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T 

Th surv y fi r thi rep rt " as d n b n e n 16th Jul) and 17th ugu t 200 I. Th tu 

to det rmine th awar n of retailers on pri ate Jab ling. wh r tailer ' uld into pri at 

labelin and the pro lems they encounter " hile introducing and managing their ran . Th 

study a e a spe ial reference to sup rmark ts in airobi. 

The population of int rest included all sup rmarkets operating within airobi. Th information 

sought in this stud as collected using a que tionnaire havina b th tructured and un trucn1red 

questions. Thirty-eight supermarket executives responded to the questionnaires and this ga e the 

primary data for this stud . 

The findings of the stud suggest that retailers in Kenya are moderate! a are of the practice of 

pri ate labeling with only a fe\ having their own store brand . Those \ ho have store brands are 

majorly in the grocery, frozen food & vegetables, confectionery bottled " ater/ beverage 

stationary and personal care product categories. These products are either und r the outlets 

specific name or a name th outlets owns. 

The results of the supermarkets surveyed reveal that most of those with pri ate lab ls rated them 

highly compared to competitor's products in terms of quality features packaging design 

variety services and the brand name. They also rated the prices of the private labels as being 

generally low ornpared to competing products and that the store brands are allocated good helf 

space compared to the competing brands. The supermarkets mo tly do target all customers with 

their store brands. 



wh r tail r would g into pri ate 

labeling. fter carryin0 out a factor analysi n th r , then m rged. 

The e \ • re nam d: th up rmark ts de ire to control th di ibution chann L winning more 

customer into the t r , the need for higher margin . th gen rat state of the e onom and 

bu iness c le, expan ion of the store differentiating th tor . and r ducing the st f uppl . 

The stores w re also found to be facing a myriad of problems to varying degree in their pursuit 

to introduce and manage their store brands. These problems include increasing competition, 

quality standards the pressure to compete on price, marketing the products, capital and 

difficulty in differentiating the products. Other problems reported were th pressure to invest 

eJ ewhere, choosing the supplier fragmenting markets unfavorable byla sand decreasing brand 

loyalty in many categories. 



De laration 
D dication 

cknowledgement 
b tra t 

Tabl of contents 
Li t ftabl ' 

PT R 
1.0 lntr duction 
1.1 Ba kground 
1.2 tatement of the problem 
1.3 Objectives of the study 
1.4 Importance of the tudy 

HAPTERTWO 
2.0 Lit rature review 
2.1 History of pri ate labels 
22 Pri ate lab Is 
2.3 anufacturer brands 
2.4 Marketing 
2.5 The marketing mix 
2.6 Brand 
2.7 Brand equity 
2.8 R tailing 
2.9 upermark t 
2.1 0 Typ s of retailers 
2.11 Retailing in Ken a 

TAB 

2.12 Retailer marketing decisions 

F 0 

2.12.1 Target market and positioning decisions 
2.12.2 Pr duct as ortment and services decisions 
2.12.3 Pricing decisions 
2.12.4 Promotion decision 
2.12.5 Place decision 
2.13 Retailer outlet branding 
2.14 What drives private label shares? 
2.14.1 Pr duct category characteristics 
2.14.2 ew product acti ity 
2.14.3 Pri ate label characteristics 
2.14.4 Price and promotion factors 
2.14.5 Retailer characteristics 
2.15 Factors which foster resurgence of store brands 

Page 

ll 

Ill 

IV 

l 
I 
5 
7 
7 

lll 

8 
8 
10 
11 
11 
11 
12 
12 
L 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
16 
17 
1 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
23 
24 
24 
27 



".".I 

"'.4 
3.-
3.- .I 

4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 

4.7 

' II 

overvi \ 

and findings 43 
Findings on up rmark t D tail 43 

summary ofDi tribution of upermarke b stze 47 
Findings on the up nnarke Profile 47 

waren of private labeling strategy 48 
Th Reason of going into Pri ate Branding 52 
The Practice ofPri ate Labeling 55 
The challenge Retailers encounter in introducing and 
managing their brands 60 
Factor Analysis on the Reason for going into 
Pri ate lab ling 63 

H 
-.o 

P R I 

5.1 
-.I. I 
5.1.2 
-.1. 
-.1.4 
5.1.5 

5._ 
5.3 
5.4 

APPE 

REF 

0 erview 68 
Discussions and Conclu ions 68 

upennarket Profiles 68 
Retai ler " areness of Pri at Labels 69 
The Reasons Why upermarkets go into pri ate branding 71 
The Practice of Private Lab ling by upermarkets 73 
The challenges faced b retail rs in introdu ing and 
Managing store brands 74 
Recommendations 75 

imitation of the stud 76 
ugge tion fi r Furth r R earch 77 

I Letter t Re pondents and Que tionnaire 78 

2 List of supermarkets in airobi 6 

3 Communalities 88 

89 



LI T B 

Page 

ifi tion R tail r 1 

40 

i tributi n ; year of e tabli hment 43 

Tabl 4._ Di tribution b~ iz oftra ing pac 44 

Tab! 4." Di tribution by th number of emplo ee 45 

Tabl 4.4 Di tribution b th number of branches 46 

Tabl 4.5 Di ibution of up nnarkets by ize 47 

Table . Distribution by the years of re p nd nt s job exp rienc 47 

Tabl 4.7 \\n r hip oftb supermarkets 47 

Table 4.8 E er h ard of a pri ate label I tore brand? 48 

Table 4.9 0 finitions of tore brand/ Pri ate Lab I 49 

Table 4. I 0 upermarke offering for aJe product under 

the outle 49 

Table 4. 11 ategorie in which retailers are selling 

products under their O\Vll name. ~a 

Table 4: 12 elling own product under a different name 

other than the outlet name. 51 

Table .13 The categories that retailers sell good under a 

different name other than the outlet p cific name 52 

Table 4.14. Th relativ importanc ofpri ate labeling to retailers 52 

Table 4.15 Respon e on the Relati e Importance of Going 

into Pri ate Labeling 54 

Tab! 4. 16 What should the store emphasize when elling its own brands? 55 

Table 4. 17 Which group of customers should be targeted 55 

Table 4.1 Retailer com pari on of their brands and competing brands 56 

Table 4.1 9 Pricing of pri ate labels 56 

Table .20 Allocation of sbelf pace 

Table 4.21 arketing Research on products 

Table 4.22 ustomer urveys 

57 

58 

58 



Table 4.-"' Frequ nc. f cust m r urvey 58 

Tab I -l._4 Imp rtant factor in I ting uppliers of pri ate lab I 59 

Table 4.2- Pr lem n unt red when intr ducing and managing 

O~b~d 0 

Table 4.26 Total variance explained 63 

Table 4._7 R tated component matrix (a) 64 



1. 

1.1 B 

Retai l rs have d vel peel a rang of strategi for attracting cu t mer and nc ura0 ing tho 

cu t mer to buv and to continue bu ing goods and r 1c a ailable at th ir tor rather than 

from c mpetitor . Pri ate labeling is one of these strategi s that r tail r ar adopting s a to 

be more ornp titi e. 

Chemat ny and Malcolm (2000: 233) contend that the interest in own label b retailers 

stemmed originally from b ing able to circum ent Resale Price Maintenance (RPM) and offer a 

low r priced range of goods to compete against manufacturers brand . Aft r the ab lition of 

RP , the manufacturer no longer stipulated retailers' pricing. By commissioning 

manufacturers to pr duce and pack products to their ovro specification retailers ere able to 

sell thei r own labels more cheaply than manufacturers brands 

Man retailer are thus placing their own brands among the products they market. R tailers are 

also becoming mor profe sional in managing their stores and thus b ginning to r alize the 

value f own labels in reinforcing their positioning. 

Retail r ha e also recognized that their stores ne d not be just a place to buy a selection of 

brand . urph (1990) asserts that the shop itself, its location, its atmosphere th s rvice it 

offer . th range of goods and services can become the brand and retailers can b gin to extract 

the benefits that accrue to investment in branding. He further adds that the value, bich the 



tor nam quire • an trans rred t a rang g . \,\'hich will reinfi rc th stor 

image. 

\\ at r fi r in tan ing the mo t ba i and pi ntiful arth · r urc has b c m a liquid 

t £; r man} mer handi ing busin humi sup m1arket has come up with it own 

humi v ater brand. Thi opportunity is worth plaiting a c n urn rs turn a\: a fr m tap 

water fi r what is in reasingl consider a purer, healthier alternati e to oft drink and 

al hoi. th r area that have e n the penetration of privat label include frozen getables. 

sugar. pap r sall cereals, among others. This growth has ho\i e er en une en across product 

categorie as noted by Batra and inha (2000). 

Ace rding to hematon and Malcolm (2000 . own labels were initia!Jy us d as a I w pnce 

proposition. Retailers ha e however hifted away from comp ting against each oth r just on 

price and instead began to emphasize quality and service. They are b coming mor c ncerned 

with the quality of tb ir own lab Is which are no longer cheap and che rful' alternatives to 

quality brand . 

Retailers are b coming ju t as sophi ticat d in their strat gic marketing as the national brand 

manufacturers. The marketing of private labels has taken ad ent with adverti ing promotion, 

product and packaging strategies being pr pared so as to refresh and give the pri ate lab L 

some quality element. One of the first initiatives that retailers took to upgrade their wn label 

products wa in the area of packaging. Pre iousl . own lab 1 packaging endor ed the general 

perception of the product a a cheap alternative to manufactur rs brands. Cbernatony and 
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retaile are b ming in r a ingl) m r att ntive changing 

nv1r nm ntal ircum tan . and are launching inn ative \Vn lab I t capitalize on new 

n urn r tr nd . The adopti n of information technolo y i n t aid in managing r tail 

t re · m r pro1i as to make m re rapid adju tm nt to their portfoli f rand as 

n " opportunitie ev I e. 

The gr wth of private lab Is c uld be s en as a tirele fti n of d i0 ning go ran ding 

strat i by retailer to enable their products comp te mor effe tivel with other retailer and 

manufacturer brand . Thi growth ac ording to Corstejen (2000) has traditionall b n 

attributed to two major caus . First retailers ad erti e the national brands ( hich attract 

pe pie co the tore and ell pri ate Labels which typicall ba e lower ariabl co t and 

therefore p tentiall_ higher margins to the price ensitive egment. This nables them to 

comp te profitably in this egment. econdly, private lab Is enabler tailers to get b tter deals 

from manufacturer in the form of lo er whole ale prices on the manufacturer bmnd . The 

supplier of manufactur r brands continue to g t qu zed b. retailers Looking to build margin. 

The growth of pri ate labels has been on the rise in retail utlets in Kenya. A stor brand 

continue to capture more helf space as well as acceptance among consum r . the i sue of 

competition bet\ een manufacturer and store brands is bound to intensify. The battle i o er 

helf space and consumers money the shilling). 

Randall (1994 confirms that store brands arc certainly a bone f contention b tween retailers 

and manufacturers. Manufacturers claim that th y spend all the de elopment time an mone to 

3 



pr du a n w brand. nl to find that r tailer having \: ited l ng nough t e if it will 

ur\1 \ 

cate_ol") 

consumer pri 

- U th cop at lower pri . ther claim that ore rand are 

pr du ts that u k all the pr fi ut f th mark t b; making 

en itive. Th y r fleet th rowing r tailer · c ntrol ver th di tribution 

hann 1 and ar een r ducing the pO\,ver traditionall) h ld b manufa turer as a ur of 

influen e o r con umers and th< ir I erag o er merchant . Th tore brand thr aten to 

turn manufacturer into in i ibl vendors who mu t cont nt th m el es with upplying ut-rat 

comrn diti to all-p ' erful retailers. Manufacturers can ther fore not rei on r couping the 

hug development outlays b selling at a reasonable pric protected from by tor brands. Thi 

will force manufacturers to cease innovating and everyone - not I ast consumers- will suffer. 

Retailers according to Murphy 1990) see manufacturers as not b ing very good at n w brand 

de eloprn nt. They I aim that most Jaunche fail. and do so because they are ··m e-too 's' with 

nor al consumer advantage. The torch of innovation has passed to retailer , they claim, as they 

are now lo er to the market and more sensitive to con umer need . 

Consumer are today more likely to be more lo aJ to a particular stor and sv it h brands hen 

nece ary rather than hav to shop from s raJ different tore to atisfy their brand 

preference . Due to increase in the products a ailable in a gi n ategory, consumers are oft n 

confus d about price ize. quality and vaJue henc greater difficulty ith c mpari on­

shopping. This according to Lisanti and Ton (2000). lead to compromises based on 

con cnience rath r than pr fcrence based on choice. This could th refore be a m livating factor 

to retailers v ho are \i ell placed to identify consumer needs and give more and bett r shelf 

4 



e t th ir pr du t 

Then: i no kn wn pr vi us re arch that ha b n don on pri ate labels in K n a . J low ver 

m t done ar in th de I ped world where private Ia I are at an ad anced 

tage. tu y o tjens and Raji 2000) on Building Loyalty through t 

howed that quaJit) tore brand can b an in tnm1ent fi r retail rs t g n rat store 

di ffi r ntiation. tor loyalt and store profitabilit e en ' hen the tore brand do not ha e a 

margin ad antage o r the national brands. Another tud b Rajee and inha 2000). on 

on urn r L el Factor Moderating the ucces of Private Label Aero Diffi rent Product 

categorie . showed that. purchase of pri ate labels in a given category incr a when 

consumers perceive reduced consequences malting a rni take in brand choice in that category 

and wh n that category has more 'search' than ex peri nee characteristics. 

De pite the Jack of literature on retail brand in Kenya, many own labels ha e b en introduced 

in retail stores and m re o in sup rmarkets. How ver littl emphasis has b n giv n to store 

brands as compared to manufacturer brands. 

1.2 T T T OF THE PROBLEM 

For an business unit to ha e a comp titive edge in the present market situation, it has to 

develop trategie " hich will enable it to succeed in the market place. Private branding for 

retailers is one of these strategies. 

Re earches have b en don on different retailing strategies in Kenya. On tudy was by 

Karemu 1993 , which " as in estigating the state of strategic management in the Kenyan 

5 



re ilin indu try . n th r tud) ; Lagat 199-) oughlt ime ~tigat th tate f 1 rketing 

intelli$n e a ti, iti · in Ken:a· retailing t r. ' atia (_ ) did a mparati\'c tud of 

1"\' J Pro,id r and u tomer P rception of f\ice quality in the R tailing indu tl) . 

Retail in Kenya are l ked in 1ercel competiti e en ironment. many of th m in I worn 

growth mark t . With competiti n getting tougher and pric c ntrol lifted, up rmark t fight 

t win cu torners and remain ompetitive in ord r to survi e. The tate of tb K n an econom 

bad. Wi th high inflation rate. ry low economic growth, low p r capita income c upled with 

joble ne and r trenchment; most consumers are likely to b eking for th alu for their 

mon . Th upermarkets al o ha e limited scop v ithin which to diffi rentiat themselves 

from competition as any new trategies adopted are easil copied and ven match d by the 

comp tition. 

Like an other busines , up rmarket need to de i e trategies to survi e in thi ompetitive 

envi ronmenL This has seen some of them going into private labeling. Man uc e sful store 

brands ha e b en introduced in the de eloped and developing world and specificall in Ken a. 

Howe er. there i no report showing the mark ting and growth f private labeling in Ken a. 

ince the initiati e and mark ting of tore brands by retailers in Kenya is unkno n. th study 

aim at exploring and in estigating is ue related to the growth of tore brand in K nya. I it 

as a ource of differentiation profitability. store loyalt or are there a host of oth r factors that 

have compelled retailers to go into private branding? The study also seek to e tablish the 

chal lenges faced by retailers when introducing and managing their brands. 
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· t an v r th [! llO\\tng u 

in into pri ate lab line, nd ' •hat are the hallengc th K n ·an 

intr ducin_ and managing th ir own brand ? 

