout is also assumed to influence how private labels and national 

brands are placed in stores. In conclusion, this conceptual model aims to address the 

possible complexity for customers to choose either private labels or national brands in-store 

when these brands have developed similar product characteristics. 
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3.  Theoretical methodology 
 

 

The following section will present the research philosophy and the research approach. The 

philosophy aims to explain how researchers make assumptions about how the world is 

viewed, while the research approach explains how the chosen theory will be involved and 

used in this thesis. 

 

3.1 Research philosophy  
Within social science, there are three main research philosophies which are positivism, 

interpretivism and realism (Bryman, Bell, & Harley, 2018; Lind, 2014). These three 

research philosophies explain the underlying assumptions humans are presumed about their 

physical surroundings (Bryman et al., 2018). This research aims to understand how 

customers reason in-store when they are influenced by the attributes, private labels versus 

national brands, customer behavior, and store layout. The research philosophy 

interpretivism aims to understand the subjective experiences of humans, how they think, 

feel, and act (Bryman et al., 2018). This research has an interpretivism philosophy which 

can be explained that it investigates behaviors of humans and thus, do not assume 

behaviors. This, since customers were asked about their behaviors and what factors 

influenced their decision were investigated. The interpretivism philosophy is often related 

to qualitative studies and aims to analyze the reasons for how and why things happen, which 

this thesis does. This research aims to understand how customers reason in their brand 

choice, and is qualitative rather than a quantitative approach, that involves hypotheses 

testing (Denscombre, 2018; Lind, 2014). Interpretive philosophy aims to develop 

knowledge about a human conviction (Bryman et al., 2018), and can be linked to customer 

brand choice.   
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3.2 Research approach  
There are three possible research approaches, induction, deduction and abduction where 

the research approach explains how the theory shall be used throughout the 

research (Bryman et al., 2018). Induction and deduction are opposites where an induction 

approach moves from data collection to theory and deduction from theory to data. Induction 

is often related to qualitative studies, while deduction is related to quantitative studies. 

Abduction is a mix between the two approaches induction and deduction where the research 

shift between theory and data collection (Bryman et al., 2018; Lind, 2014). Abductive 

research tests facts from existing theory with additional data collection in order to extend 

existing theory. This research aims to understand how customers reason when they choose 

between brands. Established theory and complementary data are used in order to explain 

brand choices further. Therefore, this research is abductive, which is often related to the 

interpretive philosophy (Bryman et al., 2018). 
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4. Empirical methodology 

 

This section presents the research design and the research strategy, followed by the chosen 

data collection. The method used for this study, interviews and observations, are presented 

along with an explanation of the operationalizations. Furthermore, how the data was 

analyzed will be explained and lastly, this section will present a discussion that concerns 

the trustworthiness and possible limitations of this study.  

 

4.1 Research design and strategy  

Research design explains the framework and conditions for how research work should be 

conducted to be credible (Lind, 2014). This study has a qualitative research design that is 

often associated with data collected through words or visual pictures (Denscombre, 2018). 

A qualitative study often provides a multidimensional description of the phenomenon that 

is studied (Lind, 2014), which is a data form convenient and relevant to our research 

purpose. This thesis is a case study based on Stadium AB, where we concentrate to 

understand the dynamic between different attributes inside the walls of Stadium stores. This 

thesis aims to understand why and how certain brand choices are made and receive details 

to address the possibly complexity of a given situation, which is what a case study is 

supposed to do (Denscombre, 2018). Case studies are often used in small-scale research 

where cases are selected, such as conceivable events, organizations or people (Bryman et 

al., 2018; Denscombre, 2018). The aim of case studies is to understand a smaller context in 

order to make attempts to understand the bigger context, where the result may also be 

applicable to other contexts (Denscombre, 2018). The chosen case must be thoroughly 

selected by several possible causes, in order to gain the best prerequisites as possible 

(Denscombre, 2018).  
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4.2 Data collection  

Primary data are new information created for a specific study, while secondary data are 

information that are generated by several previous sources (Lind, 2014). This study was 

based on primary data, as the purpose of this study was to explore how customers reason 

in-store and how different attributes together influence customers choice of brand. The 

primary data were collected through interviews and observations.  

 

 

4.2.1 Interviews  

The interviews were conducted to gain an understanding of how customers reason when 

they choose between private labels and national brands. Interviews were preferred since we 

could ask questions regarding the respondents’ experience and opinions (Denscombre, 

2018), which thus could provide an understanding of how customers reason in-store. The 

interviews conducted were supposed to provide this thesis with a viewpoint on how 

customers reasoning may be linked to various attributes.  

  

In this thesis, exit interviews are used to ask customers about their experiences when they 

leave a stadium store. An exit interview is conducted at the end of someone’s experience 

after a completed occurrence. It is commonly used as a method when doing a shorter 

interview on employees who choose to leave an organization (Gordon, 2011). We chose 

six important questions in order to be as efficient as possible and not take much of the 

respondents’ time. We believed that exit interviews could contribute with enough 

understanding regarding the research question, even if the interviews were short. Further, 

shorter interviews provided the opportunity to interview several people, and a wider target 

group, instead of a few longer interviews. Additionally, exit interviews provided the 

opportunity to ask the interview questions directly, in connection with the customers’ 

purchase, which made it easier for them to remember how they reasoned about the choice 

of brand.  

  
An interview-guide was prepared before we conducted the interviews to secure a structure 

and to cover all the important aspects. A decision was made beforehand to allow 

spontaneous questions if necessary. The reason for spontaneous questions was to allow us 
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to be even more explorative in this study and collect all necessary data in order to clearly 

and accurately understand how customers reason and argue in their choice of brand.  Since 

the interview-guide was completed in advance with the possibility of open questions and 

flexibility, it was semi-structured interviews (Denscombre, 2018). The questions asked 

were based on the model Key attributes of choice complexity (Fig. 3). The questions did 

together include all the attributes in the conceptual model. A total of  twelve interviews 

were conducted in Malmö City and Malmö Triangeln (May 4th, 2020), Lund City (May 

4th, 2020) and Kristianstad Gallerian (May 6th, 2020). On average, the interviews took 

approximately five minutes each.   

 

4.2.2 Observations  

The observations of the store were conducted in order to frame the concept of how a store’s 

layout can influence how customers move inside the store. The observations revealed if and 

how store layout may influence how customers choose between private labels and national 

brands. The purpose was also to explore if and how private labels and national brands are 

placed in different aisles and shelves, and how the different brands are exposed in-store. In 

order to clarify the purpose of the observations, it was not to observe customers, but to 

study store layout in Stadium stores. This was in order to understand the impact of store 

layout in customers’ brand choice.  

  

The observations were performed in a systematic manner, which is observations that 

account for that human memory and perception are selective (Denscombre, 2018). We 

conducted an observation schedule to know precisely what to observe, but also to eliminate 

the risk of variations due to psychological factors (Denscombre, 2018). The premade 

schedule was created and used in all four stores in order to observe and consider similar 

factors. The schedule also helped us to not forget important points in the observations and 

guaranteed that we both observers paid attention to similar things. We worked standardized 

and specified how things should be measured (Denscombre, 2018). The aim was not to 

study behaviors but, to gain an understanding of how Stadium’s store layout possibly 

influenced customers’ brand choice. We found it effective and relevant to systematically 

observe Stadium’s store planning to fulfill the aim.   
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The observation schedule included questions that required descriptive answers based on 

what we observed, which means that our schedule was also complemented by field notes. 

Further, the schedule was produced by creating questions that processed store layout. In 

total, twelve questions were formulated to create the observation schedule and were, for 

example, cover if national brands and private labels are divided or mixed, and which brands 

that are exposed in the store’s entrance. The last point in the schedule offered space for 

comments that were not covered in the questions. The observations in the three different 

cities were conducted within the same week, to minimize the risk of possibly planned 

change in store-layout. The decision to conduct the observations within the same week 

prevented a distortion and guaranteed a more representative selection of Stadium’s stores 

layout. The observations were conducted in  Lund City (April 28th, 2020), Malmö City and 

Malmö Triangeln (April 29th, 2020), and Kristianstad Gallerian (April 2nd, 2020). The 

average length of all the observations was one hour, and we strived to allocate equal time 

in each store, to standardize and provide the stores similar conditions.   