1. D 

Th bjective of the tudy includ 

i) o tabli h retailer awar n of pri at lab I 

ii) o find out " hat i making r tailers go into pri ate labeling. 

m To establish the challenges faced by the retailer in introducing and managing th ir own 

brands. 

1.4 IMP OR OFTHE TUD 

Thi study will be u eful and of int rest to: 

i) R tail r who want to know bow to manage and increase their sales through th sale of 

pri ate lab ls. as w II a those \ ho ,. ould be interested in starting pri ate label 

programs. 

u) anufacturers and suppliers by kn " 'ng b tt r how to fight the pri ate lab I growth 

from eating up their market share and determining wh th r to mak and supply pri at 

lab Is to the retailers. 

iii) on umers in e aluating the choice of products ffered in retail outlets gi n that a 

wid ariety of sim.jlar goods are offered at diffl r nt prices and different qualil i . 

1v Marketers int r sted in promoting the sale of private labels in trying to penetrate a very 

competiti e market dominated majorly by manufacturer brands. 

) cholars who wish to do r search on the retailing industr and more so n pri ate 

labeling ' hich is a new phenomenon in Kenya. 

7 



2. I R 

2.1 HI RY LAB L 

The hi ~ t T} of priYate lab I of man up and down. K II r 19 lrac th fir t pri at 

ry pr du ts in th nited tat to have b n old b the reat tlantic and Pa ific 

a mpan later kn wn a P) founded in 1 63. 

Durin ... th fust half of the ~\·entieth c ntury, a numb r f tore brands were uc sfully 

intr du d. Due to the cornpetiti pressure from the ophi ticated mas marketing pra ti es 

adopted y larg packaged goods compani s in the 1950s. pri ate lab Is fi 11 out f fa or '\: ith 

cu omers. 

A ail ( 19 3) adds that the rampant inflation in the lat 1970 and deep rece ion in the early 

19 0 r duced real income for many consumers and led to a harp redu tion of di r tionary 

m me tb amount left aft r the paying for nece ities and taxes). This con equ ntly Jed to 

reduc d spending and consumers became mor price en i ti v . nsumers als be arne more 

li ke] t bu lo" priced private brands (store-owned brands) or generic products (unbranded 

pr duct identified b product category only). 

Thi i th time \ hen there v as successful introduction of lo\ -co t basi quality and 

minimally packag d pri ate labels and gen ric products. The sub equent conomic upswing 

hamp red the al of these products due to the lack of p rceived quality. which saw consumers 

r turn back to national or manufacturer brands. Keller ( 1998) al notes that the sal of pri ate 
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Ia I h v be n highl) rr lated v•ith di p abl tn m . 

T mpete in t da) · market pla . pri at lab I maker ar impr ing quality and expanding 

the vari t of th ir fc ring l in lud e en pr rnium produ t . hi h n pri at lab I 

mak maj r inr ad in n ,.. mark 

Cat gori s that are particular!; vulnerable to pri ate label ad anc s v uld b tho wh r there 

i little percei ed quality differ nc among brand in the eyes f izeabl group f on umers 

like pap r towel . bottled wat r plastic bags salt e.l.c. 

Boone 1992 explains that in Europe, Private brands ar more popular than th r major 

country markets. ·s grocery stor brands perform at quality I vel similar to leading producer 

brands and often ha e no price discount er us leading brand . The UK' tore brand 

p n tration stands out at 39% Cors~ens and Raji , _QQO . Tn the United tates one out of e ery 

fi e item sold e ry da in th supermarkets drug hains and mas merchandi r are 

accounted for b pri ate lab Is or store brand . (Pri ate Lab I Manufacturer so iation, 

1999). Analy ts pr diet that with improvements in product and packaging quality and 

expansion into more product categories private brands will c ntinue to grow throughout the 

international market Boone 1992). 

Retailing in titutions ha e howe er not been particular! marketing oriented in th past. 

tending to be mor focu ed on merchandis than consumer . The retail out] ts compete by 

attempting to make the most of its uniqueness which if alued by cu tomer comprises its 
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cliff r ntial dvantag . Th tri\ e for di erential ad van tag i chara tcristi f 

comp titi n in r tai lin . incc r tailers d al dir ctl} with the on urn r, the_ mu t fulfil rtain 

e.· tati n that rna. be I important to other types fbu ine (David net. al 19 ) 

2.2 Pri ·at Lab I 

Private labels aJ o known as own brands, st re brands privat brands. distribut r wn brands 

or retailer- riginated brand are defined b (Borgne i et al 1997) as the m rchandi e 

manufactured for sale only b the retailer under a name the r tailer owns. Keller ( 1998) 

d fine pri ate labels as products marketed by retailer and other m mbers of the di tribution 

channel. Pri ate labels can be called store brands hen the actuall adopt the name of th 

stor its If in some wa e.g. Uchumi water. 

Chematony and McWilliam (1988 present a ery compl te d finition a distributor s brand a 

an added value entit produced by or on behalf of a distributor following the eli tributor's 

specifications. It is targeted at pecific consumers and portra s a unique rele ant and di tinctive 

per onality, which is clearly as ociated with the distributor and is backed by a coh rent u e of 

marketing re ources. 

Hyde and Da idson 1985), define a private brand a one that is owned b or ntrolled 

through con tract rights by a r tailing compan or b a company that i an affiliated group of 

retailers. 

10 



2 i\lanuf tur r Br od 

tanufa tur r • brand i d fin d an add d 'alu ntity c n eived and primaril) 

a manuf; turer fi r a ifi up of custom rs and c nsumer . It p rua a unique rei ant 

an di ti n ti\'e pe nality through th upp rt f pr du t d elopm nt. pr moti nal a tivity 

and an appr priate pri ing and di tribution trateg 1 h rnaton 'and William, I 

2A 1\lark tin 

cord in to tanton et a! ( 19 6 , marketing compris •· a stem of bu ine activities 

d ign d to plan. pric . promote and distribute want satisfying pr ducts and s r ic t pr sent 

and p t ntial con umer gm nts. 

Kotl r and Armstrong 1997 mo e clo r to define mark ting as a ocial and managerial 

by which individuals and group obtain hat the n ed and ' ant through cr ating and 

exchan ing products and valu ith others. 

2.5 b arketing ·x 

Kotler 199 define marketing mix as the et of mark ting t ols that firm u es t pursue its 

mark ting objective in th targ t market. These tools ha e b n cia sifi d into: 

i) Product- Which re.fi rs to product variety quality. design. features brand name, packaging, 

size , ervices warranties and returns. 

ii Price- Which refers to list price, discounts. allowanc . payment p riod. credit t rm . 

iii Prom tion- Which refer to advertising personal s lling al s promotion. m rchandising 

publi relation . 

Place - Which refers to channel co erage assortments, I cation . inventory and tran port. 

II 



2. r nd 

m ri an 1ark tin iali n de m a brand a a name. t nn. ign. m l. r de ign. 

mbination f the int nd d to id ntify the produc or rvi of one II r r gr up of 

and t differ ntiate them fr m th f omp tit r Kell r. 199 . 

2. Brand qui ty 

aker ( 19 6 define brand equit as a et fa sets or liabilitie linked lO a brand name and 

s mbol that adds to or subtra t from) the value pro id d b a product or servi t a firm 

an or that finn · cu tamers. 

Th major as et cat gorie are: 

Brand name awar n s. Brand loyalty. percei ed quality and Brand a so iations. 

2. R ta ilinu 

Retailing the merchandi ing aspect of marketing. in lud s all lb a ti iti in olved in lling 

good r rvi e directly to final consumer for their personal n n-business u e. Many 

institutions- manufactures, wholesalers, and retailers- do retailing. Most retalling i d ne by 

retailers businesses whose ale come primarily from retailing. Most retailing is d n in retail 

stores but in recent ears non store retai ling selling b mails, telephone. door ro door contact 

ending machines and numerous electronic means - has grov n tremendously (K tier and 

Ann rong. 1997). 

2.9 u permarket 

supermarket is a relatively large low-cost. low-margin high-volwne. s lf-servic op ration 

designed to sell gro eries fre h produce meat. bakery dair products laundr , and household 

maintenance products. upermarkets earn an operating profit of about on percent on sales and 

ten percent on net worth (Kotler 2000). 
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TI1c d minant feature! of a uperm rk t mark tmg trat gy ar large in- tore invent rie on 

If- n i e ai le and entralized heckout lin . re ultin0 fr m 

an.: ·tre · d (Zikmund and d" mi 1994 . Pickering 196 ... ) r~ue that a upermarkct h uld 

h \cat I ast __ QOO quare ti t of al ar a. \.vith thr or m rc he k-outs and op rated main! 

on a el - en i e basi , wh range of m rchandi mpn e f li d group . ba ic h u hold 

re uirement an cl aning materials. 

2.1 Typ fRetailer 

Retailer can be classified ba ed on their mo t prominent strategie . Th can b lling 

products with an in- tore retailing strategy or non-stor r ta iling strategy. 

de cription f in- tor retailer by th ir most promin nt trategi 

Table 2 a : Ia ification of Retailer 

Major Group Retailer classification 

In- tore pecialty store 

Department store 

uperrnarket 

onvenience store 

eneral mass 
merchandi er 

13 

. election. of high turno r 
products. high prices, fe 
cu tomer s r ·ces 

ing is a 



ource: Zjkmund and d' 

2.11 Reta ilina in Kenya 

pecialty rna 
m rcbandiser 

Off-price retailer 

ategory discounter p cialty mass 
merchandiser offi ring 
d p discounts and 
e t nsi n assortment and 
depth in a special product 
category 

ffective Ma rketing Creating and keeping u tomers (1994) pg. 339 

Little has been written about the bistor of retailing in Africa and more so in K nya. This can 

be attributed to an attitude of contempt towards retailers. Though retailing in Kenya is an old 

practice, the ad ent of supermarkets i a new phenomenon, and so is retailing in tor brand . 

Karemu l 3) traces supennarketing to hav taken root inK nya in the 1 70's with onl a 

few set up in the 1960' . Among the fu t were K & A (1962 . Ebrahims elf er i e tore 

(1970) and U humi up rmarkets 1976) all in Nair bi. 

The supermarkets started as self-service stores covering small trading areas so that movement 

of customers could easily be morutored. The assortment and olume of merchandise ' as also 

limited. These (trading area, assortment and volume) were to increase to make them become 
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u rmark 

movement 

mer handi e. 

Thi m ant that th manag m nt 

I ' and t.h c hi r ' er 

uld n long r m nitor cu t m r" 

th ir 

ln r c nt a rs. man everal new sup rmarket ha e com up m 1airobi. be m t notable 

on heine akumatt that started op rating from akuru and has since opened branches in 

air bi. ombasa. Kisurnu. The rea on behind this is that fair competition is allO\ ed and 

there is increased population. which provides a ready market for the supermarket products. 

2.12 Retailer Marketing Deci ion 

Retai l rs are continuously searching for new marketing strat gie to attract and hold customer . 

Previously retailers attracted customers with unique products, and more or better rv1 than 

what their competitors offered. oday due to manufacturer dri e for volwn their branded 

products are found everywhere. Thi makes stor s to look more alike as they offi r similar 

assortments. and thus b coming ·commoditized. 

u tomer too have become marter and more price nsiti thus th y no longer ee h th y 

should pay more for id ntical brands. For the e reasons, many retailers are rethinking tb ir 

marketing strategie . Retailers face major marketing deci ion about their target markets and 

positioning, product assortment and services price promotion and place (Kotl r and ary 

1996). 
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2. 1-.l ara t i lark t and P itionin · ion . 

It i important for r taile t define their target mark ts and th n d cid b w th > \vill iti n 

th m eh . h uld the focus on upscal . mid s al r d wnscal hoppers? 

2.12.2 Product ortment and ervice Deci ion 

Ret iler oe d to make decision on product assortm nt s rvice mi ' and tore atmospher . 

which are three major important product variables. The retailer's product assortment must 

match target shopp rs e ·pectations. Cu tomers are int rested not onJy on the rang of good 

but al o on th quality le el. Other retailers can match the product assortm nt and quality and 

lherefore, the retailer needs to look for ways to differ ntiat itself fr m cornp tition. Product 

differentiation is mor isible alternative. The retailer can offer merchandi that no other 

competitor offers. like its own pri ate brands or national brands n which it h Jd e elusive. 

The retailer can also offer highly targeted product assortment like apparel for kid . Retailers 

mu t also decide on a service mix to offer customers. The service mix is one of the key tool 

for etting one store apart from another (Kotler and Gar 1996). 

The stores atmosphere is another element of the product arsenal. The physical layout 

determines the ea e of moving around. The store must hav planned atmosph re that uits the 

target market and mo es custom rs to buy. 

Zikmund and d Amico (1994 adds that store atmospherics contribute to mental impression of 

what the store is. It may influence store image increase store traffic influence th anlOWlt of 

time shoppers spend in the store. or encourage shoppers to make impulse purchas s. The 
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quality f t re brand i imp nant for it pen up th ibility f di erenti ti n, t r 

loyall_ an pr fita ility. A iz able gm nt f c n urn r th t ntinuou t bu th n ti nal 

brand i equ II imp rtant to achi the pr fit p t ntial f th rand t th 

r tail r. therwise lo\o\ qualit tor brands only pa\'e th a fi r price \i ars b. empha izing 

and intensifying con umer prices nsiti ity (Corstjens and Raji 2000). 

Earl. on, pri at lab 1 v ere developed as a means of o enng a m re conomical pr duct with 

a higher profit margin than afforded b brand name sales. This meant low qualit packaging. 

\ hich often emulated national brand , including references to color graphic . contain r size 

and e en hap s. 

2.12.3 Pricing Deci ion. 

The pricing policy of a retaiJer is a crucial positioning factor and must b decided in re lation to 

th target market it product and service assortment and its comp tition. Though all r tailer 

would like to charg high mark-ups and achieve high olum thes two seldomly g togeth r. 

R tailers therefore eek eith r high markup on lower volume or low markup n higher 

volume Kotler and ary). 

In the United tates private labels are usually priced from 15 p rcenl to 40 p rc nll wer than 

branded products. ince lower price is a major moti ator for private label purchase it is 

deemed logical that a change in the price-ratio between private Label and brand d products 

would affect private share. As prices go up or branded-product price go down pri ate label 

share significantly decreases with a negative correlation of 0.43 . While a deer as in branded 
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produ t pri 

profitabilit 

oul slO\\ private lab I _rowth. it w uld al dimini h brande -pr du t 

hley 19 

brands at a large price gap ersus national rand nl mak en big gap 

lead 1 impro ement in long-term price im ge or tore traffi . H h as qu t d ) r arri n 

( 199 ) add that elling pri ate lab ls at a lo~ er price could cr at a gap betw en pri ·ate Ia 

al and profits. Consumers h shO\ ed. choose a store with bett r national bran pric s and 

the worst store brand prices instead of electing a store that has the best store brand pri es and 

the worst national brand pric s. Howe er when the gap betwe n the price f nati nal brand 

and pri ate Ia el decreases store brand urut sales decrea e: but the monitory ale and profit 

n e. 

Pri ate label products may obscure consumer price comparisons. onsurners a a measure of 

retailer competitiveness can use prices for well-known brands. In contrast private lab 1 prices 

are not as directly comparable largely because of differences in product quality, taste, 

appearance, or other factors. These same factors make it difficult for consumer to valuate the 

appropriatene s of the pric differential between the branded product and the pri ate label 

product (Borghesi and de Ia ruz 1997). 

2.12.-t Promotion Deci ion 

Retailers u e normal promotion tools - advertising, personal selling, sales promotion and 

public relations - to reach customers. The ad ertisc in n wspapcrs, magazines radio and 

Televisi n. irculars may support advertising. Personal selling requires careful training of 

sales people on how to greet customers handle their complaints and meet their n eds. ales 
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promotion may in tude in store demon tration . di pla . c nte . and \'isiting cl rities. 

Publi r lation a tivities uch as press conferen e and p che t re op ning . p cia! e en . 

n " I tte , magazin and public ervice a tivitie ar ah ay , availabl t r tailer (K tl r 

and ary 1996 . 

Examining the effects of per uasi e advertising n branded and pri are lab I al s olume, 

hl ( 1998 howed that, although p r uasi e advertising has a positive effect on branded-

product olume it has no significant effect on pri ate label volume. o th increa in branded 

product volume and total category olume i what can cau a decrease in private - Label 

har . 

2.12.~ Place Deci ion 

Retailers often cite location as a critical factor to success. A retailers location is key to it 

ability to attract customers. The costs of building or leasing facilities hav a major impact on 

th r tailer's profit . Thus site locations are among the important decisions mad b a r tail r. 

mall retailers ma ha e to settle for \.vhatever locations the can find or afford. Larg retail rs 

u ually employ sp cialists who select locations using advanced m thods (Kotler and Gary, 

1996). 

Private labels enjoy certain marketing advantage over national brands that influence the way 

the tarter approach to competition. Private labels are guarante d full di tribution and 

advantageous shelf placement. They are the onl products for which the retailer ab orbs all the 

marketing and inventory co ts (Chernatony and Malcolm, 2000 . 
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-·1 R t il r utlet Brandin 

Retail r and th r bann I int nn iari rna · affe t the rand uit ofth r du t th y II 

w II a bo\\ th y may creat th ir own brand quity. c rding t Keller I 99 , r tail r 

r at th ir m.vn brand equity by establi hing a\ ar ne and a iation t their produ t 

onment breadth and d pth). pricing and quality rvic . An utlet can be om premier 

r tail brand b being s n b onswners as low price. high alue pro ider fa h t f ev ry 

day consumer products. Consumer may form these association in many wa -on th ba is of 

personal experience word of mouth through ad ertis ments r other direct m an . 

Kell r ( 1998 outlines four guidelines that are particularly rele ant for a retailer in building 

brand equity. 

i) r ating a brand ruerarchy by branding the store as a whole, as well a individual 

d partment classes of service or shopping experience. stabli bing a brand hi rarch h Ips to 

create synergies in brand de elopment. This call on retailer t consider portfolio is u s and 

what other r tail chains or tares should be introdu ed to pr vide more compl te market 

coverage. E.g. an outlet to tap the growing discount mark t. 

11 Enhan e manufactur s brand equity 

Retailer hould exploit as much as possible the brand quit of the brands th sell by 

communicating and demonstrating their points of differenc and other strong fa arable and 

unique brand as ociations. B cooperating with manufacturer to pushing their product and 

enhancing rograrns to better communicat the aluc and equity f brands sold r tailers can be 

able to s Jl these products and even their own products at higher prices and margins. generating 

greater profits as a result. 
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ii i) tabli h retailer· brand equit 

R tai l rs mu t e tabli h bran f ran hi rar h by ering at.ld ' lue in 

le tion. pur has or deli ery of pr du t offi rings. mu t r tc their own 

tr ng. fa arable and unique as iations that go nd the pr du t th ' 11. harp 

positi rung in the minds of th consumers is nece ary. T ommunicat the br ad r 

iations r tail lrategi s ar often r fleeted in imag campaign that focu m re on 

advantag to consumers of hopping at and bu ing from th tor in general. a 

the promotions on p ific sale items. 

t\' A oid Overbranding 

mpared to 

If th retailer is selling own store brand or private lab I it is ad isable not to o rbrand b 

empl ing too many brands. Retailers ar more susceptibl to .. bottom-up-branding here 

each department creates its own set of brands sometimes with little connection among th m. 

Th greater th extend to which an abstract association e.g. value, fa hionabilit e.t. can b 

en as desirable and deli erable across categories, the more lik ly it is that effici n i can be 

gain d b concentrating on a fi w major brands. 

2.14 What Drives P rivate Label Sbare 

In the last few years a number of studies have investigated th factor that 1 ad t uccessful 

tore brands. For example Hoch and Banerji 1993) anal zed a ro s category differ nces in 

pri ate label market share. They localized the driver of store brand performance with the three 

parti that make up the retail channel: consumers retailer and manufacturers. In a cross­

ecti nat anal sis of 185 grocery categories. the found that ix variables could explain 70% of 

the ariance in market shares. tore brands obtained higher market hare when: 
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• ualit} r lative t th national brand was high, 

• uality ariability of tore brand v a low. 

• Jut term ( al ) . 

• P r ent gr s margin w re highA 

• Ther were few r national manufacturer perating in the cat gory, 

• ational advertising ex nditur s re low. 

Th first two ariabl s show that. all- Is equa l ~ con umer are more likely to buy privat 

lab I that provide parity quality. The middle two fa tors refle t the retailer's care re ourc 

al lo ation problem. Becaus retailers must draw on internal fund for the branding, pa kaging, 

production, and advertising of their store brands the in est more hea ily in Jarg categories 

offering high profit margins so as to maximize th ir r turn. The last two variable d monstrat 

the influence of manufacturers and show that private lab I can b crowded out of the market 

wh n national brand competition is high and when those rand in est advertising re our es 

into the consumer franchise. 

The rcentage of units accounted for by pri ate labels varies wideJ by category. R s arch rs 

as outlined by (Quelch and Harding 1996 have id ntifi d s eral factors that favo r private 

label p netration. 

2.14.1 Product Category characteri tic : 

• The produ t is an inexp nsive, easy, low ri k purchas for the consumer. 

• ft is asy to make from commodity ingredjents. 

• It is perishable. thereby fa oring local suppliers. 
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• Pr du t cat gory al are Jar and gro,,ing. priv te gam r 

uffi ient lume to be profitabl 

• [I w national brand manufactur rs dominat tb cat I). o r tail r pr m t pn ate 

label to r duce dep ndenc on them. 

• Pr du ts are perceived as ommodities and tber is exce manufacturing capacity. 

• L w le els of manufa tur r in estment are common -. ith the product pr 

lm technology. 

2.14.2 w Product ctivity 

m Joying 

• . ational brands are offered in fe\ varieties enabling a pri ate lab I with a pri at line to 

represent a clear alternative to the consumer. 

• ati nal brand new-product introductions are infrequ nt r easy to copy. 

• onsumers can easily make side-by-side comparisons of national brands and privat lab Js. 

2.14.3 Private Label haracteri tic 

• Private-lab I goods ba e been available t consumers for man years. 

• Di tribution is w 11 de eloped. 

• aria ility in quality is lov . 

• uality in comparison with national brands is high and impro mg. 

• onsumers have confidence in their ability to mak compari on about quality. 
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_.l.JA Pri and Pr motion Fact r 

• Retail gro margin in the product category are r lati 1) high. 

• Price gaps between nationaJ brands and pri ate lab Is are \ ide. 

• ation I brand e penditures on price promotions as a rc ntage of ales are high. raising 

pn e nsiti ity and encouraging consumers to wit h brand . 

• The credibility of national brand pnces IS low 

promotions. 

au e f frequent an d ep price 

• Nati nal brand expenditures on advertising as a perc ntage of sales are low. 

2.1.t.- R tailer haracteri ti 

• The retailer is part of a stable oligopol and therefore ells nationaJ brand at r lati ely high 

price . 

• Th r tailer has the size and resources to inve tin high-quality private label de elopment. 

Raju. ethuramen and Dhar (1995) tudied the factors that influence the retailers d cision to 

introduce a store brand into a category. They showed that: 

(I) tore rands ar more likely to be introduced into categories here price competition 

b p, een the national brands is low (becaus margins will tend to be high r); and (2) the 

number of national brands is high (which implies that introducing a tore brand will have 

I s impact on margins). 

More receotl Dhar and Hoch ( 1997) undertook a large-scale study of ho tore brand 

penetration varies across . . retailers. They argued that store brands are the onl brand for 
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\\hich Lh retail r mu t tak on all re pon ibilil) from d v I pm nt, ur ing. and v ar·h u ing 

to mer han i ing and mark ting. nlike d ision r tail rs tak a ut national brand . which in 

large m asur ar dri en by Lhe manufacturer · a tion • the retail r play a mor d t rminant 

rot in th ucce s or failure of its wn label. Bas don data fr m "'4 fo d atcg ri for 1 6 

maJor up rmarket chains operating in the large t 50 r tail m rk t in the ... th 

that: 

how d 

l. rai l chain strategy in terms of commitment to quality br adth of pri at lab I fli rings, 

u of own name for pri ate label a premium brand offering. and numb r of tor 

enhance th retailer store brand p rformance in alJ categorie . 1 o. the tent t which the 

r tai l r erves a customer base containing less wealth and more elderly bou holds and 

operate in Je s competitive markets impro es the performance f the tore brand. 

- · R tail r promotional support can significantl enhance private Lab l perfonnanc . 

3. Retai lers often use national brands to draw customers to th ir stores. Retailers ' h pursue 

this traffic building trategy usuaJiy carry more national brands de per a sortment . an offer 

better e eryda (lower price gap and promotional price on national brands. Ea h of thes 

action work again t the r tailer s own brands, highlighting the important balancing act the 

retailer must p rform to profitably manag the ale r enu and margin mix in each at g ry. 

t the same time adding a higher quality premium store brand program rna mitigat this 

trad -off. 

4. ~ hen retailers obtain more than their fair share of a ategory (high catet:>ory d elopment 

index:. DT , they al o do much b tt r \l ith private Jab Is. 
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:. From the national brand· p rsp tiv , encouraging th r tail r to arry more brand and 

J per as rt:ments may b the mo t effective way t k ep t re brand in heck. Th 

imp rtanc ariables. howe er, may depend on the national brand's mark t p ition. 

For xample, a cat gory leader rna be glad to a ri m tor brand share if it m at the 

exp n of one of its econdary national brand camp titor . 

. Th exact impact of most of the variables depends on the under! ing quality of store brands 

in a category. When store brand quality i high camp titian at the retail and brand level are 

more important. as are variables capturing economies of scale and scope enjo ed by the 

retailer. Tn contrast demographics associated with consumer price sensitivity matt r more in 

low quality categories. 

7. Finail , premium store brands offer the retailer an a enue for responding to the national 

brand· ability to cater to heterogeneous preferences. Tbi appears more likely in categories 

where store brands already offer high quality comparable to the national brand . 
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2.15 a t \ hich F ter tb Re ur nc of t r Brand · 

The nine mo imp rtant f fa tor a cording to Dhar t al 1 97 that xplain the dev I pm nt 

and growth of di tributor's brands are pre en ted below. 

I. Pr fit ar~n 

The need for profit margin is probably th first reason r tail rs d lop their brand . H d and 

David on 19 ~)affirm that increa ed price promotion acti ity on national brand has r due d 

gro margins for retailers resulting in greater interest in private brands as an opportunity for 

attaining satisfactory margins. 

On the other hand, a hlgher gross margin from a brand obviou ly do not guarante a gr ater 

net profit because "th re are usually additional storing, selling, pr motion purchasing and other 

cos connected with the development of an owned brand". The need for distribution fficiency 

has I d distributors to sol e such problems. The first solution was to increase star space and 

acquire more stores operating under the same name or ownership. As a result, r tailers 

d eloped the capacity to write off costs advertising promoti n purcba ing, torage, etc.) 

o er a larger numb r of outlets. econd Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) h lped reduce 

in entor -carrying costs a well as the lead-time needed to adapt to d namic mark t onditions. 

EDI also help d them link up with suppliers and resellers, either up tream or downstream the 

value chain. uch inter-organizational links impacted on their procurement pra tic s and Jed to 

inventory management efficiencies. 
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ontr I 

A m r market driven approa h to mer handi ing b m ret i le 

f r the proliferation f djstribut r ' brands (Hyde and David n. l 

i menti ned a r a n 

5 . Pri vale rand re1le t 

th r tai l r's interpr tation of con umer n ds. The brand re part f trat gic marketing 

plan . ' hich ha e the bjecti e f b tter targetin::. customer and differential the r t il r fr m 

its competitors. Thi has enabled the retailer to mo e awa from being a imple rd r t ker f 

manufa turers' brand . 

Greater freedom in pricing and in promotional acti ities as well as the desire to offi r pr ducts 

fa quali ty adapted to customer de ires i a reason for a di tributor to offi r hi wn brand. 

R tailer ex rcise greater control in their offering in order tom et their strategic obj ti es and 

consum r demand . The distributor feels the need to adapt hi pr ducts to his mark t and h 

has a pri ileged position to do o. He is closer to ills customers than the manufacturer. fn om 

case . distributors ha e seen th pportunity of introducing a bran that would appeaJ to a 

mark t s gment. In orne cases it is the lower incom segment that i fir t targeted. 

fterwards the distributor moves to a ari ty of brands app aling to a broad r eli nt le with its 

premium brand . Distributor 'brands ha e changed the nature f retailing and who I aling and 

pu bed di stributors into a manufacturing role through backward integration. 

\\ ith pri ate lab I the retailer se k to differentiate itself fr m the competition and pro id 

umquen · and e clu ivity 10 the customer (Fernie and Pierre, 1996; Ilyde and David on. 

198- ). Retailers ar homogenou in their merchandise re ource color styles, a rtments, 

price points presentation en ironment. and store layout (H de and Oa idson I 85 . Pri ate 
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brand are al en as a wa · of taking c ntrol o th hannel and t achiev diff renti ti n. 

R tailer hav b en u ing brand manag m nt t hniqu an ppl ing th m t th ir t re . 

1 h ) are using th ir own brands to r in force stor image. to pr alt . an 

pr ent in th consumer' mind eahy 1987 . Thi ha r ult d in iverting I •alt fr m the 

brandt the ·t re, but not to specific brands. Leahy 1987 argu that stor branding i n as 

a olution to differentiate a stor from the competition and to guarant e a r turn on the 

mv tment. Lo alty to the store is s en to stronger and more Ia ting than lo alt for an 

indi idual pr duct or s rvic 

Di tributor ' brands are being u ed to give customer a choice among a ran 0 e of price . Th 

brands ha e also stimulated impro ements in product choice and quality. The pri ate brand 

all w the retailer to respond quickly to market conditions and t have some c ntrol \: here hi 

brand should b positioned in market. A distributor' brand all s the reta iler to fill gap m 

product assortment that the manufacturer has neglected Leahy, 1987 . 

3. Tecbnol gical Improvement 

Pr du t inno ation ha e come from manufactur r rather than from di tributor . The 

manufacturer ha generally a sumed ta k of stimulating and creating generic d mand, for 

ncouraging the acceptance b the public of new types of pr duct . 

Di tributors' brands ar usuall mark ted once th g neric demand for the produ t has been 

ta lished. Distributors· de ign opportw1istic policies n th basis of price pr ad and profit 

pot ntiaJ. dvertising of a manufacturer's brand helps s IJ pri ate brands by xpanding generic 
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man Th di tributor wait until olid demand has b n d ,. I pe and then ff r i · wn 

pnvat rand. comparable in quality to the national brand but at l w r price. ln me c e , 

di tributors al put gr at efforts t pr m t en at a national l v I. th ir wn brand . 

Th as umption that distributors ar not product inno ators i due t the en rmou 

to Lh r arion and de elopm nt f nc' produ ts an 

t nc ded 

th t this 

dev lopment implies. nee the gen ric demand is well d elop d and the technol gy becomes 

more wide spread, di tributors' brands begin to app ar. 