 

4.3 Respondent selection 
All twelve respondents were approached after they had concluded their Stadium visit. The 

respondents were asked outside all four Stadium stores in Malmö City, Malmö Triangeln, 

Lund City, and Kristianstad Gallerian. Customers that carried a Stadium bag were 

randomly asked to participate in a short interview. Since they were carrying a Stadium bag, 

it was assumed that they had recently made a purchase inside the store and thus, had made 

a brand choice. The selection was to ensure that those surveyed had an experience of a 

buying process in Stadium. Respondents of different ages could give different answers that 

depend on life situations and preferences. Therefore, both men and women in different ages 

were asked in order to gain different perspectives and a wider target group. Three men and 

nine women were in total participated in the interviews. The case presentation mentioned 

that children are also a part of Stadium’s customer segment, but no children were asked to 

participate in the interview. The reason for not ask children to participate in this study was 

because of ethical reasons. With a wide respondent base of men and women, it was possible 

to gain a wide and trustworthy understanding of the research question.   
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4.4 Operationalization interviews 
On three different occasions, we placed ourselves outside three different Stadium stores 

(Malmö, Lund, and Kristianstad), to be in close contact with the customers who came out 

of the stores. We introduced ourselves and our thesis shortly and made it clear that the 

customers agreed to participate in a short exit interview and verified that they agreed to be 

recorded. The interviews were recorded during the interviews to ensure that all the 

interviews were correctly interpreted. The respondents were informed about the expected 

time of the exit interview to increase the agreement to participate. All of the interviews 

were face-to-face and conducted with similar structure to gain standardization. Before the 

interview started, the respondents got basic information about what a private label and a 

national brand are, to easier understand the interview questions. All of the respondents were 

informed that no previous knowledge or preparation was needed since we asked for their 

personal opinion. The interviews were conducted in Sweden; therefore, all questions were 

asked in Swedish since Swedish is the native language in Sweden. The Swedish interview 

guide is possible to see in Appendix 1.   

 

The questions were asked in order to gain an understanding of brand choices and the 

respondents’ opinions regarding private labels and national brands. All questions (Table 1) 

are presented and explained in this section. As a beginning, the respondents were asked 

what they had bought and if their choice were conscious. The first question was asked in 

order to make it easier for the respondent to answer the following questions since he or she 

would have a concrete product and a brand choice to relate to. The second question was 

asked to explore if customers found it hard to distinguish private labels from national 

brands. Hence, this question could indicate if the respondents had knowledge about the two 

different brands, which could contribute to a perception regarding brand equity for the two 

brands. Additionally, the question could also reveal if similar product characteristics on 

private labels and national brands arise complexity for customers when they make a brand 

choice.  

 

The third question was asked in order to understand how customer behavior may be 

influenced by the development of private labels and the increased options of brands. We 

also wanted to understand how customer reason regarding brand choice. A possible 

contribution of this question was also to understand what different customer preferences 
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may be. The fourth and fifth question were asked because we wanted to know how private 

labels and national brands were perceived by customers. It could contribute to further 

analysis of brand equity and brand image for both brands. Lastly, the sixth question aimed 

to explore how store layout could possibly contribute to customers’ brand choice and reveal 

if the exposure of different brands could possibly influence the respondents’ decision.  

 

Table 1 – Interview Guide   

 

Number  Question  
1 Introduction/warm-up question: May we ask what you bought today, and what brand you 

chose? Why did you choose that brand or brands, was it a conscious choice?  
 

2 Do you think that private labels and national brands differ? How do you think they differ 
or not?  
 

3 How do you reason when they choose between different types of brands? Do you find it 
difficult or easy to choose a brand on Stadium? 
 

4 Which two (or three) characteristics do you associate private labels with? 
 

5 Which two (or three) characteristics do you associate national brands with?  
 

6 How do you believe that the store’s layout possibly could influence your choice of brand? 
 

 

4.5 Operationalization observations 

We conducted three different observations in three different cities in south Sweden, which 

were  Malmö, Lund and Kristianstad. Before we observed the stores, we asked the staff for 

their approval of our activity. We followed our observation schedule (Table 2) through the 

observations to focus on the relevant aspects, which is relevant in order to collect credible 

data (Denscombre, 2018). We chose the aspects we considered most advantageous to 

answer this thesis research, and that was primarily to understand how store layout could 

possibly affect customer behavior. We also wanted to receive a clear overview and 

understanding of how Stadium stores are planned.  

 

The different factors considered in the observations had the purpose to receive an 

understanding of Stadium’s store layout. We wanted to discover if private labels or national 
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brands dominated, and if signs and advertisements for private labels or national brands were 

the most visible ones. The observations could gain an understanding of which products that 

would be the easiest to find and thus may be the products most preferred. We also wanted 

to discover if private labels or national brands were placed most advantageous and which 

products that were placed in eye-height. Knowing this, we could possibly understand how 

the store layout could favor different brands. Furthermore, we wanted to discover if private 

labels and national brands were placed close to each other, which could possibly result in 

complexity for customers when they make their brand choice.   

  

Each observation started at the entrance and followed throughout the store. The observation 

schedule (Table 2) was used during the whole time. We had one identical schedule each 

and did the observations independently in order to not be influenced by each other, and thus 

increase the credibility of the measured result. The questions in the observations schedule 

were answered by field notes. All questions in the schedule were considered in every part 

of the store, in order to collect as much data as possible.  

 
Table 2 – Observation Schedule 
 
Observation questions   
Which brands are exposed in the entrance? 
 
Which brands are exposed in the entrance table?  
 
Which signs are the most visible ones?  
 
Which brands are placed on the most advantageous places?  
 
Which brands are placed in the eye-height in the aisle?  
 
Are there specific merchandise towers?  
 
Are national brands and private labels divided or mixed?  
 
Are private labels present through the whole store?  
 
Are national brands present through the whole store?  
 
Is there advertisement for both private labels and national brands in-store? 
 
Which of private labels or national brands are most visible in the shop window? 
 
Other comments during the observation 
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4.6 Data analysis  
A qualitative research method is often characterized as an analysis executed during the 

research process, since the analysis of the phenomena often starts in an early stage 

(Denscombre, 2018). The observations are our subjective judgments which indicate that 

the analysis process started on the first observation day. After both the observations and the 

interviews were collected, the data material need to be coded and sorted in order to conduct 

the actual analysis. Both methods aimed to complement each other, and we search for 

causations and connections between the interviewed respondents’ perceptions and the 

observed store layout.  

  

The empirical material was coded according to an abductive strategy which includes both 

inductive and deductive approaches (Bryman et al., 2018; Lind, 2014). Inductive coding 

refers to coding based on the opinions and statements, while deductive coding refers to 

coding based on the theoretical discussion (Bryman et al., 2018; Lind, 2014). The inductive 

coding in this study is explained as we wanted to understand customer behavior and brand 

choice. Therefore, we needed to include the respondents’ opinions, the inductive approach. 

The  deductive coding is explained that we wanted to understand the theoretical concept 

behind customer behavior and brand choice, for example, how brand equity influences 

customers.  

  

To have an abductive coding strategy enabled us to expand our understanding of the 

empirical material and further analyze it combined with the theory. In order to code and 

analyze the empirical material, the interviews were transcribed, and the field notes were 

summarized. The native language of the respondents was Swedish and thus, the interviews 

were transcribed into Swedish. Only important statements that were cited in the analysis 

were translated into English. Our twelve interviews were short exit interviews and the 

number of words for each interview was thus narrowed and resulted in a total of ten pages. 

From each observed store, the field noted were summarized and resulted in four different 

tables in a total of twelve pages. 
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4.6.1 Analysis of the interviews  

Interviews for a qualitative method are often analyzed with an aim to search for a meaning, 

and the material is often divided into different categories (Bryman et al., 2018). For 

example, meaning interpretation is used when trying to understand what the real meaning 

of an answer is, and meaning condensation is used when longer statements are compressed 

into shorter ones (Bryman et al., 2018). Denscombe (2017) explained that it is important to 

find the most meaningful discussions from the interview, but since our data material from 

our interviews only resulted in ten pages, a selection was not necessary.  