I loch 1996 states that manufacturing technology f O\' n rand uppli r ha incr a ed 

dramatically since 1970. Man private brand retailers have incr asingly mo ed up cale. They 

have r legated the low quality brands to either white lab I generics or ha e tablished a 

di tin t second tier distributors brand. With time, pri ate lab l suppliers have b n able to 

1mpro and acquire technology that help them manufacture go d quality brand at a b tter 

price ompared to their national brand counterparts. 

Hoch and Banerji ( 1993) mention that distributor ' brands DJOY more succes m product 

ategories \' here quality Levels are high and ariability of the quality is low. Thu a 

di tributor s brand is more successful when it is of a high quality and the ariation of the 

quality vis-a- i other brands in the category is small. This concept is linked with the pri ate 

label ·upplier's ability to improve and acquire the right technology to produce th g ds and to 

re pect quality tandards. If barrier to obtain the t chnology ar high, it i more di ficult for 

the uppliers to get into the busines of manufacturing pri ate brands for distributors. 
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R tail ha\'e creat d phi ·ti at d privat label d velopment d partmen and haY f rmed 

trong partner hip ' ith upplier for d veloping c mpl tel) n '' pr duct . retail 

on ntrat1 n increase . pri at brand inno ati n i al o b und t in rease. 

In the U . th xist nee of excess manufacturing capacit ha ncouraged manufa turer of 

e tabli hed brand to ace pt th bu iness of pri at lab I program yd and Da id n. 19 5 . 

From another persp cti e. Leahy (1987) argues that O\\'rl brand ar in a b tter p ition to 

innovate b cause the cost of launching a new product is lower than for a manufa turer. Th 

di tributor does not have to bu distribution for his products. lie affirm that for an increasing 

numb r of sectors tore brands are the shorte t. ch ap st and most uccessful ne product 

devel pment route for the r tailer and the manufacturer. Th manufacturer lean t \ ards ri k 

aversion becau e of the enormous financial commitment needed for developing a product. 

4. Price Differential 

Previously, the price gap b twe n the t\J o typ s of brands ha b en a determinant of private 

lab I growth. Ho h and Banerji 1993) confirm d that for s m products. the narrow price 

pread has reduced the opportunity for a distributor to develop his own brand. Today the gap 

between raw materials and price of national brands ha created an pportunity for pri ate label 

penetralion in more product categories, some of which ar now dominat d by pr1 at label . 

The larger the price gap between a manufacturer and a di tributor" brand. the easi r it i for a 

di tributor to de elop it 0\1 n brand . 

Doyle 1993 says that during the 1 980s brand makers tried to cash in on the equity they had 
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b h up m th ir nam , ·er tim rather than ngaging in th ti\ iti that made them nati nal 

br.md : inn vation. pr du t difti rentiati n, image and r lation hip building. I early. 

manufa turer hav een incr asing pric o er time' hile ra' mat rial price hav in re 

at a l ' er rat . This ituation ha p rmitted the intr duction and devel pm nt f tr ng qu lit · 

di tri utors' brand . Di tributors ha e b en abl to co r all the extra c st f d el ping a 

di tri ut r s rand program. 

5. Pric en itivity 

Price nsitivity i belie ed to ha e an impact on own label al s. Hoch 1996 beli es that 

elderly consumer . Large hou eholds. as well a Black and Hi panic tend to be rn re pnce 

s n iti e and more prone to purchase a distributor's brand than a national one. Ho' ever. to 

attribute sales of di tributor ' brands only t pric sen itivit is shortsighted. To as ess the 

impact f private brands on such buyers would require the n ed to look at the t pe and I cation 

of r tai I e tablishments. on equently. shelf space tends to b allocated more to manufacturers' 

brand than pri ate ones. Based on this fact alone, one ' ould exp t that tore brand w uld be 

le popular among such consumers. The arne author ha ob erved that highl educated people 

tend bu more private brands becau e they are more infom1ed f the relative quality of the e 

brand . In addition. stores that are situated in areas with an educated population ha e in g neral 

mor belf space a ailable and ar part of a retail chain. a result, pri ate brand are more 

vi ibl in su h st res. 

n of the main reasons why customers buy mor and mor stor brands o er manufacturers' 

brand is the tactics u ed by the latter. Do le (1993 and Dhar and Hoch (1997) confirm that 
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thr ugh ut the ·ear f ombarding th ustom r with pric 

j umping from rand to rand \\hi h th a diffi ring tittl from n an lh r. 

The on urn r h · al develop d a high r n iti ity to pric di ferential . 

Dhar and H h 1997) argu that hea promotion of nation I brand ha a p itiY eff t on 

the gr • h of tor brand because high le eJs of prom ti n incr as on urn r pric 

nsi tivity. hi h in turn favors th store brands. Hyde and Oa i n ( 19 - tate that brand 

value has emerged a a k y-bu ing d terminant f today's highly educated cu tom r. lient 

do not r ly anymore on brand names only for verification of alu . 

6. c n mic Condition and tbe Bu ine ycle 

Certain conomic conditions and th business cycl ha e generally influenc d th p pularity of 

privat brands. ol et al. 1994) argu s that the declin in ec nomi condition timulates 

purcha e on th basis of price. This ituation fa ors th bu ing of a di tributor·s brand which 

i general! the price leader in its category. Di tributor ' brand are therefore clo I re lated to 

general conomic c nditions (Hoch and Banerji, 1993 . If a ust mer's purcha ing po er is 

high, h or she will t nd to prefi r a manufacturer brand. n the other hand, if a cu torner's 

purcha ing pow r is low, he or he will tend to prefer a pri ate brand. During go d c nomic 

tim sand high c nsumer exp ctation the customer is 1 s n itive to price differ ntials. 

Ho' e e::r, this tendency is not ah ay applicable to all customers and to all typ s f g ds. For 

pre tig products, the customer generall prefers national brands. For lo' implicati n product 

brand choice dep nd not only on disposable income or price en iti ity, but als on product 
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a' il bili y. H hand Ban rji 1 r pon d that in th event f de lin in bu ·ine a ti,·it) 

and m r d un mpl ym nt. m ondents ·p t d st rand to gain al . 1 h r i a 

ignifi ant correlati n n e n abl in om and th purcha f di tribut r 1 brand . 

p ifically. if tb u tomer ha a high I vel f di po in me. thi will fav r th ales of 

ar high wh n di p abl manufa turer ' brand . n the other hand, 

in orne i low. e p ially for gr eery goo eral auth r m ntion that to a I 

a r al lack of di po able incom . 

7 Retail on entration and Fav rable Market. ooditi n 

·ationaJ and pri ate brands are subject to differ nt market condition . ccording to 

Peter on ( 1992) ctors of the econom in ' hich manufactur r ' brands njo high al are 

highly oncentrated with much product differentiation. For exampl they m ntion '· in 1980-

19 I. four national brand manufacturers accounted for 8 '% of r tai I sal of brand d fo d 

pr ducts in 36 selected product classes and none was l than 60%". n the oth r hand. thes 

sam author tate · pri ate lab 1 food rnanufa turer op rate in market that ha tructural 

configuration that encourage rigorous price comp titian . Thi m an that. product 

di crentiation is practicaJl ab ent in th e markets. d rtising i done mo tl n a regional 

and local lev I with much emphasis on price (Conor and Pet r on. 1992). 

Quality difference betwe n a distributor s bran and a national ne a a group arc minimal. 

Manufa turing techn logy tends to be more standardized for cat gories in which distributor" 

rand are common onor and Peter on 1992). 
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h an Ban rji ( I 93 al menti n that if a high lev I f r t il n t pr nt in 

th • mark t, di tri ut r ' brand ar likely t app ar .. la ar tter p iti n d 10 

de I p and di tribute their O\m brand b cau o great r e 

firm ha\·e th capacit, to upport their v.n brands thr ugh tr ng t r ad rti ing. and their 

u ri r uppl chain manaoement exp rtis . Thi xp rti an b in storag r pr ur ment 

management. and in other logi tical service uch as inv ntory management and qui k re p ns 

y tern v hich are e s ntial for the ucce sofa distributor· brand program. 

Great r mark t cone ntration among fewer retailer has plac d them in a b tt r p ition to 

d \' lop their own pri ate brand programs. ales and p rformance of private label h e al o 

b n found to correlate to the di tribution of the brand in a larg retailer's specifi ar a (Hyde 

and Da idson, 19 5 . 

. on umer Perception of Private Brand 

Cu t m r' p rc ption of a di tributor s brand has b n changing er the ear . Th quality of 

a manufactur r's brand used to be sup rior to that of a tore brand, but now the qualit of u h 

pr uct i equi alent or catching up with the national brand . 

R a (1995 mention that merchants acros all channel hav develop d good quality and 

ound alue pri ate brand , man of hich can be comparabl to product marketed b 

branded manufacturers. Another factor that is affecting manufactures' brands negatively and 

di tribut r ' rands positi ely i the increasing consumers' skeptici m toward big bu ine s 

(notably manufacturers). 
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In a dition. on umers ar expr ing gr at r bu ing nfid n Lov ard n.:tail "r an 

ler . Di tributors ar not p rceived as "big bu in t L I ). r ult 

lh "two factors have pr uc d a hopp r " ho e lo aiL i t ugh r than rand wh e 

\\illingn s to try n w produ ts is great r". The con umer p rceive pri ate lab I a a tter 

\·alu . am quality product compar d to the national brand. Lack of differentiati n i th n a 

major probl m for manufacturers' brands. 

9. hifting Power in the Grocery Di tribution hain 

park ( 1997 argues that stor brands ha proven to b a good t ol in re-balan ing the po er 

relation hip b tween retailers and manufactur rs. As onor and Peterson 1992 p int out, 

pri at lab Is are highly pr sent in non-manufacturer d minat d markets. The pow r hift to 

groc ry retailers in the grocery distribution chain has promoted growth in term of numb r and 

qual ity for pri ate brands. 

Jap ( l 95) argues that r tailer are using store brand a a m ans to reduce retai ler ' 

d p ndence on manufacturers and as a weapon for channel control. tore brands ar thus u ed 

as on competitive tactic agajnst the manufacturer and as a marketing communicati n t ol for 

targ ting and keeping consum r . Benedict et al. ( 1997) ven go further b tating that stor 

brand reinforce th retailer s negotiating p sition is-a- i th manufacturers. Th y a that 

e\en a threat of a distributor introducing a new brand induces manu fa tures to make price and 

promotional concessions. 
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Th retailer h to have a reliable upplier for hi brand and therefi re. a ertain degree of 

,. ni al integration i needed. parks 1997) add that. retailer brand pr due ~r are highly 

1::;nifi ant partn rs in retail restructuring and some hav bee m major companie in th ir own 

righ1. B: effi cti el. working tog ther retailers and their pri ate rand manufactur r ha e 

hall nged existing vertical power relationships. tore brand ha e allowed orne rna s retailer 

to extra t more alue from their national brand manufacturer. uch action ha e im roved 

upply chain operations. 
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H R H 

.I Re a reb De i n 

Th1 tud was pl ratory and aimed at eliciting information n th growth f tor rands b 

r tail outlets in Ken a. It wa a cross-s ctional study of sup rm rk t in airobi in e tigating 

pracri relating to their own brands. survey was thus d med to b a uilabl re ear h 

d ign. 

3.2 Population 

Th target p pulation of int rest in this study included all sup rmarkets located within air bi. 

Though there is v as no comprehensive list of supermarkets ithin airobi, with a list btained 

from Pr tor & Allan and updated v ith one adopted b gatia (2000 from Brooksid Dair 

limited, langat (1995 and Karemu (1993) from K C Dairy limited a list of I 0 up rmark t 

r ult d (Appendix 2 . The e were deemed to be in order of iz a they were rank d according 

to ale olume by th resp cti firm to the supermark ts . 

. . 0 ampling 

3.3.1 The ample unit 

The population of 180 supermarkets wa cla sified into three categori 

1l1e ftr t 20 ' ere clas ified a large supermarket. 

The n xt 60 were cia sified a m dium ized supermarkets. 

The last 1 0 were classified as small superrnark ts. 
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Thl tion \\ n th a} v tum btained fr m Pr t r ' II n. \\hi h ell 

f t m \ ing con urn r g . 1 upermark 1 that ar it maj r di -rributi n chann 1. Karemu 

( 199., ). Lag t ( 1 5 and gatia 2000 ad pt d th am m th f cia ifi ali n. 

3.3.2 ample ize 

Fr m the_ upermarkets classifi d as larg . all v er picked ft r the stud . inc ac rding t 

1urphy ( 1990). ize of the retail out! t i a major determinant of going into pri at labeling. 

ut of the 60 classified as medium sized 30 ere pick d random! . For the r maining 100 

Ia jfied as small a ample of 10 upermarkets w r picked randomly for lh tudy . total of 

60 up rmarkets constituted the sample for this study. 

1ot : the ab e clas ification was purely for the purpo es of sampling and did not ha e 

any mat rial significance in the analysis of the data coli cted. ince th supermark t had b en 

cia sified into size. the background information ought to rify this classifi ation. Thi wa 

through responses on trading spa e number of emplo ees number of departments. numb r of 

bran he and the checkout-counters. 

II th supennarket constituting the ample were conta ted . Out of th int nde 60 

up rmarkets. 38 (6 .33%) re pond d positively. 7 ((11 .67% declined t participate citing 

differ nt reasons and were therefor not intervie ed nor v as a que tionnaire I fl ii r them to 

fill. 1- (25% did not respond in either way after qu tionnair wer left for them to fill and 

r lh r spond nt to pick later. Po tponement of agreed dates meant th researcher could not 

per uade th respondents further as this was seen to mean unv illingness to r pond to the 

qu tionnaire by the respondents. 
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ns rate ar hown in the ta I b to" : 

Table 3.0 Response Rate 

urce: Research findings 

ol : humi and akumatt. th t\J o I ading sup rmark t hain m airobi are includ d 

amono the respondent . 

The r p nse rate of 63.33% as deemed sufficient forth study. om pared t oth r tudi on 

uperrnarkets in K nya, Langat 199-) achi ed a respon Karemu 

(19.., a ru ed 55%. 

3.-t Data ollection 

Data was collected by m ans of a questionnaire app ndix 1 . The e " er lf-admini tered 

wh re possible otherwi e th 'drop and pick-up later' m tho v a u d. Th qu ti nnaire wa 

targ ti ng senior managers in the supermarkets and que tion were d rived fr m literature 

re\'i w on pri ate labels. The que tionnaire consisted of both p n and clos d end qu stions 

tha wer aimed at getting primary data from the corres ond nts. The qu stionnair had four 

cti n . ection one containing bighl tructured que tion targeted t captur p cific 

upermarket data. ection two had moderate! structur d op n and closed question . aimed at 

capturing the awareness of private labeling and the reasons f going into pri at labeling. 

ction three aimed at briefly establishing the g neral pra tic of mark ring b th retailers 

while lli ng their own brands where as section four sought to capture the challeng r tailers 
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fa while intr u ing and managin their own brand . 

ata • naly i 

Data u of d scripti e tati ti m re table . perc~ntage . 

pr p rtions, frequ nci . and means. a tor anal i " as u in analyzing data. It w to 

id mify the construe that underlie the observed ariables. It i lated and climinat d ari ble 

that did not eem to b I ng to the r t of the ariabl 

que tionnaire. tati tical packag for social sci nces p 

in addre sing u tion 15 f th 

) was b u ed to p rform actor 

anal_ si . Descriptive tatistics enabled the research r to summarize and organize data in an 

ffecti e and meaningful way as the provided tool for cribing collection f tati tical 

ob ervations and reducing information to an und r tandable form . 

. -.1 Fa tor ana ly i o erview 

Factor analysis is a systematic. tatistical procedure u ed to uncover relation hips amongst 

,. raJ variabl s. It is u ed to unco er th latent structure (dimensions of a t f ariabl . It 

reduces attribute pace from a larger number of ariabl to a mailer numb r of fa t r and a 

u h is a "n on-dep ndent'' procedure that is, it d s n t assume a d p ndent ariabl i 

pecified . 