 

All the transcribed material from the interviews were used throughout the analysis and the 

first step of the coding was to categorize the different respondents. We searched for 

similarities, differences, and connections within the respondents’ opinions, preferences, 

and habits in order to categorize them. Worth noting is that it was not easy to separate the 

respondents, since the opinions were both different and similar. In order to make a 

reasonable categorizing, we used support from our theory. For example, we connected 

respondents who cared about which brand they wore visible on them with the consumer 

culture theory and the Athleisure trend. We could not make a general categorization of the 

respondents, but it resulted in several subcategories. Examples of the categorizing are 

shown in chapter six as tables. The model Key attributes of choice complexity (Fig. 3) was 

highly considered through the analysis and discussion. In this step, we wanted to link the 

respondents’ opinions with the theory to be able to reliably and credibly use our theory in 

the analysis, and further, the conclusions. In the second step, we made basic calculations in 

order to gain values on, for example, similar opinions. The third step in our analysis was to 

highlight core statements and opinions which were later used in our discussion.  

 

4.6.2 Analysis of the observations  

The field notes conducted in the observations were produced independently in order to 

receive two different perspectives. We were  allowed to take pictures of the store layout in 

one of the Stadium stores. The field notes and the pictures were processed in three different 

steps. Firstly, all field notes from both of us were summarized in one table per store. Even 

if we observed different details, we still included all notes. Secondly, we searched for 

similarities and differences in the tables from the findings of the stores in order to make 
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one summary of all four stores. For example, we wanted to know if all entrances looked 

similar. This step resulted in one table where we connected the findings with the purpose 

of the observation. This table is possible to find in Appendix 2. A comparison between the 

stores was not necessary. The final and third step was to connect different parts from the 

observations with the opinions from the respondents. The pictures of the store were used 

through the analysis as a compliment to the field notes.  

 

4.7 Trustworthiness 
A social context  can externally be hard to understand and to measure validity is difficult 

(Denscombre, 2018). Bryman and Bell (2018) mentioned four different criteria when 

measuring validity namely credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability. 

The first concept credibility explains to what extent the findings are credible, and if the 

findings make sense. To achieve credibility within this study, customers who carried a 

Stadium shopping bag were asked to participate in our interviews. The reason for only 

include customers who carried a shopping bag was because they had recently made a brand 

choice. The respondents were randomly asked in three cities in order to receive answers 

from different areas, which higher the credibility of the collected data. The interviews were 

combined with observations of Stadium stores in order to make credible conclusions.   

 

The second concept transferability aims to indicate to what extent the result of the study 

can be applied to other concepts (Bryman et al.,  2018). Transferability also aims to explain 

if the study can be generalized (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2014), which this study 

cannot since it is a qualitative case study. The aim of this study is to understand how 

customers reason when they make a brand choice of either private labels or national brands. 

Stadium stores were chosen as a case due to the interesting dynamic of both strong private 

labels and strong national brands. This study may explain how customers reason when they 

choose a brand within a Stadium store. When considering the same attributes as in this 

study, namely private labels versus national brands, customer behavior, and store layout, 

the conclusion of brand choice may be applicable to other stores within the sportswear 

sector in Sweden. 

 

The third concept dependability explains if the study is consistent with the findings, 

independent of the researcher and methods. The researcher wants to make sure that a review 
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of the material would point to the same conclusion (Bryman et al.,  2018). All material from 

this study is stored in our devices and available if peers want to review the material. The 

fourth and last concept is confirmability which explains if the study was conducted in good 

faith and if personal values were left out (Bryman et al.,  2018). The analysis was conducted 

as objectively as possible without interpretation from the interviewers. Personal opinions 

regarding brand choice were left out. All material from this study is available on request to 

further be reanalyzed, which Bryman et al. (2018) stated may higher the confirmability of 

the study. 

 

4.8 Limitations 
Because of the prevailing covid 19 pandemic, and the recommendation to avoid social 

context (Folkhälsomyndigheten, 2020),  a limited number of people may have been out in 

the city center and thus fewer customers in Stadium stores. The pandemic may thus have 

limited the number of possible respondents. Some customers outside the Stadium stores did 

not want to participate in the interviews. The fear of being infected with covid-19 may be 

the reason. However, the interviews were conducted outdoors, which gave the best 

possibility to attract respondents.  

 

Another possible limitation of this study could be that it was mostly women who were 

willing to participate in the interviews and several men declined. This resulted in nine 

women respondents and only three men respondents. Hence, it may contribute to a possible 

limitation of our result since the opinions of women and men could differ.  
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5. Empirical findings and analysis 
 

 

This section presents the findings along with an analysis and discussion of the empirical 

material, combined with the theory. The aim of this thesis is to explore and gain an 

understanding of how customers reason inside stores when they have both private labels 

and national brands to choose between, and to explore what attributes may influence them. 

Therefore, the theoretical discussion was based on the conceptual model Key attributes of 

choice complexity.   

 

5.1 The framework of the analysis  

The findings from the observations along with the answers from the interviews are 

discussed thru the conceptual model Key attributes of choice complexity as above. The 

analysis is divided into three different sections, brand equity, store layout, and customer 

behavior which are all concepts from the conceptual model. Each section begins with a 

short presentation of the theory from chapter two, and a short explanation of how the 

findings are used for the different sections. The analysis follows a pattern where the 

findings from the interviews are presented, followed by the findings from the observations. 

Each section ends with an analysis that combines the findings from the interviews, 

observations, and theory in order to link them together. This is done by comparing the 

respondents’ answers with the findings from the observations and link it to the theory. All 

three sections include both citations and tables to clearly illustrate the respondent’s 

different answers. The analysis ends with a section called the choice which summarizes all 

parts from the analysis.  

 

5.2 Brand equity  

The following section aims to present how brand equity and brand image may influence 

customers’ brand choice. Brand image is assumed to be a part of brand equity, as mentioned 

in the literature review. In the branding literature, it is common to find assumptions that 

national brands have higher brand equity than private labels (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 
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2014; Girard et al., 2016). On the other hand, Nalca et al. (2017) argued that private labels 

have developed strong brand equity which enhances their position, and increases customer 

perception of private labels. Moreover, Calvo-Porral and Lévy-Mangin (2014) stated that 

the most successful brands in the world are private labels, where retailers make large 

investment in their own brands, and as a result, private labels have strong brand equity. The 

findings from the interviews and the observations are discussed through the different 

elements of the brand equity model. Worth noting is that the interviews contributed with 

more findings related to the brand equity model, than what the observations did.   

 

5.2.1 Perceived quality 

The following part will discuss the element perceived quality from the brand equity model. 

This element regards how customers perceive the quality of products and how that 

perception affects customers’ confidence in their brand decision (Aaker, 1991). Armstrong 

and Kotler (2009), and Rossi et al. (2015) stated that private labels and national brands are 

competing in the same league and offer the same quality products. The interviews revealed 

that 50 percent of the respondents believed that private labels and national brands have 

similar product characteristics.   

 

Two respondents believed that the quality of private labels is better than the quality of 

national brands. For example, respondent 11 said “National brands do not have quality, but 

their private labels have” and respondent 9 stated “Stadium’s private labels last long”. In 

contrast, three respondents, 3, 7, and 10, argued that national brands are of a better quality 

than private labels. Two of these, respondent 3 and 7, stated that national brands have better 

quality than private labels, but they still choose a private label. For example, respondent 7 

said “national brands are of a better quality, but I often buy private labels anyway because 

I like the function and the design, and they are also affordable”. Additionally, respondent 

10 said that he always prefers national brands.  

  

The rest of the respondents argued that they believe that private labels are of the same 

quality as national brands. A statement frequently cited by respondents is similar to 

respondent 4 who said, “Private labels and national brands are of the same quality, but 

private labels are cheaper.” Another common statement is similar to respondent 5 who 

argued “Private labels are more budget items but are not necessarily of bad quality.” Even 
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if many respondents stated that the quality is similar for both brands, they still argued that 

they look different. For example, respondent 6 said “The quality does not differ, but the 

design and appearance do.” 

  

The perceived quality of private labels and national brands do not seem to be either or, 

since there is a diversity of responses regarding the two brands perceived quality. Seven 

out of the twelve respondents stated that they believe that the quality of private labels and 

national brands is similar. Still, the respondents chose either a private label or a national 

brand which indicated that they evaluate brands on other characteristics than only quality. 

The answers from the respondents showed that they often have a favorite brand and that 

they tend to always choose either a national brand or a private label. For example, 

respondent 5 who stated that private labels are budget brands but with similar quality, often 

choose private labels. On the other hand, respondent 1 and 8 had similar arguments as 

respondent 5 regarding private labels, but they choose a national brand since they like them. 

Table 3 shows a categorization of how the respondents perceive the quality of private labels 

and national brands, and how many of the respondents believe that the quality of private 

labels and national brands is similar.  

 

Table 3 – The Perceived Quality  

 

Element of 
brand Equity 

Opinion Respondent  Illustrative example  

Perceived Quality Positive against private labels 9, 11 “National brands do not have 
quality, but their own private labels 
have” 

Positive against national 
brands  

3, 7, 10  “National brands are of a higher 
quality {…} ”  
 

Either or 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 
12 

“Private labels and national brands 
are of the same quality {…} ” 
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5.2.2 Brand associations  

When customers believe that a purchased product has good perceived quality, they may be 

more satisfied with the use experience. This is also the case with brand associations which 

is one element of the brand equity model. Brand associations is important from how 

customers perceive a brand. When customers have good brand associations, it can 

positively enhance customers’ purchase intentions and contribute with value to the 

customer (Aaker, 1991). It was possible to find connections between perceived quality and 

brand associations in the answers from the respondent.   

 

Respondent 9 and 11 who believed that private labels are of a better quality than national 

brands, also had favorable brand associations with Stadium’s private labels. Respondent 11 

stated “I always buy Stadium’s private labels since I like them, and they fit my style.” She 

also added that national brands are of a bad quality and she do not like the design. 

Respondent 9 did also always choose private labels and he believed that private labels have 

better quality. The arguments of these two respondents indicated that they have positive 

brand associations with private labels.   

 

As mentioned in the section of perceived quality, respondent 3, 7 and 10 believed that 

national brands are of a better quality than private labels. Respondent 10 argued “If I want 

a pair of shoes, I always buy Adidas since I know that they are good. I would never buy 

another brand.” This clearly points to that he has favorable brand associations with Adidas, 

which is a national brand, and it higher he's purchases intentions of a national brand. 

Additionally, respondent 3 and 7 choose one of Stadium’s private labels due to low prices. 

Respondent 7 stated that she chooses private labels because they are affordable, and 

respondent 3 stated “Private labels are worth their price.” Worth noting is that all 

respondents associated private labels with low prices.   

  

The respondents who believed that private labels and national brands are of a similar 

quality, had different beliefs regarding brand associations. Respondent 5 stated that she 

associated private labels with cheapness, and she also argued that all national brands look 

similar which she claimed was confusing. She also stated that she often bought private 

labels which signals that she had stronger brand associations with private labels than with 

national brands. Additionally, respondent 8 stated that it is easier to choose a brand that she 
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already knows of, and explained that she often buys Nike, a national brand, which signals 

that she has good brand associations with a national brand.  

  

The two respondents who believed that private label quality was better, may also have good 

brand associations with private labels since they bought a private label. But, two of three 

respondents who believed that national brands are of a better quality than private labels are 

still bought a private label. This indicates that they did not have as strong brand associations 

with national brands as necessary to choose them. The respondents who believed that 

private labels and national brands are of the same quality stated that they bought both 

brands. Therefore, they have brand associations with both private labels and national 

brands, or with none of them. In some cases, the brand itself was unimportant which reveals 

that brand associations can be irrelevant. Furthermore, brand associations are shown to be 

connected with perceived quality but, at the same time, the answers also show that 

respondents choose a brand that they do not believe has as good perceived quality as 

another brand. A categorization of the respondents regarding brand association is shown in 

Table 4. Brand associations showed to be individual and depended on several factors. A 

factor that could play an important role in the respondents’ brand choice, except the brand 

itself, could be store layout.  

 

Table 4 – Brand Associations  

  

Element of 
brand Equity 

Opinion Respondent  Illustrative example  

Brand associations    Positive against private labels 9, 11, 5 “Private labels are worth their 
price” 

Positive against national 
brands  

1, 8, 10  “If I want a pair of shoes, I always 
buy Adidas since I know that they 
are good. I would never buy another 
brand” 
 

Either or 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 12 “I always choose the brand with the 
best quality for some products like 
running pants. But otherwise, I 
choose the brand that fits my style 
the best, then the brand itself does 
not matter”. 
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5.2.3 Name awareness  

Brand associations are linked to a brand name and name awareness is an element of the 

brand equity model (Aaker, 1991). The element name awareness describes how customers 

tend to choose brands that they are familiar with, which result in that well-known brands 

are often picked (Kapferer, 2012). Findings from the interviews which are discussed in the 

brand associations section is also related to name awareness. The respondents brand 

associations are often connected to the brand name. For example, seven respondents 

mentioned Soc, one of Stadium’s private labels, in the interview and stated that Soc is worth 

their price. Findings from the observations could be related to this part of the brand equity 

model.  

  

The fact that customers tend to choose a brand that they are familiar with could be reflected 

from the observations. All four observations revealed that Stadium’s private labels 

dominated in number of products throughout the stores. This may increase customer 

awareness with private labels and thus, private labels chances of being recognized may also 

increase. Stadium's customers unavoidably get familiar with private labels and therefore; 

private labels could have better conditions to be picked. Eight of the respondents chose a 

private label for their visit which could indicate that they were influenced by store layout. 

The respondents stated that they had noticed Stadium’s private labels at the beginning of 

the store, which indicates that private labels were recognized. Additionally, private labels 

are placed in shelves close to the check-out lines, which may contribute to name awareness 

since private labels are the last brands that customers recognize before exit the store. 

 

5.2.4 Brand loyalty   

Brand Loyalty, which is the last element in brand equity that will be presented in the 

analysis, explains the relationship intensity between customers and the brand. Brand loyalty 

explains the likelihood that customers will repurchase a brand (Aaker, 1991). This element 

in brand equity is also closely linked to brand associations. As mentioned, respondent 10 

has strong brand associations with Adidas shoes, which can also explain that he has strong 

brand loyalty against Adidas. Another example of brand loyalty can be connected to 

respondent 8 who stated that she often chooses Nike since she likes to wear it. Respondent 

11 said that she always chooses Stadium’s private labels, which indicates that she is loyal 
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with Stadium’s private labels. Further, the categorization of the respondents in Table 4 can 

also be related to brand loyalty.  

 

5.2.5 Brand image   

All relevant elements from brand equity have been discussed and brand image will now be 

further analyzed. As mentioned in the literature review, brand image is linked to brand 

associations, which is an element in brand equity (Aaker, 1991). In general, private labels 

invest in brand image to differentiate themselves from others, in order to not be perceived 

as low-valued brands (Wu et al., 2010). Some of the respondents’ answers can possibly be 

linked to brand image, and findings from the observations can also be related to brand 

image. The categorization of the respondents in Table 4 is also relevant in this analysis of 

brand image since brand association and brand image are closely linked.   

  

Respondent 7 stated that she believed that private label products look good and she tended 

to choose a private label. In similar manner, respondent 11 argued that she often chooses 

private labels since they fit her style, as mentioned in the section of brand loyalty. 

Respondents 7 and 11 perceived private labels to be advantageous. In contrast, respondent 

8 argued “I do not think there is a difference in quality, but there is a difference in status 

and appearance, the brand image differs the most, it is about status.” Respondent 8 also 

said that she prefered national brands. Her opinion indicates that national brands may have 

a stronger brand image than private labels.  

  

In addition, all the observations proved that Stadium’s private labels dominated the stores 

which can positively enhance private labels (Massaraa et al., 2018). The observations also 

showed that private labels have attractive product placements with beneficial 

advertisement, which contributed with brand image to private labels (Singh et al., 2014). 

Additionally, Alić et al. (2016) argued that store image influences the image of private label 

image. Respondent 8 argued that national brands have a higher brand image than private 

labels do.  National brands may have a strong brand image and brand equity since they are 

picked by some respondents although, the conditions for national brands in-store appeared 

to be less advantageous than private labels.   
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5.3 Customer behavior  
As discussed in the literature review, it is not easy to understand customer behavior, and 

external factors constantly affect customer behavior which makes it hard to predict (Fahy 

& Jobber, 2015). Nalca et al. (2017) stated that the development of private labels has made 

it even harder to understand customer behavior. The interviews conducted in this study 

contributed to an overview of customer behavior of a proportion of Stadium’s customers. 