An Exploratory factor analysis (EF ) which seeks to uncover the underlying tru tur of a 

relatiY I_ large set of ariables ' as d emed to be relevant for this stud . The re archer' a 

priori a sumption was that any indicator rna be associated with any factor. This i th most 

common form of factor analysis. There i no prior theory and one uses factor loadings to intuit 

the factor structure of the data. 
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Th • fa tor xtra tion m th d adopt d for thi tu w Prin ipal m nent an ly i . 

Pfln ip om nent anal. i (P by far th mo t c mm n form of fa t r nat. i . It 

· a lin ar combination o ariabl uch that the maximum varianc i xtra ted fr m the 

vanable . It th n r m ve thi arianc and eks a ec nd linear c mbinati n. ''hich explain 

th mru imum pr portion of th remaining arianc . and o on. a r suit, u ing Lhi m th 

enable · th factor loadings t be higher, which 1 ad to greater int rpr tability. 

Re earchers have also given indicators as to the minimum ample size to conduct a fa tor 

anal i . orne of them sugg t that the ra6o of sample siz t number of ariable should 

range between 2:1 through to 20:1(Darlington: 2000). For question 15 of the qu lionnair the 

ratio f sampl size to number of ariable is 3.3:1 th refore meeting the minimum 

requirements. 

The factor analysis for this research was conducted using the statistical packag P Version 

9.0. ln it procedure, rotation is applied to identify meaningful factor names r de criptions. 

rotation. ' hich r quir s that the factors remain uncorrelated, i an rthogonal rotati n. ' hile a 

rotation. v hich requires the fa tors to be correlat d, is called blique rotation. F r thi study. 

orthogonal rotation using arimax was applied. This i becau varimax yi ld re ults that 

make it as eas as possible to identify ach ·ariable with a single factor. It minimiz s th 

numb r of ariable that have high loadings on any one giv n factor. Each factor v ill tend to 

have either larg or small loadings of particular variabl s on it. Orthogonal r tation 'as 

therefore done to re-orient the factor loadings so that the factor " ould be mor interpretable 

(Bryan. 1997). 
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II P R R 

.t. T L D 

4.1 in din tail . 

In Lhi tion. th ata from th ompl t d qu tionnair \ ummarize and pr nt d in 

th form of tab! s an mean cores. Furth r. fa t r anal arri d ut to r du th 

number f factor that the r tailers deem important IUle g ing int pn at lab ling. h 

whole ampl as analyzed first. Th res arch r int ntion was t th 

own r hip and siz . ize ' as to b m asured in t rm of trading pac (all branche , number 

of mpl ye , numb r of d partrnents number of branche and th number f heck ut 

counter . Ownership had be n deftned as local . foreign or local and for ign. 

ar of tabli hment of the upermarket 

urce: Research findings. 

Fr m th table, it can b noted that most of th up rrnarket 31 (84%) ar r lativ I ung 

ha\ ing be n e tablish during and aft r the 1980 . 

Ia ification of up rmarket in to ize 

All resp ndents "8 ga e th outlets approximate IZ a requested and thi wa d emed 

utricient enough to allov [I r the classification of the utlets u ing this ru a ur . Th ariation 

in Lh numb r of empl yee and branches was big indicating a ignificant differenc in the iz 

of th outlets. The ariation in the number of departments and number of che kout counters 
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" m Jl an that me o th upermark t . \ hi h ha arli r e n l ifi d a· large and had 

m ) bran h did not i lo e lh numb r f he kout c unt r . or thl tud 

t tJl tra ing pa e. number of mpl and numb r of branche w re d pt d a 

n lrmatory measure f iz m the upermarket had b n r iou ly Ia ilted). 

Table:4.2 Distribution by size of trading space in square feet 

Size (range) Frequency Percentage 
upto 2000 2 5 
2001-5000 10 26 

5001-10000 4 11 

10001-15000 3 8 
15001-20000 5 13 

20001-25000 5 13 
25000-30000 3 8 
3000 1 and above 6 16 

Total 38 100 

ource: Re earch findings. 

The re ults abo e indicate that 2 (5% of the supennarkets have a total trading space of I 

than 2.000 square fe t, while 36 95% of the supermarkets had total trading pac falling 

ab ve 2.000 square feet. Th trading space was ranging from 00 to er 300,000 quare feet. 

C mparing this with th literature definition of sup rmark t a t r with at I ast 2 00 q ft. f 

trading spac , we can conclude that 36 (95%) of the ampl tudied can b re!i rr d to a 

upermarkets. The r maining 2 5% are commonly referr d to as mini- up rmark ts, and 

don· t qualify according to the definition. Howe er, for the analysi in this tudy tb were 

in lud d and will be cat gorized as b ing small supermark t . 

Th Yerage trading space was found to b 15 700 sq. ft. Thi can also be used t classify the 

permarkets. The major limitation to this classification h we er. is that th bigger 

su nnarkets with o er 30.000 sq. ft. may have inflated the a erage. Thus I 4 (37% are large 
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\ h e _4 6 % ar lassifi d a ith r medium or mall up nnark t . 

jz in t rm f th number f emplo e 

For the i 1cation of upermarket in tenns I numb r f mploye , th JZc c de. 

Ken) an tandard a cording to dir ctory of industry, 19 6 ' a d pl d. 

T bl : 4. Di tribution b th number f emplo ee 

Employe s Frequenc Percentage Clas code 

~ -19 13 34 A 

20~9 8 2 1 B 

1 -o-99 7 18 c 

100-199 3 8 0 

200~99 4 II E 

Ov r 500 
.., 

8 f .) 

Total 38 100 

l 
Sourc : Research findin s .. g 

Th literatur reviewed was lacking in terms the criteria for cia ifying up rmark ts in to 

small medium and large supermarket . The ize code cia b directory of in u trie \: a 

th r for u d to categoriz up rmarkets in terms of th numb r of employe r. 

re earchers in this field ha e not str ed classification of up rmark ts in tenn f th numb r 

of employees. Their classification has been on th basis of trading space numb r f h ckout 

counters the sales turno er. mix of merchandise and th mode of selling. ince the ampling 

fram a based on a list of supermarket alread clas ified according the sal lume (see 

App ndix 2)· this ub-di ision will act to ary the earlier subdivision in term of sales 
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\' tum . 

Jar:e t upermarket hain in 1(, n a \\ith 20 branch . 

Fr m th abov tab! w can c nclud that 21 -%) f the u rmarket tudi d re mall. 

whit 17 45% are larg sup rrnark t . Thi i with th as umption that up rmark t \\ith I 

than ·o emplo_ e ar mall and those with o er 50 mpl . cs ar large. imilar r edure 

wa done fo r the number of branches. 

Ta le: 4.4 n· tribution b number of branches 

1 Bran he Frequenc Percentage 

I 16 42 

2 9 24 

"' 7 18 .) 

4 and o er 6 16 

Total 38 100 

Source: Research findjn s. g 

The re ul (from the table above indicate that most of th sup rmarkets 16 42%) tudied 

w r single branch supennarkets. The respondents attributed this to the relative! 

und rd eloped retailing indu try in Kenya which they aid has expand d rapid! in the Ia t 

fe\\ year . 9 (24%) had two branches, 7 18% had thre branche while 6 16%) had o er 4 

bran he . The average num er of ranch for all up rmarkets a found to b 2.07. Taking 

thi thre ho ld, the sup nnarket can be d1vided into larg 13 34%) ha ing o er thre branche . 

and 25 66% a being mall or medium sized supermarke . 
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-U .l umm ry f i tributioo f upennark t by iz 

Table :4.5 Distribution of supermarkets by size 
s1ze dimension Large Small &Medium 
Trading space 14 24 
[Number of emloyees 17 21 
[Number of branches 13 25 
Average 15 23 
Source: Research findm s g 

Th abo\'e finding onfinn the pr ious classification by al lum and IZ in term o 

trading pac . 

4.2 Finding n up rmarket Pr file 

Table: -t6 Di tributioo b r the year of re pondeot job experience. 

ource: Research fmdings. 

fajority of tho e wh respond d 16 (42%) had worked with the upermarket for I than t\1 o 

ear . Thi is due to the fact that mo t of th sup rmarke ar young ith a majority ha ing 

b en e tabl ish d in th lat 1990s. 

Table: 4.7 o~ ner hip of the upermarket 

i) Local I ii) Foreign Iii) Local and foreign 

N ! Valid 37 0 1 
I Missing 1 138 37 

urc : Re earch findmgs. 

ut of th thirty-eight supermarkets that responded p sitivel t the que tionnair , thirty-

ev n (97.4% were locally owned wh reas only on (2.6% was said to b both local and 
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for i~n O\ n d. Th re ,. a n up rmarket that rep rt d t b wholly rei .... n and m t the 

lare upermark t wer [! und to b ofKen of ian rigin. 

~.3 f privat Labeling trat 

Th r ponden w re manager , dir ctor or ovm r of the re p ti up rmarket tu ied. 

Table: 4. ver heard fa pri ate label/ tore brand? 

Response Yes No 

N 
Valid 21 15 
Missing 17 23 

Source: Research findin s. g 

Twenty-one 5~.3% ofthe managers said they had heard ofpri ate lab Is or private brands. 

Fifteen (39.5% reported that they had never heard about a private brand or a tor brand. This 

could be attributed to literacy levels of those managing th supermarkets and th fa t that up r 

mark ting is a new cone pt in Kenya having taken root in the 1970 . wo (5.3%) ofthe 

supermarkets did not gi e an answer to this question. 

m of the re pondents came to know of the store brands after the re earch r ga e a 1 cal 

example to faci litate furth r response to the question . However, it can be said that a majorit 

of th r pondents kn w what a store brand i from th brief definition outlined b th m in 

an w ring question eight of the questionnair . AJI the twenty-one 55.3%) respondents ga e 

~hat\ ould generally e referred to as right definition of a tor brand a outlined in tb 

lit rature. Th response are summarized in the table below: 
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Ta I: 4. finiti o br ndl Priv te Lab I 

0\\11 nam 

for the r tailer 4 

und r outlets name. 

greement to manufacturer and 5 24 

hav products brand d with outl ts 

nam . 

Brand d products that are store 1 5 

Total 21 100 

Table: -'.10 upermarket offering for sale product under th outl t pecific name. 

Response Yes No 
NIValid 15 23 
'I Missing 23 15 

Source: Research findin g. 

Fifte n 39.5% of the respondents had products selling und r the outlet specific nam . Th 

r maining twenty-three (60.5%) had not started Jab ling pr duct und r the utlets pecifi. 

name. 
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able: .11 ri in \\hi h r tail r are llin pr duct und rth ir wn name. 

ponse Confect• 
Frozen So drinks/ 

Grocery food/ Beverage/ Stationary Dairy 
Apparel 

onery 
Ve etables Bottled Water (Ciothmg) 

\' alid 
12 2 4 2 1 1 0 0 

26 36 34 36 37 37 38 38 

There ' ere few cat gories into which the supermarket had pr ducts se1Jin0 under th ir own 

name. Tv. el e 31.6% of the thirty-eight whore ponded po iti ly had products in the gr ery 

car gory. Tw 5.3% bad products in the confectionery category while four I 0.5% were 

s llmg pr ducts in the frozen food/ getables category. Two f th upermarket \ re s !ling 

pr duct in the oft drink Be erage/ Bottled water wherea one (2.6%) of the upermarkets 

was elling products in the stationary and personal care categories resp cti I . o 

upermarket was reported to be selling products in the dairy, appar lor any other category. 

Manag r from the fifteen upermarkets that reported to b elling products und r the outlet 

name. were able to list almost all of the products they wer s lling apart from th fi w who bad 

a v,ide ariety of products esp cially in the grocery category and pecificall th c r al . On 

of the respondents classified some of the cereals sold und r the outlets name as "Indian foods" 

wh1ch the researcher perceived to be mainly bought by K nyans of Asian origin . All the 

pr uct were correctly named starting v itb the outlet name and followed b a dim rent name 

m tly the category name. In the grocery category. rno t of the products sold under the utlet ' 

name w re cereals like ric , beans, and the pea ariety. Other products offered for sale were 

sugar and salt. 
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nu tion ry cat gory w re mainlv ak and h\ fth 

hug· up rmarket an th ther \J as a medium ized up rmark t. o t f the pr du t ld 

un r the frozen fo dJ egetable category wer mainly fr h farm pr duce like kale· . pina h. 

u urn , orange to name just but a [i w which w r pack d in packets ha ing th uti t 

nam . and a tick r pecif ing the particular product. Mo t f the produ t had th utlet 

nam followed by the general or the category nam on the e tick r . 

Onl) one of th large supermarkets was elling stationary und r it own name. and the e wer 

loo e vvriting pads and fool caps. On supermarket wa reported to be selling paper rvienes 

lhat were clas ified under the personal car pr duct category. 

Table .t:12 elling own pr duct- under a different name other than the outlet name. 

Response Yes No 

N I Valid 3 35 
I Missing 35 3 

;ource: R search findin g 

Only thr e (7.9%) f the thirty-eight supermarkets that r p nd d positive! had produ t 

elling under a different name other the supermarkets nam . Thirty-fi e (92.1 %) did not have 

an} produ ts selling under a different name from the supermarket sp cific nam . 
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e: 4.13. Th cat aorie that retail r eU 
c oam. 

d und r • diff r nt nam th r than th ou tl t 

Soft drinks/ I 

. nse Grocery Confectionery Frozen food/ Beverage/ Stationar Personal care Apparel 
Vegetables Bottled water y I products 

Da1ry 
(Ciothmg) 

a lid 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 _1 0 
lissing 36 37 38 38 38 38 38 138 

Source: Re ear h findin s g 

Of th three sup rmarkets \i ho were sell ing products und r a diffi r nt name oth r than th 

outl ts specific name. two 66.7% or 5.3% of the total respondent were in th 

gro ry category. Only one 33.3% or 2.6% of th total populati n w re in th 

confi ctionery category. There wer no supermarkets offering for sale products in an other 

ateg ry under a different name oth r than the outlets specific name. 

4.4 The rea on of going into Private Branding 

This ubsection as m asuring extend to which supermark ts would onsid r ( r nsid red) 

the arious factor as being important bile going into pri at labeling. 

Table: 4.14. The relative importanceofprivate labeling to retaiJers. 
I Std. 
Factors 

N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Deviation 

1 :High profits 38 3 5 4.05 .84 
2:High sales margin 38 3 5 4.16 .72 
3:Autonomy in Carrying out 

38 1 5 3.29 1.06 
business 
4:Controlling prices of other brands 38 1 5 3.21 .99 
S:Expansion of retail outlet 38 2 5 4.08 1.00 

6:1ncreasing market share 38 2 5 3.95 .87 
?:To differentiate the store 38 2 5 3.89 .95 

S:Win customer loyalty 38 3 5 4.32 .57 

9:Reduce cost of supply 38 2 5 3.87 .93 

1 O:lntemalize decision making 38 1 5 3.45 .95 

11 :Fill in gaps neglected by 
38 1 5 3.61 .86 

manufacturers 
12:Controlling the distribution 

38 1 5 3.18 1.01 
Lchannel 
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i3:The increase in price between 
38 1 5 4 OS 87 , National and Private brands 

14:Consumer price sensitivity to 
38 3 5 1 62 pnce differentials 4 32 

15:General state of economy and 
38 3 5 3.95 66 business cycle 

16:Economies of scale 38 2 5 3.74 89 
17:Consumers awareness of 
quality of manufacturer and store 38 2 5 3.89 .76 
brand 
18:Shift of channel leadership from 

36 1 5 3.25 1.08 
, manufacturers to retailers 
Valid N (list wise) 36 

ource: Research findin s Mean score is on a 5 g p oint cal e. 