The result from the questions that were aiming to understand customer behavior was widely 

spread. Opinions, preferences, and, habits were different for each individual. In order to 

draw conclusions from the answers, the respondents were categorized according to the two 

main customer behavior theories used in this thesis (Table 5). The answers from the 

interviews are in combination with the findings from the observations discussed and 

analyzed.  

 

Table 5 - Customer Behavior Categorization  

 

Customer 
Behavior   

Theory Respondent  Illustrative example  

Customer 
Behavior Theory  

Traditional theory of 
consumption 

4, 6, 7, 9, 10  “I needed something black and I 
found what I was looking for” 

Consumer culture theory  1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 11, 
12    

“I was in need of a new jacket, but I 
did not find what I was searching 
for, but I still wanted to buy 
something, so I found this hoodie 
that I bought”. 

 

5.3.1 Traditional theory of consumption   

The traditional theory of consumption is based on the fact that individuals are assumed to 

be rational. The theory explains that customers recognize a need and do their best to fulfill 

that need (Fahy & Jobber, 2015; Wanger, 2002). This theory is, in general, based on the 

responses from the respondents. All the respondents walked into the stores for a reason, as 

they either needed a specific product or they wanted a specific product. The respondents 

who had a need for a specific product had a more rational behavior than the respondents 
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who wanted a product. For example, respondent 4 said “I needed something black and I 

found what I was looking for”, and respondent 6 did a fast visit where she was determined 

to buy a specific product. The behavior of respondents 4 and 6 indicates rational behavior 

where they filled their specific needs.  

  

In the buying decision process, one of the five stages is evaluation of alternatives (Fahy & 

Jobber, 2015). The answers from the respondents showed that they processed information 

regarding potential purchases in different ways. If the involvement is high, customers can 

need help from a salesperson (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Respondent 2 claimed that she chose 

between a Nike jacket and a Soc jacket, and that the salesperson told her that Soc suited 

her better. Respondent 2 further stated that she appreciated the customer service and that 

the service was crucial for her to not leave the store without a product. In addition, 

respondent 8 also said that she asked for help before she made a decision. The behavior of 

respondent 2 and 8 revealed that their involvement was high. Moreover, respondent 12 said 

that she needed to try different brands before she knew what she wanted, which can also 

indicate that her involvement was high. On the contrary, customers do not need much 

information in low-involvement situations, but instead positive reinforcement through sales 

promotion (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Respondent 7 stated that she was in need of a specific 

product but did not beforehand have a specific preference for which brand to choose. She 

bought one of Stadium’s private label which could point out that she was influenced by 

sales promotion in the store.    

  

The customer behavior, in terms of the Traditional theory of consumption, seemed to vary 

for each respondent. The respondents who entered the store because they needed a product 

are highly linked to the Traditional theory of consumption. As mentioned, the behavior of 

respondents 4 and 6 who argued that they were looking for a specific kind of product, 

indicates a rational behavior where they filled their specific needs. Other respondents could 

also be linked to the traditional customer behavior theory which is shown in Table 5. The 

step ,evaluation of alternatives, from the buying decision process revealed that some of the 

respondents had a higher involvement when they bought products from Stadium than 

others. This can be explained by the fact that some respondents needed to ask for help and 

try different alternatives, while some respondents stated that they directly found what they 

needed. The respondents whose involvement were low could be explained by the 
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Traditional theory of consumption, while the respondents whose involvement were high 

could be explained by the Consumer culture theory, which will be further discussed in the 

next section.  

 

5.3.2 Consumer culture theory  

The consumer culture theory (CCT) explains how individuals search for symbolic meaning 

when they shop, in order to enhance their personal and social surroundings (Arnould & 

Thompson, 2005). The CCT also explains why individuals enjoy shopping for pleasure, 

which can be connected to respondent 11. She said, “I was in need of a new jacket, but I 

did not find what I was searching for, but I still wanted to buy something, so I found this 

hoodie that I bought.” The CCT states that consumption is not a rational or conscious 

activity, and all respondents, except for one, said that their choice was not conscious. The 

CCT also explains why individuals search for a meaning in the brand they choose. This can 

be connected to, for example, respondent 8 who said that her brand choice has a symbolic 

meaning of status. Further, respondent 10 stated that it is important for him to buy national 

brands, at least for some products, because he values national brands higher than private 

labels. Respondent 1 stated that she loved Adidas, which is a national brand, and that she 

often bought Adidas because she loved to wear it.  

  

The behavior of respondent 11 indicated that the pleasure of shopping can go beyond the 

need for an actual product, as the CCT explains, since she claimed that she bought a hoodie 

when she was in need of something else. The observations of the Stadium stores revealed 

that private labels dominated the stores. The fact that respondent 11 chose a private label 

unconsciously may be explained by store layout and that private labels dominated the 

stores, which in turn influenced customer behavior. Respondents 8, 10 and 1 all stated that 

it is meaningful for them to wear a specific brand. This indicates that the respondents do 

not only value which product to choose, but also which brand, which may reinforce the 

complexity in customer behavior.  

 

5.3.3 Athleisure trend  

The individuals search for meaning, explained by the CCT, and is closely linked to the 

Athleisure trend. The Athleisure trend is, as explained in the literature review, a trend of 
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wearing sports clothing on an everyday basis, where the brand can play an important role 

for how individuals want to be perceived (Bruun & Langkjær, 2016; Kang et al., 2016;  

Lipsona, et al., 2020). Respondent 1 wanted to be perceived in a specific way, since she, as 

mentioned, loved to wear Adidas because it make her feel in a certain way, and she was 

perceived in the way she wants. Similarly, respondent 10 also indicated that Adidas was 

his first choice in many situations since it strengthened his personal identity. Athleisure can 

also be connected to one of respondent 6 answers. She said, “I knew before entering the 

store that I wanted to buy a Nike cap because I knew that I liked it.”  She already had an 

Adidas cap and wanted to complement that with a Nike cap because she thought that the 

Nike cap was trendy.  

 

Further, respondent 8 did not believe that there is a difference in quality between private 

labels and national brands, but she believes that national brands have higher status. She 

further argued that she mostly wears Nike, which is a national brand, and a pair of Nike 

shoes was also her brand choice for the visit. Armstrong and Kotler (2009) explained that 

national brands have often been and are perceived with high quality and status, which 

respondent 8 also indicated. Customers who value symbolic meaning and care about their 

personal perception can be explained by the CCT, and may also, in some cases, be assumed 

to follow the Athleisure trend. The CCT and the Athleisure trend may be exemplified by 

the customer behavior of respondents 1, 8 and 10.  

  

The answers from respondent 1 and 10 indicate that they believed it was important to follow 

a certain trend, because it strengthens their personal identity. Similarly, respondents 6 and 

8 also wanted to be trendy by buying Nike, a national brand. Their opinions signaled that 

they believe that different brands have different status and they consider it important to be 

perceived in a specific way.  

 

5.3.3 Customer preferences  

Customer preferences is in this thesis assumed to be a part of customer behavior. Customer 

preferences are hard to predict and are directly linked to which brand a customer wants. 

The product design was important for some respondents, and they often chose a brand that 

best suited their personal style, but the brand itself was unimportant. For example, 

respondent 2 said, “I always choose the brand with the best quality for some products like 
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running pants. But otherwise, I choose the brand that fits my style the best, then the brand 

itself does not matter.” Respondent 11 stated  that she wants her clothes to look classy, but 

that the brand does not matter, and that she chooses according to her style and nothing else. 

Further, respondent 12 said “I have to test several brands before choosing, but the brand 

itself does not matter.”  

 

Another aspect related to customer preferences is the segment classification framework 

(Cuneo et al., 2017). This framework includes a segment named smart buyers, which are 

customers who prefer a relevant price gap between national brands and private labels 

(Cuneo et al., 2017). According to respondent 3, the price gap should be reasonable between 

private labels and national brands. He said, “I think that the price gap is too big versus 

what the two brands offers.” Moreover, respondents concerned about trends and specific 

brand choices are according to this framework called image reflectors. Image reflectors are 

customers concerned with status and prestige, and they seek emotional benefits through 

symbolic value. One example of an image reflector is respondent 8, who stated that she is 

attracted to specific brands because they are strong. In addition, as mentioned, respondent 

10 always choose Adidas and his attitude towards Adidas reveals that he is an image 

reflector, as he seems to value the brand itself.   