It i evident from the tabl above that supermarkets considered tb importance of the ariou 

fa tors of going into pri at lab ling to varying degrees. 

Higher profits had a mean of 4.05, which can be cla sifted as imp rtant. High sale margin with 

a mean of 4 . 16 wa classified as being important whit going into private lab ling. The 

autonom in carrying out business wa seen as being fairl imp rtant with a mean cor of 

3.29. The managers saw going into private labeling for purpo e f expanding the r tail outlet 

as being important with a mean of 4.08 just as increa ing the mark t shar \ hi h had a mean 

All these factor tudied wer reported as b ing ither fairl important to being important. The 

mo important of the were winning customer loyalty and the c nswners pric ensiti ity to 

pri e differentials bet\! een the brands both of which had a mean of 4.32. Tb lea t important on 

the other hand was the desire to control th distribution channel by introducing own brands 

which bad a mean score of 3 .18. ( ee table 4.15 belo . 
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Th reason of oing into pri ate lab ling are therefor rank d in the table l w: 

T I : -l. l - R pon eon the R lative Imp rtanc of ino int Pri~vate a ling 

I Factors 
N 

1 :Win customer loyalty 38 
2:Consumer price sensitivity to 

38 
price differentials 
3.High sales margin 38 
3:Expansion of retail outlet 38 
S:High profits 38 
6:The increase in price between 

38 
National and Private brands 
?:Increasing market share 38 
8:General state of economy and 

38 
business cycle 
9:To differentiate the store 38 
10:Consumers awareness of 
quality of manufacturer and 38 
store brand 
11: Reduce cost of supply 38 
12:Economies of scale 38 
13:Fill in gaps neglected by 

38 
manufacturers 
14:1 ntemalize decision making 38 
15:Autonomy in Carrying out 

38 
business 
16:Shift of channel leadership 

36 
from manufacturers to retailers 
17: Controlling prices of other 

38 
brands 
18:Contro lling the distribution 

38 
channel 

~ 

Mean cor rank don a) pomt scale. 
our : Re earch findings 

Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 

3 5 4.32 .57 

3 5 4.32 .62 

3 5 4.16 .72 
2 5 4.08 1.00 
3 5 4.05 .84 

1 5 4.05 .87 

2 5 3.95 .87 

3 5 3.95 .66 

2 5 3.89 .95 

2 5 3.89 .76 

2 5 3.87 .93 
2 5 3.74 .89 

1 5 3.61 .86 

1 5 3.45 .95 

1 5 3.29 1.06 

1 5 3.25 1.08 

1 5 3.21 .99 

1 5 3.18 1.01 
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4 . .:" Th practi f privat Jab Jino 

h rwh lming maj rity 3 I ( 1.6% f th manag r beli v t re brand 

h uld mphasiz pri . promotion and qual it of the stor 

lling a tore brand. the tore hould emphasize on it qual it . _ -.3% r p ndent felt the 

st re h uld emphasize on th pric . one of the manag r n a a fa t r to b 

mphasized on its own. e table 4.16 below 

T bl 4 16 Wh t h ld th t h . h tr 't a e : a s. ou 1e s1 ore emp astze w eo se mg us own b d? ran IS . 

Response a : p rice b: promotion c: qua lity 
d : A combination of a ll 
these 

N !Valid 2 0 3 31 
I Missing 36 38 35 7 

Source: Re earch fmdin s. g 

Table: 4 .17. Which group of cu to mer hould be targeted with tore brand ? 

lResponse A: Lower end B: Middle class C: Upper-class 0 : All customers 

N jValid 0 5 0 30 
I Missing 38 33 38 8 

ource: Research findmgs. 

u tion 17 sought to fmd out hich gr up of cu tom r th up nnarkets would targ t itb 

their own brands. Both those who had started and th who had n private lab I in place gave 

their iews with regard to the target market. 

From the tabl abov . thirty 78.9%) of the respondent reported that store brand hould b 

targeting all customers. This fa t was attributed to the n d b the supermarket t mcrease 

reported that the store should target to serve tbe middle le el cu t mer ,vjth their t re rands. 

ne of the managers e pounded on this, and aid that ince majority of the resident of airobi 
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are in th middl Ia , and that th up rmarket w uld be int r t d in rna. · imizin~ n the 

p i and sal margin, then targ tin the middle I would the mo t prud nt d i ion. 

n of the ·up rrnarke w uld b " illing t targ t th I wer nd r the upp r I 

e. usiv ly. as th w re d med not to be pr fitable n ugh. 

ble4.18 R tail r c mpar· n of th ir produ t and c mp ting brand (e p cially manufacturer 

1:Quality 2:Features 3:Packaging 4:Design 4 :Variety 5:Services 
?:Brand 
name 

15 15 15 15 15 15 15 
23 23 23 23 23 23 23 
3.93 3.80 3.60 3.93 3.93 4 .13 3.73 
4 3(a) 3(a) 3 4 4 3 

.80 .77 .83 .88 .59 .74 .96 

3 3 2 3 3 3 2 
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

5=Very superior, 4=Superior, 3=Neither 

n average the r tail rs who had tarted private labeling trategy fi It that th ir pr du t " er 

almo t uperior in terms of quality with a mean of 3.93, fl atures 3. 0), pa kaging 3.60), 

D ign .93 Vari ty 3.93) and brand name (3.73). ervic s w re rat d being up rior to 

tho e ofcomp titor with a mean of4.13. 

Table : 4.19 pricing of private label . 

l Responses 1: Very low 2: low 3: Neither high nor low 4: High 4 : Very High 

l 
Valid 2 9 4 0 0 

I Missing 36 29 34 38 38 
Source: Research findin g 

It 1 e\id nt from th table abo e . that tho e upermark t that had pri ate labeling programs in 

pia e con idered the prices of their products a being gen rail low. 2 (5.3% of the respondents or 
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r·. o of tho e '' ho had private lab I on idered heir produ a lling at Cf) I ' pri e . 9 

(- ~~o f th total re pond n or 60% of tho e ~' ith privat lab I con id red the pri of th ir 

pr ate Ia I a being lo\ . 4 I 0.5%) or 26.7% of tho with pri at label reported their ric a 

1 ~ n ith r high nor lov . 'o re pondent reported the pri e of their store;: brand a eing high or 

\ '1 high. 

Table 4.20 Allocation of helf pace 

Response 1: Best 2: Better 3: Good 4 : Same 4 : Bad 6 : Worst 

N ' Valid 2 1 8 4 0 0 

I Missing 36 37 30 34 38 38 
Source: Re earch findin s g 

Th findings indicate that, tore brands are allocat d a good shelf pace than their c mp ting 

pr ucts. 2 5.3% of the respondents or 13.3% of tho e with pri ate labels rep rt d that th ir 

store brands are allocated th best shelf space. 1 2.6% or 6. 7% of those ith tore brands 

re ned that their products ar allocated better shelf space while a majority 8 21.1 %) r 53.3% 

of those with store brands reported that their brand are allocated good shelf spac . 4 (I 0.5%) 

or 26.7% of tho e with stor brands reported that th ir brands ar allo ated the sam b lf space 

as the competing brands n n of the supermarkets reported as aJ I eating its pr ducts bad or th 

~ rst sh If space. Thi conforms to the researcher exp ctation U1at stor brand ar g nerally 

all ated a better shelf space than the comp ting brand . 
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T 4.21: Marketin Re ar h on produ t 

Response Yes No 
N !Valid 25 11 

j Miss ing 13 27 
ource: Re earch findmgs 

.., ( 1.4% of th re pond nts ga e answer to this qu tion but 1 2.6% did n t r p nd to th 

qu ·on on mark ring r search on produ ts. 25 65.8% report d that the marketing 

re bon products. 11 (28.9%) do not carry out marketing re earch on produ t . 

Table 4.22 Cu tomer urvey 

Response Yes No 

N jValid 31 5 
I Missing 7 33 

Source: Research findin g 

Thirry-six 94.7%) of the supermark ts re ponded to the questi n on custom r urve s. 31 

(81.6%) report d to be carrying out customer surveys while 5 ( 13.2%) do not carry out 

customer surveys. 2 (5.3%) did not respond to this qu stion. 

T ble 4.2 Frequency of cu to mer urvey 

Response i) Once 
ii) More 

iii) Every 
iv) Every Others: All the time 

than once 
two years 

three when customers 
a year 

a year years buy 

l Valid 0 30 0 0 1 
l Missing 38 8 38 38 37 

ource: Research findings . 

Of lhe thirty-one supermarkets that reported to be carrying out cu tomer surve s 30 78.9% 

carry out the pr cess more than one a year. 1 (2.6% of the supermarkets r p rt d that they 

carry out customer surveys on a continuous basis all the time hen custom rs bu . 
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Table: 4.241mportant factors in selecting suppliers of private labels. 
Descriptive Statistics 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std . 
Factors Deviation 

Producing quality products 
38 4 5 4 .58 .50 

1 consistently 
! ii} Financial soundness 38 1 5 4 .16 .89 

) Adequate capacity to meet 
38 3 5 4.32 .70 

current and future targets 
i ) Transport infrastructure for 

38 2 5 4.11 .80 
1 reliable delivery 
L v) State of production machinery 37 1 5 3.73 .87 
vi) Commitment to the 38 3 5 4.18 .69 

1 supermarket 
I vii) Flexibility to respond to short 

37 3 5 4.14 .79 
term market fluctuations 
viii) Ability to hold adequate 37 3 5 4.46 .73 I stock 
ix) A good marketing 37 1 5 3.49 1.28 
department 
x) Agreement to payment terms 38 2 5 4.45 .80 
Valid N (list wise) 35 

ource: Research findmgs. 
S=very important, 4= important 3=fairly important, 2=unimp rtant, 1 =totally 
unimportant. 

Producing quality products consistently is con id red by th retailers a b ing in b tween 

important and ery important while sel cting a supplier of astor brand with am an core of 

(4.- . Financial oundness i important with a mean score f 4.16 hereas an adequat 

capacity to meet current and future targets is slightly mor important with a m an of 4.32. 

Tran pon infrastructure for reliable d li ery is regarded as b ing imp rtant with am an of 4.11 

\vhile the suppli r s tate of production machjnery i e n as b ing lightly imp rtant with a 

man of 3.73 . Commitment to the supermarket 4.18. flexibility to re pond t 

flu tuations 4.14 ability to hold adequate stock ( 4.36) and agr ement to pa ment terms 4.45) 

are important while electing suppliers of store brands. A go d marketing departm nt ( .49) i 

fairly important with some of the respondents reporting it to be totally unimportant. 
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4.6 e b llena R tail encounter in Jntr ducing and Mana 'no th ir Brand 

. 1o of the manag rs wh re intervi wed indicated that tber w r myriad lem fi r 

tho who had staned and tho \l how r ab ut to ngage into th practice of pri at branding. 

Tabl : 4.2 - Pro b lem encountered' hen introdu m and mana m o' n brand . 

I 
CI) 
c ,_ 

· - «l) 
:ll ·-

0 0. 
.c g. 

U) 

Valid 5 
Missi 

33 ng 

c 
0 ...... 
5 
> c 

0 

0. 
ro 

14 

38 24 

16 

22 

Source: Re earch findinas t:> 

15 

23 

21 16 

17 22 

7 

-Ul 
v 
> 
.9 
0 C) 

- t v ..c 
~ 3 
Ul v 
111 en 
~G) 

0... 
,.-.. ._, 
:::: 
> 

31 

2 4 13 4 

36 34 25 34 

Twenty-fi e 65. %) of th respondents gave answers to this qu stion whi h was targ ting 

tho who had tarted or thos who about to start pri ate Jab ling programs. Thr (7.9% of 

tb upermarket conducted indicated that hey re at advanced stages of intr du ing their 

products and th refore an w red qu stion relating to the problem ncount r d in intr duction 

of their O'Wn brands. 

Five ( 13.2% of the re pond nts indicated that choosing a upplier wac; a problem. one 

indi ated keeping inventory as a probl m as the said that th tr at the product just as any 

oth r the recei e from the manufacturer in terms of ke ping record . apital was m ntioned 

b~ fourteen (36.8% of the r spondents who saw it as a limiting factor in ad ancing into other 
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p~ uct. On ftbe manager fa m dium iz d up rmarket mentioned th 

of kagin_, printing. and st rage. as a major bindran e to going into pri at lab ling. 

· : andard of the products was m ntioned b i.xte n 42.1% f the t tal r sp ndent . 

Thi was attributable to the retrulers' lack of direct c ntrol int the producti n and eli ery 

pr s as it falls yond the scop of th ir cor bu ine Marketing the pr duct v as 

me tioned as a problem by fifteen (39.5%) of the respondents. Thi was n a th pr ce of 

m asing the number of customers \! ho buy th se products. The cr ation of awar ne ab ut 

the outlet own products was mentioned by one of the managers as a major challeng v.hen 

tryino to seU more of their products. 

Twenty-one (55.3% of the respondents highlighted increased competition as a problem facing 

the uperrnarkets. Thi was een as the major problem as it was mentioned by majorit of th 

r ndents. Comp tition was seen a originating from a ariety of product imported at lower 

o . other supermarkets, th manufacturers and e en mall retailers who break th bulk and sal 

the oods in plain packages. One respondent gave an xplanation for thi ph nomenon as the 

mo ·varion by orne up rmarkets to copy what is already succes ful with orne lacking 

originality and thus crowding around one single idea and thi has led to increa ed c mpetition. 

The pressure to compete on price was a major challenge as report d by ixte n ( 42.1% f the 

supermarkets. This was majorly due to the fact that most the supermark ts w r lab ling 

products perceived to be commodities with no major visible differ nc in the yes of the 

consumer. thus leaving price as the only avenue to attract more customer to purcha e the 

61 



alue nsiti e customers. redu ed at gory gr wth, and er- opacity were 

m ned : some of tb r pondents as r asons forcing th m t r due f their 

O\\n rands. 

Pre ure to in e t elsewh r was reported b seven (18.4%) as a problem e pe iall whit 

introdu ing mm brands. The upermark ts cited that there exists many ways of panding the 

outlet and that private lab 1 ing was just one of the strategies. Th funds a ai labl for xpansi n 

of th outlet \! ere reported by orne to be utilized in many different wa s. 

Tw -.3%) cited decreased brand loyalty among many categories as a problem. On of th 

res ndents said that the Kenyan consumers are willing to experiment while at th same time 

expecting high quality of service and total package. Thus the r tailers are therefor not as ured 

of a profitable group of cu tomers Lo al to their store brands. Fragmenting mark t -. as 

rep rted by four 10.5%) of the respondents, whereas difficulty in differentiating th pr ducts 

was mentioned by thirteen 34.2%). Four 1 0.5%) of the respond nts mentioned unfa arable 

byla'' as some of the problems they face in an effort to introduc and manage th ir own 

bran . These were bylaws regarding hygiene, weight and quality standard that the 

upermarket b come liabl to the moment it packs and brands products under it \ n nam 
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"' tor :\naJy nth Ra n ~ r oin int privat lab lin 

f anal . imthdw u d l d tennin th i...,nifi ant fa tor r tailer m n icier r 

r d hi! goin int pri at lab ling. 