  

Another segment in segmentation classification framework is price driven, which is a 

segment where customers are price sensitive and need lower prices to be attracted (Cuneo 

et al., 2017). The interviews revealed that the respondents 1, 2, 5, and 7 seemed to be price 

driven when they make a brand choice. For example, respondent 7 stated that she make a 

choice that depend on the price, and respondent 5 argued that she only bought Nike or other 

national brands on sale. She continued “I just want the clothes to fit me, at a good price. A 

training top can cost around 300 SEK, so I buy training clothes when it is on sale.” Further, 

respondent 1 stated that she chooses the products with the lowest price.  

   
These different customer segments mentioned above indicate that what preferences 

customers have depend on what kind of buyer they are. The categorization of the 

respondents regarding the segmentation classification framework is placed in Table 6. 

Respondent 3 believed that the price gap between private labels and national brands is too 

big. This can be interpreted as that national brands and private labels are similar in their 
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product characteristics. The image reflectors show that the brand itself may be an important 

factor. Private labels have developed strong brand equity which may have result in that 

image reflectors can consider both private labels and national brands in their brand 

choice. Customers who belong to the segment price driven may believe it is easier to choose 

a brand, since private labels overall are cheaper than national brands. The preferences of 

respondents 4, 6, 9, 11, and 12 could not be explained by the framework and their brand 

choice seemed to be based only on personal preferences. Private labels and national brands 

are as mentioned in the literature review, successfully competing and this provides a 

possibility for customers to consider their personal preferences to a higher extent (Cuneo 

et al., 2017). The respondents who cannot be placed in a segment from the framework may 

not reason regarding the choice of brand in a specific way, as the other respondents possibly 

do. Instead, respondents 4, 6, 9, 11, and 12 may consider their own personal preferences to 

a higher extent and their brand choice may possibly be more complex.   

 

Table 6 – Segmentation Classification Framework  

 

Customer 
Behavior   

Different buyers Respondent  Illustrative example  

Segmentation 
classification 
framework   

Smart buyers 3   “I think that the price gap is too big 
versus what the two brands offers.” 

Image reflectors 8, 10  “If I want a pair of shoes, I always 
buy Adidas since I know that they 
are good. I would never buy another 
brand” 

 Price driven  7, 5, 1, 2 “I just want the clothes to fit me, at 
a good price. A training linen can 
cost around 300 SEK, so I buy 
training clothes when it is on sale.” 

 Either or  4, 6, 9, 11, 12 “I choose what feels good and what 
I like” 

 

5.4 Store layout  

Store layout is in this thesis assumed to influence how customers move inside a store, and 

thus also have an impact on customer behavior and brand choice. Store layout is relevant 

in this thesis in order to analyze how the possible complexity to choose a brand might be 
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influenced by store layout. Opinions from the respondents regarding store layout are 

compared with findings from the observations, in order to make conclusions of how 

customers reason when they choose a brand. The findings from the observations are also 

used to receive a clear picture of how Stadium’s store layout looks in general.  

 

5.4.1 Store layout’s influence on customers  

The concept store layout affects customer behavior and how they move in-store (Singh et 

al., 2014). Mowrey, Parikh, and Gue, (2018) stated that successful store layout can have an 

impact on how customers are affected by different products. Nine out of the twelve 

respondents believed that they were influenced by the store layout when they were 

shopping. A frequently used statement among these respondents was similar to what 

respondent 4 said,  “I want to say that I am not affected by store layout, but I sure am.” 

Only respondents 1, 7 and 10 believed that they were not influenced by the store layout. 

For example, respondent 7 argued “I am not influenced by the store layout. Stadium fronts 

their own private labels, but it does not matter to me because I walk through the whole 

store anyway.” Respondent 10 argued that he was not influenced since he had a specific 

pattern when he walks in stores. He explained that he always passes all products in the 

entrance and start look for potential purchases further in the store. In addition, respondent 

12 argued that she is not attracted to products that are compressed and cluttered and she 

wants to be able to see every item without browse through.  

 

The observations showed that Stadium stores had run tracks from the start to the end of the 

store. These tracks were present in every main walk and were leading customers through 

the stores. Singh et al. (2014) stated that a store’s atmospheric factors have a major impact 

on customer behavior, and that customers’ perception of a store and its products may 

influence customers’ ability to notice and approach a product, or not. The tracks is Stadium 

stores may influence customers buying behavior by leading customers in a certain way and 

have an impact on how customers choose to move in-store.  

 

Table 7 shows a categorization of the respondents regarding if they believed that they were 

influenced by the store layout or not. Respondent 7, who said that she walks through the 

store anyway could possibly be influenced by the run tracks, since these tracks are present 

through the whole store. Additionally, even if respondent 7 said that she was not influenced 
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by store layout, she had still recognized that Stadium’s private labels were fronted. She also 

stated that she had bought a pair of pants from one of Stadium’s private labels, which 

signals that she could have been influenced by store layout. All respondents who claimed 

that they were influenced by store layout confirm the theory regarding store layouts impact 

on customers. On the other hand, respondent 10 stated that he has a premade pattern when 

he walks in stores and that he is not influenced by store layout. He’s statement does not go 

in line with the theory, but he is only one out of twelve respondents.  

 

Table 7 – How Store Layout Affects Customers  

 

Store Layout  Opinion Respondent  Illustrative example  

How store layout 
affects customer 
behavior  

Do believe that they are 
affected  

2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 
9, 11, 12   

“I want to say that I am not affected 
by store layout, but I sure am”  

Do not believe that they are 
affected  

1, 7, 10  “I am not influenced by the store 
layout. Stadium is fronting their own 
private labels, but it does not matter 
to me because I walk through the 
whole store anyway” 
 

  

5.4.2 Brands’ placement in-store   

Massaraa et al. (2018) stated that retailers have the possibility to build favorable store 

layout and store image in order to expose their own brands. Stadium’s private labels 

dominated all four observed stores, which confirm what Massaraa et al. stated. Retailers 

can plan store layout in a way that is advantageous for their own private labels (Massaraa 

et al., 2018), which seemed to be the case with Stadium. The interviews contributed with 

interesting aspects regarding how Stadium places their brands in-store. Respondent 3 

claimed  “Soc are placed in the beginning of the store, then it is easy to just pass Adidas 

and Nike which is placed direct after, and then Soc is placed through the whole store.” 

Additionally, as mentioned before, respondent 7 argued that Stadium’s private labels were 

fronted, which is in line with the answer from respondent 3.   

  

The observations revealed that Stadium’s private labels generally dominated the best-

selling product positions in the stores. One example is that all front tables at the beginning 
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of the stores displayed private labels, and only a few national brands. Stadium’s private 

labels had hangers either outside or in the beginning of the store, which national brands did 

not have. Worth noting is that national brands also had sections where they dominated. 

Retailers need to consider how they treat the national brands since these brands often create 

traffic to the stores (Massaraa et al., 2018). For example, respondent 12 argued, when she 

visits a Stadium store, she likes that national brands are present. On the contrary, she also 

claimed “I would not be able to visit Stadium and know exactly what to choose, it is like a 

jungle.” Furthermore, Fahy and Jobber (2015) described that the product’s position on the 

shelves is critical since the products that are placed in the center of the visual range are 

more likely to be picked by customers. A majority of the walls had private labels placed in 

the middle of the shelf, in the beginning of the aisles, and in eye height. On shelves where 

private labels and national brands were mixed, national brands were often placed out of 

view. For example, national brands where higher up on the shelf, or far down, which made 

it difficult not only to see the products, but also to reach them.  

 

Customers pay attention to interior decoration, clear marks and signs (Abrila & Rodriguez-

Cánovas, 2016; Massaraa et al., 2018). Throughout the stores, private labels were 

privileged with big advertisement signs that were highly visible for customers. All four 

stores had big signs to show which section the customers were in, for example, men, 

women, junior etc. In connection to these big signs, private labels were always exposed, 

while the national brands were placed a bit away. Customers may pick the brands closest 

to the section signs since the signs communicate to customers and operate as advertisement. 