-=ie: 4.26 Total Variance Explained 

[', I ral Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings Load ings 

~p % of 
Cumulativ % of Cumulative % of Cumulative 

rm Total Varian 
e % 

Total 
Variance % 

Total 
Variance % ce 

jll 3.654 20.298 20.298 3.654 20.298 20.298 2 .124 11 .802 11 .802 
[I 2.001 11.118 31.415 2.001 11 .118 31.415 2 .065 11.471 23.272 
[' .1.866 10.367 41 .783 1.866 10.367 41 .783 2.021 11 .226 34.498 
[:; 1.791 9.950 51.733 1.791 9.950 51 .733 2.008 11 .153 45 .651 

I 11.411 7.837 59.570 1.411 7.837 59.570 1.887 10.485 56.136 
,I 1.321 7.338 66.908 1.321 7.338 66.908 1.599 8.885 65.021 

IL 1.108 6.1 53 73.061 1.108 6.153 73.061 1.447 8.040 73.061 
1: .906 5.032 78.093 
ll .838 4.658 82.751 
p .609 3.386 86.137 

~ .520 2.891 89.028 
~ .471 2.619 91 .647 
~ .391 2.1 72 93.819 
~ .341 1.895 95.714 
~ .283 1.571 97.285 
~ .209 1.161 98.446 
p .173 .960 99.406 
~ .107 .594 100.000 
~ction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Th rincipal component analysi xtract d e en fact r . The e n factor e plain 7 .06 1% 

of th total ariation with fact r I c ntributing th highe t ariation of 20.2 % fa tor 2 

11.11 %and o n table 4. -0). 
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- r r n I i nth R 0 for g in int pri ate lab lin . 

t r al) is meth d was us d t d t rn1ine the significant fa tors retailer m y c n ider r 

DSI · r ,·hi! going into pri ate labeling. 

i
1
Tible: 4.26 Total Variance Explained 

lni ·at Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings Loadings 

l~mp j% of Cumulativ % of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
l:ce Total Varian 

e % 
Total 

Variance % Total 
Variance % ce 

'1 
3.654 20.298 20.298 3.654 20.298 20.298 2 .124 11 .802 11 .802 

~ 2.001 11 .118 31.415 2.001 11 .118 31.415 2.065 11.471 23.272 
13 1.866 10.367 41 .783 1.866 10.367 41 .783 2.021 11 .226 34.498 
I! 1.791 9.950 51 .733 1.791 9.950 51 .733 2.008 11 .153 45.651 
15 1.411 7 .837 59.570 1.411 7.837 59.570 1.887 10.485 56.136 
13 1.321 7 .338 66.908 1.321 7.338 66.908 1.599 8.885 65.021 
li 1.108 6.153 73.061 1.108 6.153 73.061 1.447 8.040 73.061 
3 .906 5.032 78.093 
a .838 4 .658 82.751 
1:0 .609 3.386 86.137 
IU .520 2.891 89.028 
112 1.471 2 .619 91 .647 
113 1.391 2 .172 93.819 
li4 .341 1.895 95.714 
liS .283 1.571 97.285 
1:5 , .209 1.161 98.446 
117 1.173 .960 99.406 
11a .107 .594 100.000 
~ction Method : Principal Component Analysis. 

The principal component analysis extracted se en factors. These seven factors xplain 7 .061% 

of the total variation with factor l contributing the highest variation of 20.29 % fa tor 2 

11.1 18% and so on (table 4.20 . 
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: 4:zT Rotated Component Matrix (a) 

ComEQnent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

hift d 
el 

5.530E- 5.876E- 2.240E-rship from .814 -.120 
02 02 

6.911E- .136 
02 act rers 02 

.444 3.263E- .306 9.106E- -.161 1.667E-

j02 
03 02 

.453 .234 .327 
7.907E- 2.075E-.148 
02 02 

- I E ~;S4E- 1.308 .230 1.446E- 4.165 -
02 02 

i~rease in 7.6S9E-
I 

.753 7.125E-
-.235 .127 7.852E- 5.370E-ce betv,reen 

02 02 ati al and 02 102 Private brands 
1:FII in gaps 1.183E- I 

4.954E-neg ected by 
02 .733 -.113 .371 2.218E- 02 nufacturers 02 

rn customer .210 .591 1.157 .233 .372 

sales 
.157 1-.140 .877 .119 -.128 .105 marg·n 

3.461E-
1.708 

4.931E-
.419 1.060E-

5.952E-:High profits 02 .243 
02 02 03 

4:Consumer 1 ,_ 
price sensiti~ity 11 0 4.486E- -.543 .262 .520 -.453 5.914E-to pnce · 

02 02 differentials 
15:General I 

I_ 1-of 8.609E- -
~:12E- I .828 state 

4.709E- 1.346E- 5.431E- 1.656E-economy and 02 
02 02 02 03 cle 

6:Economies ! .106 3.621E- .283 .743 .245 I .208 7.246E-
scale 02 02 
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1 O:lntemaltze I 

I 2 .387E-deciSIOn .164 .259 -.196 .524 .361 .420 
making I 02 
4.Controlling 1.701 E- - 2.616E-
prices of other .228 

02 
4.912E-

02 
.771 .167 -.136 

brands 02 
5:Expansion of 

-.268 
8.475E-

.171 
5.655E-

.750 
8.934E-

.213 
retail outlet 02 02 02 
7:To 
differentiate the .263 -.202 -.129 .102 .183 .803 .158 
store 
6:1ncreasing 

-.264 .353 .123 .164 .203 .643 -.404 
market share 

-
9:Reduce 4.268E- 1.640E- 3.313E-cost 

.101 .136 6.889E- .869 
of supply 02 02 02 

03 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis . 

1 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Rotation converged in 10 iterations. 
Source: Re earch .findin s. g 

The initial matrix wa rotated orthogonaU using arimax with Lai er Normalization t g1ve 

the above results. From the table abo e the individual tatement constituting the even factor 

extracted are summarized and identified below. 

Factor 1 

• The shift in chrumell adership from manufactur rs to wh lesaler and retailer in the 

industry. 

• Increasing awareness by consumers about quality of manufacturer and t re brand (i.e. 

lack of product differentiation. 

• utonomy in arrying out busine s 

Th1 factor can be named the supermarkets d sire to control the distribution channel. 
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a tor 2 

• in r as m pn n national and pri\at rand 

• fill in gap ne~lect d by manufa tur r . 

• win cust m r lo alty 

'PI ab ' can b referred to as winning m r 

Factor 

• High r margin Growth. 

• Higher profit . 

Fa tor three can b named the need fi r higher margins 

Factor 4 

into th 

• onsumer prices nsiti ity to pric differentials betwe n the brand 

• The g neraJ state of the economy and the bu ines cycJ 

• The exi tence f economies of scale and scope in di tributors as a result of incr a ed 

cone ntration in th distribution channel. 

• To internalize decision-making 

Fa t r four can be referred to as the general tat of the econom and busin ss c I . 

Factor 5 

• ontr lling prices of other brands. 

• For expansion of the retail outlet 

Fa t r five can be named the xpan ion of the store. 
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• 

F tor 1 · can b referr d t 

actor 6 

difli rentiating the tore. 

actor 7 

• To reduc cost of upply 

Th1 ingle factor remains to be classified as reducing the co t of upply. 
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p 

veni w 

Th obj tive of th, tud_ were t e tabli h r tailer" awar ne f privat lab ling, t find out 

th reason tha t w uld make retail rs go into pri at labeling and to esta li h the challenge 

fa b) the r tail r in introducing and managing their v n brand . ln th later part of the 

lit rature. som fa tors wer highlight d as being imp rtant while going into pri ate labeling. 

This tud attempt d to gi e a general iew on th tate of pri ate labeling strat g " ithin the 

K nyan upermarket . Thi chapter will gi e di cus ions. conclusion rec mm ndati n , 

limitations drawn from the tud and uggestion for further r arch. 

ion and onclu ion 

The findings of the stud a highlighted in chapter four ar dis ussed in this hapter. The 

di ussion is subdivided into fi e parts. Part one deals with the upermarket profil . Part two 

will addr s issues related to awareness of private labeling strategy by the supermarket with 

part three emphasizing on tb factors that would rnak the retailer go into privat labeling. Part 

four will look at th practic of private branding b th retail rs and U1 n part fiv will be 

addre sing th problems encountered by the retail rs in introducing and managing their wn 

brands. 

5.1.1 upermarket Profile . 

1 t of the supermarkets studied were young owing to the fact that upermarketing is a 

relatively new concept in Kenya compared to the d veJoped countries wher it has been 

pra uced for decades. About half of the supermarkets were established aft r 1990 and thi 
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at m fth mar quite ne\ in th r tailing bu in 

ifi ati n f the up rmarkets int large. m dium and mall h d t m dified pri r cl 

light]). lD Lh r was no do urn nted procedure for cia ifying the upermarkct in this 

IT' nn r. o, the re archer ubdi ided them into two catcgorie as being ith r large or 

mal rn diurn. Thi kind of clas ification confirmed th arlier categorie of al volume 

"hi h \\ re us d for purp s of ampling. 15 (39%) of those tudied were cia ified a being 

lar_e (c mpared to th 13 pr viousl classified as Large). 23 61 %) w re clas ified a being 

ither mall r m dium sized upermarkets compared t tbe earlier classificati n 17 a 

m diurn and as small) according to the sales olumes. 

1o t of the supermarkets sur yed were local but owned by Kenyans of Asian origin. Majority 

of the respond nts had worked with the supermarkets for le than 3 years since m st of th 

supermarkets were new establishments . 

. 1.2 Retailer warene of Private Labeling 

5 3 % f the re pondents reported that they had heard of privat labeling. This i a mod rately 

high percentage owing to the fact that supermarketing is a nm cone pt in Ken a. Tb literac 

le ·els of those managing the outlets " ere relatively high a not d b the research r and this 

c uld ha e led to the high percentage ofthose having kno ledge on pri ate labeling. Fifteen 

(39. ' %) of those who reported not to have heard of private labeling were however quick to 

learn after getting local examples from the researcher. The r asons for those who reported 

n ver ha ing heard of a store brand were either their low Literacy le els. or the fact that private 
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m J t as u rm rketing i a relati ly o '' c ncept in K n ·a. 

TI- efirution given by the re p ndents clearl indicat that orne of th e managing the 

ha e a general idea f ~hat a pri ate lab I or a tor rand i . orne ee pri ate Ia cling 

as a kin and elling produc un er O\vn name, th rs e branded pr du t 

cific, and th e it as apr duct pr duced fi r the retailer under utle name 

"'ith p ial agreement with a manufacturer. 

The general view is that m re than halve C5.3%, ofth s managing the stor shad knowledge 

of tore branding as a slrateg that would b important to their stores if properly implemented. 

Ho 'e er given that all supermarkets classified as large were to be sampled thi could have 

incr ased the average, as it is more likely that the large supermarkets are manag d more 

profe sionally than the small and medium sized ones. 

Ther were 15 39.5%) of the supermarkets studied that had products selling under their ovm 

names in one category or the other. Though private branding was reported b some as being 

relative! new the practice bad started to take root in the supermarkets. 

The penetration of private labeling in Kenyan supem1ark ts has been into fi w cat gories, 

namely the grocery. confe tioner , frozen food. oft drinks stationary and per onal care 

products. Most of the supermarkets were selling groceries (31.6%) and more p cifically 

cereals like rice, peas beans. salt and sugar in packets ha ing the stores nam son them. Other 

products sold as store brands included bottled water, serviettes, writing pads, fool cap' , cakes 
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bl - and fruit . hi uld be n as ignific nt de\' I pment in th K n an r t iling 

ind · ' ith r tail r tarting t kn w the lu f the t n.: brand in r inforcin the t re 

im am ther nefit . 

Th \: er 3 (7 9%) up nnark t tbat reported s !ling pr du ts un era diffi r nt n me ther 

than Lh outlets pe ific name in the grocery and confecti n ry at gorie . e r ta il r did 

not _1 e r ason as to ' h they cho a di li rent name oth r than the outlet nam he e 

produ t howe r are r gard d as tore brands (K ller 1998 . 

It i important to not that most of the supermark t ha started pri ate Ia ling pr grams m 

he ··commodity market' . This is basicall so b cause th r i no intense comp titi n and 

ust m rs p rc ive no difference between the products brand ). Thus in con lu ion, retailers 

are moderate! awar of private labeling as a practice that can be utilized b their stor . 

5.1.3 The rea n \ h the up rmarket would go into or arc alread into Private 

brandin . 

Aft r ranking a ll the factors outlined in th questionnaire winning customer lo alt and 

consum r price s nsiti ity t price differentials were rank d a ing the most imp rtant. The 

sup rrnarkets s e store brands as a trategic tool of en uring cu tom r ar lo al t the tor . 

High r profi ts higher sales margin, increasing market har and the expansion f the outlet 

\Vere also considered as being important by the supermark 

Mor important was the gen raJ stat of the Ken an economy and busine s c de. Th fact that 
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ion, with 1 \\ conomi gr wth. high inflation r te , I \\ per capita 

nL con urn r ar e king for valu tl r their m n y. r 

r ns. it an e argued that orne of th e with privat rand e pe ially in the gr eery 

· tegory rna) have introduced th m due to th hard econ mic time K nyan are facing. hi i 

nsi t nt "'"th (Ho h and Banerji, 1993 • argum nt that tore rand ar clo I related t the 

nomi condition. 

The r tai lers al store brands a b ing a source f differ ntiating th t re from 

c mpetition. The fact that they are packing pr ducts und r their own nam will make them 

look different in the e es of th consumer from the other tor s. 

Fa tors relating to controlling the distribution channel eemed not to be of major importance to 

th retailers. ontrolling price of other brands and the distribution channel were rank d last. 

Thi shows that the retailer's immediate goals may not nece arily b to control the distribution 

channel. With pri vate labeling b ing on an infancy tage" then supermarket ar more likely 

to cone med with what \J ould be referred to as more important goals like winning cu tom r 

loyalty. differentiating the tore, increasing the profits and ales margins as indicated b the 

rankings. 

. fter th factor anal is, se en factor that emerged were: the upennarkets desire to control 

the distribution channel winning more customers into the t r the need for higher margin , 

lhe gen raJ state of the economy and business cycle e pansion of the tor . differentiating the 

store. and reducing the cost of uppl . 
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: .l A h p ti of Pri\ a t Labelin by th up rmark t 

maj rity f th upennark ts 1.6% reported that the r tailer h uld mpha ize pri e. 

moti n. an quality. ft \\ at rep rted that the t re rand 

7 . % nlike the w t \ h re r brands mainl target th I \-ver t!nd cu t mer , in K n a 

ffilJOri{) of the population wh i it the sup rmark belong t th I w r and mid le cia 

\\; th onl) a minority upper class. Therefore it would be more prudent fi r th di ccrning retailer 

targ all the class s f ustomers since no gr up i d med too large to b ex lu i ely 

profitable enough. In addition. th can have a fl el of all range of clas e and th n later decid 

on whi h egment of the market is more profitable to be target d. 

Tho e \\ho had store brands already in place rated them highly compared t the competing 

brands in almost all aspects. Given that most of the upermarkets who had gon into ha ing 

tore brands were in v hat can be classified as product 

differentiation is practicall ab ent, price is the major comp ting tool and no major pia ers 

dominating these categories . it is possible for the up rmarket to rate their pr du ts this 

highly. ervices were rated h.ighest mainly b caus the store have a direct contact with the 

cu om r compared to th manufacturers who ha e to u the retailers to render rvices such 

as product information. 

Pri ing f the pri ate lab I ' as reported as b ing gen rail low. and this is true for private 

Ia els the world over. Being in the commodit market, it i expected that the upennarkets 

hould lower their price to attract more customers and to r main competitive. The tore brands 

were r ported to b allocated generally good helf pace, and thi " h in future. 
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uti re - m K nya may find it a great hallcnge ing all ated go d helf a e th 

le horr the. will c mp ting \\ith. 

u nnark ts d mark ting re earch on products 6- . % and u tomer surve , 1.6% . 

said to b m in th right ir ti n a th y can b in a p iti n t m nit r th 

p gres fall produ t including the performance of their wn tore brands. 