To place private labels close to the section sign may be a strategy for Stadium to expose 

their own private labels on beneficial spots.  

 

Table 8 shows the respondents who bought a private label, a national brand or both of them, 

and could possibly reflect how brands’ placements in-store may influence customers’ brand 

choice. The observations revealed that private labels represent most of the best-selling 

points in-store, compared to national brands. More specifically, Stadium’s private labels 

may have better conditions to be chosen by the customers, due to private labels’ 

advantageous places in-store. But, as mentioned, at some places national brands were 

clearly exposed, and respondent 12 indicated that she was convinced of the national brands’ 

presence in-store. Moreover, the fact that Stadium places private label and national brand 
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products with almost identical design next to each other, may make it hard to distinguish 

the different brands.  

 

Table 8 – How Brands’ Placement In-Store Affects Customers’ Brand Choice  

Store Layout  Choice of brand Respondent  Illustrative example  

How brands’ 
placement in-store 
affects customers 
brand choice 

Bought a private label  2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 
11, 12 

 “Soc are placed in the beginning of 
the store, then it is easy to just pass 
Adidas and Nike which is placed 
direct after, and then Soc is placed 
through the whole store.” 

Bought a national brand  
 
 
Bought both a private label 
and a national brand 

6, 8 
 
 
1, 4, 5 

“I knew before entering the store 
that I wanted to buy a Nike cap.”  
 
“I bought Rebook, Under armour, 
and Soc”. 

  
5.4.3 Mixed brands  

Respondent 3 claimed that Stadium’s private labels look similar with national brand, and 

that Stadium’s private labels design is imitated by national brands, such as Nike and 

Adidas. He argued that he believed that it was easy to find products, but that it was hard to 

choose since Stadium had everything to choose from, and that it was possible to find a good 

sweater in all sort of colors and in similar qualities. Moreover, respondent 6 claimed that 

how clothes are placed in-store affects her ability to make a brand choice and that she 

believed that Stadium stores are messy. She argued, “ I do not like how they hang up their 

clothes on the walls, they mix private labels with national brands too much. It should be 

more separate to be less confusing.”  

  

All four observations revealed that private labels and national brands were partly mixed, 

and partly separated. Products that had a similar look were often placed close to each other. 

For example, raincoats from Everest, which is a private label, and raincoats from Tretorn, 

which is a national brand, had similar looks and equal product characteristics. These two 

raincoats were placed next to each other with similar color, material and length, and 

therefore, it was almost impossible to distinguish the two of them. The observation in 

Malmö also found that a pair of flip flop from Soc, a private label, and Hawaiian, a national 

brand, were placed on a wall next to each other. The two different brands had almost 

identical design and were hard to distinguish too. Stadium also had merchandise towers for 
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its private labels, in this example, the brand Everest. The merchandise tower was a clearly 

visible table, surrounded by bags, sweatshirts, and accessories from Everest. In close 

connection to this table products from a national brand, in this case, identical rubber boots 

from Tretorn, were placed. 

 

The answers from respondents 3 and 6 reflect the findings from the observations. The fact 

that respondent 3 believed that private labels imitate national brands, and that the 

observations revealed that products with similar looks were placed next to each other, could 

possibly make the brand choice challenging. Massaraa et al. (2018) stated that what 

decision a customer take in-store is affected by the store layout. This is confirmed by 

respondent 6 who argued that how clothes are placed in-store affects her ability to choose 

a brand.  

  

5.5 The choice  

Private labels have developed brand equity and national brands are challenged by private 

labels (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014). Nalca et al. (2017) stated that brands with the 

highest brand equity are the brands that customers tend to choose. The interviews revealed 

that private labels are frequently preferred since most respondents chose a private label 

(Table 8). Additionally, seven of the respondents believed that the quality of private labels 

and national brands is similar (Table 3), and the respondents had brand associations with 

both private labels and national brands (Table 4). The respondents perceived both private 

labels and national brands to have brand equity and the brand choice can be complex. Kang 

et al. (2016) stated that in the choice of a specific brand, characteristics and values beyond 

function and practical reasons is often highly valued. Therefore, personal needs and 

preferences could play an important role in the brand choice.  

 

The categorization of the respondents regarding customer behavior (Table 5) showed an 

even division of the respondents between the Traditional theory of consumption and the 

Consumer culture theory. Wanger (2002) stated that rational customers have the aim to 

quickly satisfy their needs, which the respondents who could be explained by the 

Traditional theory of consumption did. The rational respondents had a low involvement in 

their purchase, which can reveal that they are likely to be influenced by advertisement in-

store (Fahy & Jobber, 2015). Consumption is in the Consumer culture theory not viewed 
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as a rational or a conscious activity (Arnould & Thompson, 2005; Fahy & Jobber, 2015). 

The respondents who were explained by the Consumer culture theory had less rational and 

conscious behavior. These respondents had higher involvement in their purchase and their 

brand choice depended on several factors. The athleisure trend may explain why specific 

brand choices can play an important role for how individuals want to be perceived (Bruun 

& Langkjær, 2016; Kang et al., 2016). The segmentation classification framework showed 

that it was possible to partly divide the respondents according to how they argue regarding 

brand choice. Still, five respondents could not be placed in a segment (Table 6), and the 

respondents who could be placed had widely spread opinions and arguments.  

 

The respondents had different intentions for enter the store. Some of the respondents stated 

that they had only bought what they needed, while others made a spontaneous purchase. 

Store layout influences how customers move in-store (Hussain et al., 2015),	 and the 

placement of different products have an impact on what brand choice a customer make 

(Mowrey et al., 2018).	Nine respondents believed that they were affected by store layout 

(Table 7). If the respondents had a specific plan for their visit or not, could be decisive for 

whether they would be influenced by the store layout or not. The respondents who were 

determined what to buy did probably have less complex brand decision, than if they did not 

have a plan beforehand. The possibly complexity may thus partly be explained by if 

customers know what to buy, or if they allow themselves to be influenced by which 

products that are exposed.  

 

The observations showed that private labels and national brands were partly mixed, and 

partly separated. It was also discovered that Soc, a private label, and Reebok, a national 

brand, had almost identical logos where Soc had imitated Reebok. Research indicates that 

retailers have an advantage in the development of their private labels since they interact 

with customers (Nalca et al., 2017). This is reflected by some respondent who believed that 

Stadium’s private labels imitate national brands. Some respondents also stated that they 

believe it was hard to find what they searched for when private labels and national brands 

were mixed. When private labels and national brands have similar product characteristics 

and are placed close to each other, it can be hard for customers to distinguish them and it 

can cause complexity for customers to choose a brand. Nine respondents bought a private 

label (Table 8), and this could be because private labels are present and have advertisement 
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through the whole stores. Retailer have the possibility to build favorable store layout and 

store image for their own brands (Abrila & Rodriguez-Cánovas, 2016; Massaraa et al., 

2018), which Stadium seems to do. It is thus revealed that store layout in Stadium stores 

influence customers and their brand choice.  
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6. Conclusions 
 
 

 

This is the last chapter of the thesis and presents the conclusions of the study. A short thesis 

summary is presented along with the conclusion of the result. A discussion of the 

implications is presented, and a critical review of the study combined with suggestions for 

future research.  

 

6.1 Thesis summary  

The purpose of this study is to explore how customers reason when they choose a brand in 

a store that offers both private labels and national brands. In order to address how customer 

reason and explore the possible complexity in the choice of a brand, the conceptual model 

Key attributes of choice complexity is used. This model is based on a literature review and 

concerns the attributes private labels vs national brands, customer behavior, and store 

layout. The empirical material was collected through twelve exit interviews on customers 

who exit Stadium stores, in connection to their purchase, combined with four observations 

in four Stadium stores. The interview guide used in the exit interviews were based on the 

attributes in the conceptual model. The interviews and the observations were conducted in 

order to explore the different attributes. This thesis contributes with insights into how 

customers reason in their brand choice in-store, and that it may be complex for customers 

to choose. The study reveals that the complexity possibly arises from that private labels 

have developed similar product characteristics as national brands, and store layout 

influences how customers reason when they choose between private labels and national 

brands. 

6.2 Thesis conclusions 

The aim of this thesis was to understand how customers reason in-store when they have 

both private labels and national brands to choose between. The respondents argued that 

private labels and national brands have similar product characteristics, which is one of the 

assumptions of this thesis. Girard et al. (2016) stated that private labels have improved in 

several product characteristics and are perceived equal with national brands. But, some of 
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the respondents argued that national brands were preferable, which exposes that they do 

not consider private labels and national brands to be comparable. Previous research has 

contributed to knowledge about private labels development in brand equity (Girard et al., 

2016). This thesis contributes to how the development causes a possible brand choice 

complexity within the walls of Stadium stores, which to some extent explains how 

Stadium’s customers reason.   

 

The observations showed that Stadium highlights its private labels, and the interviews 

revealed that the respondents were conscious of it. The presence of private labels in-store 

make customers influenced by them and store image has an effect on private label brand 

image (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2014). Calvo-Porral and Lévy-Mangin (2014) stated 

that private labels presently have strong brand equity, which could be the case even for 

Stadium’s private labels, as a result of store layout. Private labels were often purchased by 

the respondents who did not have a plan before their purchases, which explains that they 

might be influenced by store layout when they reasoned in their brand choice. 

 

The respondents who beforehand had planned their purchase often bought a national brand. 

These respondents had a national brand in their mind, and thus had associations with 

national brands and might be loyal to them (Aaker, 1991). The chosen national brands 

might have strong brand equity which is in line with Fahy and Jobber (2015) who stated 

that well-known brands often have brand equity. The national brands at Stadium were, in 

general, not beneficial placed, but were still chosen by some respondents. This indicates 

that national brands do not depend on store layout, as much as private labels do, in order to 

be chosen.  

 

Some respondents had patterns for how they evaluate brand alternatives (Cuneo et al., 

2017), while others seemed to reason differently for each purchase. The respondents who 

did not have a premade pattern to evaluate brands had more options since they did not 

exclude brands before making their brand choice. Zoovu (2018) claimed that customers 

might face decision anxiety when they have a lot of brand options. This may be the case 

with the respondents, who lack a premade evaluation pattern and might cause a brand 

choice complexity.  

 



Lindborg	&	Wallin	

	

	

	

56	

The dynamic of the attributes in the model key attributes of choice complexity reveals that 

it may be complex for customers to choose between private labels and national brands in 

Stadium. Fahy and Jobber (2015) stated that customers are hard to predict. This study 

showed that it is hard to understand how customers reason and Nalca et al. (2017) stated 

that the development of private labels makes it even harder. Private labels and national 

brands have presently similar product characteristics, as the respondents claimed (Table 3, 

4), and are therefore hard to distinguish. This thesis contributes with an interesting 

discussion and analysis of how different attributes cohere, and explains how the attributes 

are connected. Additionally, this study contributes with an insight into how customers are 

influenced by different attributes in their brand choice between private labels and national 

brands, where some customers seem to experience a choice complexity within the walls of 

Stadium.  

  

6.3 Implications 
The implications of this study can be divided into theoretical implications and practical 

implications. To the best of our knowledge, the dynamic of the attributes considered in this 

thesis; private labels versus national brands, customer behavior, and store layout combined 

have not been assumed to influence brand choice. Nor has previous research assumed that 

private labels and national brands are perceived equal in customers’ minds. Therefore, this 

thesis has contributed to a new dynamic that explains brand choice, which might be useful 

in future research regarding private labels, national brands, and customers’ brand choice. 

Previous research has assumed private labels to be cheap products with low quality, which 

this thesis is critical of. Aaker developed the concept of brand equity in 1991 and did at that 

time only assume national brands to be actual brands. In 2014, Calvo-Porral and Lévy-

Mangin (2014) argued that the concept of brand equity could be applicable on private labels 

if store image was included in the model. Therefore, this thesis included store layout, and 

not only brand equity, to be an attribute that might influence the brand choice between 

private labels and national brands. Additionally, customer behavior was included as a part 

of the dynamic in-store since the aim was to understand how customers reason in-store 

when they make a brand choice.  
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The practical implications of this thesis contribute with an insight of how twelve customers 

argue and reason regarding their brand choice between private labels and national brands 

in a Swedish sportswear store. The conclusion could possibly to some extent explain brand 

choices in other Swedish sports fashion stores that offer both private labels and national 

brands. Several attributes may influence brand choices, even beyond what this thesis 

includes, but the result of this study may to some extent explain how the prevailing 

marketplace influences customers in their brand choice. This contributes with a new 

interesting dimension of customer behavior. The segmentation classification framework 

could categorize the respondents in segments according to how they evaluate brands, and 

thus to some extent explain how they reason in their brand choice. The conclusions 

regarding customers and how they reason may be useful for store managers in Stadium 

stores when they manage their stores since the conclusions could give them knowledge 

about how customers reason. The knowledge could be valuable information when 

managers plan stores and product placement. It also gives store managers in Stadium an 

overview of how private labels and national brands are perceived. This thesis can also be 

interesting for Stadium’s competitors since this thesis is not only providing information 

about Stadium’s private labels, but also several national brands. Even if customers’ brand 

choice between private labels and national brands cannot fully be understood and 

explained, the conceptual model in this thesis might possibly give a suggestion for the 

dynamic in-store.  

  

6.4 Critical review and future research  

Stadium AB is used as a case for this study due to the emerging sportswear retail sector, 

and since Stadium AB is the market leader in Sweden. The result from this study can to 

some extent explain brand choices within Stadium stores and possibly other Swedish 

sportswear retailers. On the contrary, one should have a critical view on implementing the 

result on other sectors since the respondents in this study related to a brand choice made on 

sports clothing. The respondents could argue differently in the brand choice in other 

situations and sectors. 

  

The purpose with exit interviews in this thesis was to catch respondents’ view on brand 

choice in connection with an actual brand choice. Future research could conduct in-depth 

interviews regarding brand choices where longer discussions about opinions, preferences 
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and habits would be allowed. Another suggestion for future research could be to investigate 

if a complexity to choose a brand exist among all different brands, also between two 

national brands and two private labels. And hence, to not only assume that private labels 

and national brands have similar product characteristics. A quantitative approach could 

have contributed with an interesting result that could be generalized to other industries.  
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Appendix 1 – Interview Guide Swedish  
 
Number  Question  

1 Får vi lova att fråga dig om vad du valt att köpa inne på Stadium idag? Och i 
sådana fall, vilket eller vilka märken du valt? Var det ett medvetet val och på 
vilket sätt? 

2 Tycker du att det är någon skillnad på privata varumärken och nationella 
varumärken? Varför, eller varför inte? Hur tycker du att dem skiljer sig, eller 
inte? 

3 Hur resonerar du när du väljer mellan olika varumärken inne på Stadium? 
Tycker du det är svårt eller enkelt att välja varumärke?  

4 Vilka två eller tre karaktärsdrag, alltså vilket utseende eller funktioner, 
associerar du med privata varumärken?  

5 Vilka två eller tre karaktärsdrag, alltså vilket utseende eller funktioner, 
associerar du med nationella varumärken? 

6 Hur tror du att Stadiums butiksmiljö, och placering av olika produkter, 
möjligen skulle kunna påverka ditt val av ett specifikt varumärke? 
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Appendix 2 – Coding of Observations  
 
 
Purpose  Findings  

Discover if private labels or 
national brands have the 
highest number of products  

Stadium’s private labels are dominating the stores with 
the highest number of products 

Discover if private label 
signs or national brand signs 
are the most visible ones  

Stadium’s private labels have the highest number of signs, 
advertisement material and merchandise towers 

Discover if private labels or 
national brands are placed 
most advantageous 

Private labels are placed in the entrance and in many 
visible sites. But national brands are placed in connection 
to the main tracks close to the visitor 

Discover which products are 
the easiest to find  

There are main signs in the store which indicates where 
women, men and junior sections are placed. Near these 
signs are always Stadium’s private labels placed and 
national brands are placed more far away 

Discover if private labels 
and national brands are 
placed close to each other  

Private labels and national brands are mixed in the 
different product categories. They are in many cases 
placed very close to each other and have similar looks  

Discover which products are 
placed in eye-height 

Private labels are often placed in eye-height and in the 
beginning of the aisles   

 