An in e tigation in the election of uppliers of private lab I re ealed that th uppUers 

a lity t produce quality products consistently ' a rated a most important wiU1 a mean of 

-+ : . Thi pro es that the sup rmarkets are cone med with th quality of produ t that they 

o er for sale. The ability to hold adequate stock and agreem nt to payment t rm w r also 

rated as being important in selecting the supplier of own brands. 

-. 1.: The challenge faced by retailers in introducing and managing tore brand . 

Th maj rity of the resp ndents (55.3%) mentioned increasing competition a the maJor 

challeng they face in introducing and managing their brands. This could b attribut d to low 

pri ed imports in aJI categorie , the mushrooming of many small retailers in th re idential 

estates (who buy in buJk and pack tbe products in plain package and the motivati n to copy 

what is alread succes ful hence crowding around one single idea. Maintaining quality 

standards and the pre sure to compete on price ar other problem fac d by the up rmark ts. 

' arketing the product and capital are problems that may be hindering the sup rmarkets from 

staning private lab ling or even advancing into other cat gories. Differentiating the tore 
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pr blem th t c uld b attributed to the fa t that many of the upem1arket are in 

~...,.,. ""'v""lly categori wh re diffi rentiatin th produ t i not very 

r pr bl m that the retailers ace are ch osing a upplier, pre ur t inve t cl ewhere, 

f menting market . d creasing brand loyalty in many cat gories and unfa ra le b law . 

: ·- Re omm ndation 

Th urvey re ults out rightly indicate that there i a moderate Je el of pri ate label awareness 

\\ 'thin r tail ing indu try as portrayed by the exe uti es f the upermarkets. Thi therefi re ails 

fi r all players in th r tailing industry to formalize pri ate lab ling practice so a t b able to 

realize its full inherent benefits. upermarkets should be more a rtive in making c n umers 

an other retailers aware of the exi tence of their store brand . 

Th retailers should stop seeing private labeling just as a wa of breaking bulk but as creating 

and adding value to the stores image as a whole. Thi will require more commitm nt of 

re urce into building and marketing the store as a brand. After establishing th tore as a 

brand, then the retailer can leverage on tbis by ha ing more products selling under the stores 

name. There is also need t diversify the categories in to \ hich the supermark t are elling 

thelf own products by being more inno ative and negotiating with manufactur r wh may be 

having excess capacity to introduce the products under the outlet name. 

upermarkets should try and differentiate themselves by having more unique products sel ling 

under their own names. This would make the practice more prevalent and many more 
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m \\ill in a po ition to \aluate and purch e the pr du t . 

: _ Limitation of the tud 

n thatth populati n of th tudy was compiled rom diffi r nt ource . it an e indicated 

h that t.h rei n ingle ompr hensive and accurat li t fall upermarke m air bi . he 

rat at whi h new out) are coming up is also hlgh' ith acqui ilion and subs quent hange of 

nam taking place. These could ha e led t f mi sion in the arnpling of 

uperrnarkets. 

Th urve research design rna have invoked its weaknesse such as being obtru iv , b ious 

and as uch affecting the respondents response. The u of questiormaire with predet rmined 

qu tions may ha e forced respondents to respond to questions without n c s aril ha ing 

understood them. 

The lack of a docwnented framework on private lab ling fore d the researcher to u e the 

literature available in designing the questionnaire. This may ha e left out questi ns, which 

could have brought out more conclusi e results. Time and mone ere major limiting factors 

as the researcher would ba e tudied more samples to get a clearer pictur of the situati n. 

orne re pondeots shied away from responding with thers adamantly refusing t fill in the 

questionnaire c iting Jack of time. This reduced the number f re pondents to 63.3 % and thus 

reduced the probability of reaching a more conclusi e stud . With this re ponse rate however 

conclusions were made. 
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tion f r Furth r R ar h. 

re .if h ·as broad ba ed and f cus d f private lab ·ling. · ram re 

ough tud •. th re earch r r commends that dif~ rent dimension of pri ate Ia cling 

i d. u h a tudy can be done on a particular cal g ry f pr du t with ut aggr gating all 

~orie of privat labels together, a has be n th case v. ith thi particular stud . 

A tud can b carried out n the practice of mark ting these pri ate lab Is, v ith an ther tudy 

done on th importance of private labeling. hallenges retail r's fac in their pur uit f pri ate 

Ia ling an b studied at a much wid r scale. The re earch r also recommends that a tudy b 

earned on manufacturers and consumers p rception on privat labeling. 

Th practice of private lab ling can also b done on diffi rent retailing uti t like those 

specializing in selling clothing shoes and even food. 
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JR 
PI e pare a little of your time to fill in tlti 
yo ran w r 1 itlr a tick ( 

tiomwire. 1 'h ere tit ere i · a ltoi e, indi ate 

f up nnarket. _________________ _ 

_ Y ar of stabli hm nt ------------------

ize of ta li hment in term of: 

i) T radin pace, aU branch in squar feet 

ii) ·umber of employe 's 

iii 1 umb r of d partm nf s 

iY . 'umb r of ran hes 

v) umb r of checkout counter 

-t. 0 ·ner hip of the upermarket 

i) Lo aJ [ ] ii F reign [ ] iii) Local and Foreign [ ] 

5. Po ition held by re pondent -----------------

6. rumb r of ar \ orked with the organization _________ _ 

Part Two 

) Have ou e er h ard of a store brand or pri ate lab I? Y [ ] 

If ye , kindly gi e a bri f description of what ou und r tand b a tore brand/ privat lab l. 
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D y ur up rmark t ffer 1i r le pr du t under thl! utle 

y 0 [ ] 

In \\hl h categone do y u ha pr duct elling under th t re 

!')'( food ·hou h ld di posable [ 

r 
egetables 

drinks/ beverage/ Bottle v ater Dairy ] 

tat!Onal) 

P nal are produ ts 

Appar l clothing) 

0 h r (specify, _________ _ 

[ 

[ 

ifi nam ? 

llJ \ ould you kindly list some of the products your up rmarket sells under it own pecific 

name. 

i) ) ________ _ 

ii) VI ----------

111 ii) ----------

1\') ii) ----------

12) D e your sup rmarket offer for sell its own product under a name it own other than 

the outlets name? Yes [ ] 0 [ J 
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• If} • pic indi at in \\hich categori 

• eT) «food ' hou hold di po able) [ ] 

[ ] 

F z n f d/vegetable [ 

• ft drinks/ b verage/ Bottled water Dairy [ 

tionar) [ 

P rsonal care product [ ] 

, p arel clothing ] 

1 Kindly list some of these products you sell under a differ nt name which you own. 

) 

II 

iii) ii) 

i\ ) iii) 

l - ) What is the relative importance you may con ider or you con idered while going j nto 
pnvate labeling? 

[5] [4] [ 3] [2J [ l] 
Very Important fairly unimportant Totally 

Important important unimportant 

l .Higber profits [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

2.Higher sales margin Growth [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

3. utonomy in carrying 

out busines [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] r ] 

. Controlling price of 

other brands [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
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[ ] [ ] [ ] [ [ 

markt har [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [ 

-. T dill renti t th st re [ ] [ ] [ J 

. To win cu tomer loyalty [ ] [ J [ ] ] 

9. T redu t of uppl [ ] L ] [ ] ] 

To int maliz de i ion 
makin [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

I 1 To fill in gaps neglected 
by manufacturers [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

L C ntr ll ing the 
di tribution channel [ ] [ ] [ ] ] 

I" The in r as in th price 
bet¥-·een national and pri ate brands[ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

1-t.Consumer price nsitivity to price 
differentjals between the brands. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

1-. The genera l state of the economy 
and the bus ine s cycle. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

16 Th ·i tence of economi of 
ale and cope in distributors as a 

result of increased concentration 
in the distribution chann I. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

. Increasing awaren s by con urn rs 
about quali ty of manufacturer and 
tore brand i.e. lack of product 
ifferentiation). [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

Th shift in chann lleadership from 
manufacturers to v holesalers and retailer 
in th industry. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
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hould th tor emph ize whil !ling th ir wn pr duct t 

Pri [ ] b) Pr m ti n [ ] ) Quality [ ] d) m inati n of all thee r ] 

1- ~'hi h group f cu tomers do you think bould be targeted with our tore brand ? 

a Low r nd [ ] b iddle la [ ] c pp r-clas [ ] d) All cu t mer [ ] 

I ) If you have your own products, how\ ould ou rate them compared t comp ling pr duct 

( - cialJ_ manufacturer brands) in terms of: 

[5] [ 4] [3) [2] [1] 

Very superior ither sup rior Inferior very 

up nor nor inferior inferior 

I. uality [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

2. Features [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

3. Packaging [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

. D sign [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

-. Variety [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

6. ervices [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

. Th brand name [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

19) What can ou say about the prices of your brands compared to manufacturer brand ? 

\ I} High [ ] High [ ] either high [ ] Low [ ] Very I w [ ] 

nor low 

] 

] 

J 
] 

] 

] 

] 

20 Compared to other brands can you say your products are allocated shelf space hich i 

B t Better Good arne Bad Worst 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
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)Our upem1ark t ndu t m rketin n:: ear h n produ ') 

Yes [ ] [ ] 

Ye J 
l e go to que rion _3 and if no go 10 que tion2.f ) 

If ye . ho\\ oft n? 

a ·ear [ ] 11 

Ill Every 2 ears [ ] 

" ther peci fy 

More than once a ear [ 

i) Ery3ear[] 

[ ] 

_ •) In ele ting the uppliers of your own brands, how imp rtant would each of the foil " ing 

5 4 3 2 
Very Important fairly unimportant T tall 
Important important unimportant 

i) Producing quality 
pr ducts consistently [ ] [ ] [ J [ ] 

ii) Financial soundne s [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [ ] 

iii) d quate capacity to 
m et current and future 
argets [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

i\) Transport infrastructure 
for reliable delivery [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

v) tate of production 
m chinery [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J 

vi C mmitment to the 
upermarket [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

viiJ Flexibil ity to re pond 
to short term market 
fluctuation [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
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' 

g mark ting department 

0 re m nt t pa) mem term 

. 1 th r (sp ify 

P rt Four 

[ ] [ ] [ ] 

[ ] [ ] 

[ ] l ] 

[ ] [ J 

[ J 

[ ] 

[ ] 

l 

[ 

_ What ar s me of the problems you encounter in introducing and managing ur wn 

brands? 

h osing supplier [ J 
K ping in entory [ ] 

Capital [ ] 

Quality standards [ ] 

. farketing the product [ ] 

ln r asin ... competition. [ ] 

Pr ure to comp te on pric . [ 

Pre ure to in e t el ewhere [ 

D creasing brand loyalty in many categories.[ ] 

Fragm nting markets and m dia. [ 

Difficulty in differentiating. [ 

Others specify) 

Tha11k you for your n i lance nndfor tnkino time to fill in thi que tionnaire. 
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Appeodi~ 2: List of supermarkets in Nairobi. 
1!-:,huml 41 Ro}sambo Grocers 93 ~ojan 
2."'-:akumau 4B MITO 9-1 ~heeji 
3)Tusker Matr~es 4~ !"1ount (K) sundries 95 !Victor) 

l 4'Ll.wala sc :Sud get 9E [vantage 

I .»~ect 'n' pa) 51 ~outh C 9 ~tell a 

I -~\fesora 5'> lresco 9S Vo-mit and Dryesh 

I ilack and Jill 5~1firana 9~ peska 

I :rairlane 54 lfolleys &Baskets IOC preen Forest 
:SJfeways 55 ~oja Ks 101 Donhohn star shop 

I I iehandarana 5E Fair price IO.o~ White star 

I ll~lagic 51 Harrys 103 ~azeer 
I ~1ega Market 5B ~alisbury 104 :t<ilimani Grocers 
13(atTdeal 59 ~hopping paradise 105 IEiipa 
1-ltity matresses 60 Mega &Mecca 106 Kirnani 
I 5;.\1etro Cash and Carry 61 INgara 107 fWoodley Grocers 

l ~heela 62 iM is Whole store 108 [Rose jam 

17~Voolworths 63 tAidas Touch 116 K&A 

18:Ebrahims 64 'rrichem 117 Pulabchant 

I~.Rikana 65 Seven Eleven 118 Poodfar srores 
2C Tristar 66 Lucky shop 119 Ronnys 
21 Mumsies 67 Bist provision store 120 preen spot 
22 ... ucky star 68 Lucky and sons 121 Porarim 
23 Country Matresses 69 Continental 122 h'ihana 
24 Baranuki 70 Rose collection 123 Susu 
25 Peponi Grocers 71 Mat hare 124 Kamindi 

Stella 26j 72 Flora Petty 1?. .. ~ Ridgeways 

21r'vtuthaiga 73 Myles 126 Umoja 
28jSantosh 74 Centalite 12 , :sunrise 

I 29'Gigiri 75 The Good Earth 12B George 

3~tarehe 76 African Grocers 129 uja Road 

31~chilada 77 Uchuzi 130 Pangani 
32 IN ova 78 ~lliance 131 Sikendo Grocers 
33 (New Westlands 79 ~heere 132 Baobab Mini 
34 peepak cash and carry 80 Robert Ondieki 133 P & Shah 

3~ueensv.ay 81 pry House Holdings 132 Murnbi 

36!continental 82 INew Rieken shopper 135 h:'ontana 
37 !Karen 83 IRajesh Gloria 136 Fairos_e 
38 !spring valley 84 fWell Brand 137 ~hem usia 
39 1\Vestlands General Store 85 ~arket Ways 138 Kenton 
~0 !Super value 86 INgara Road 139 Decoy's Discount 

I ~1 !Spicy spice 87 Lilian Rahisi 140 rricor 

! 42 Pngata Rongai 88 ~wiki 141 Pop-in 
I 43 :Umoja mini 8S Fran sa 142 ~oss 

44 Maridadi 9C Datelvey 143 llurlingham Grocers 
r 45 ~astleigh Matresses 91 Rafaels 144 ICalendermian 
~ 46 ;Mulhaite 92 Hollifield supermarket 14~ ~ippys 
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164~ngelas 
14--"furaha 165)3ener price 
l4S~·e More 166 Broadwa} 

149Shaflus l61iCvergreen 
ISdA&D 168~emani 
lSI Quick pick 168Frankaal 
J5:;_\.ijiko 170iBasha 

111rroyo 
154Faine Fayne 172 African grocers 

I 55 Comer 173 Supervalue 
I 56 Acacia 174Macson 

157Bomo 176 Star supennarkets 

158jChoices 17JNew Westlands stores 

1 59~upra 178Fooddies 

J 60~afrom I 79 Parklands Price lie ltd. 

1 6 l~eska 180Njonde 

1 62~1phany 

1 63~\'tarta 

87 



pp ndi. 

Communalities 

Initial Extraction 

1·High profits 1.000 .743 
2:High sales margin 1.000 .866 
3:Autonomy in Carrying out business 1.000 .743 
4:Controlling prices of other brands 1.000 .696 
5:Expansion of retail outlet 1.000 .727 
6:1ncreasing market share 1.000 .854 
?:To differentiate the store 1.000 .840 
8:Win customer loyalty 1.000 .634 
9:Reduce cost of supply 1.000 .788 
10:lnterna lize decision making 1.000 .714 
11 :Fill in gaps neglected by manufacturers 1.000 .692 
12:Control ling the distribution channel 1.000 .471 
13:The increase in price between National and Private 

1.000 .659 
brands 
14:Consumer price sensitivity to price differentials 1.000 .857 
15:General state of economy and business cycle 1.000 .698 
16:Economies of scale 1.000 .753 
17:Consumers awareness of quality of manufacturer 1.000 .707 
and store brand 
18:Shift of channel leadership from manufacturers to 1.000 .708 
retailers 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis . 
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