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Table 1 Representative studies about antecedents and consequence of store brand success
A. B.
* 13. 15 19
1. 12 13 14 14. 18 20 24
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4. 10 15 23 17. 2 23 24
* 18. 20 23 24
5. 11 14 16 19. 1 20 24
6. 10 14 17 C.
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8. 10 17 25 21. 13 25 29
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Fig. 1 Conceptual framework for meta-analysis
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(r=+0.370 p <0.05 r =+0.189 (r=-0.276 p <0.05 r =-0.151 p <0.05)
p < 0.05) ;
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Table 3 Overview of bivariate relationships
- @ r
1. — 8 27 644 -0.010 | 0.001 | -0.037 ~ -0.016
2. — 5 13882 | +0.069" | 0.002 | +0.022 ~ +0.116
3. — 5 12 932 +0.022 | 0.010 | -0.075 ~ +0.119
4. — 6 15 554 +0.003 | 0.003 | —0.049 ~ +0.055
5. — 9 4321 ~0.201" | 0.008 | -0.277 ~ -0.122
6. — 7 2 281 +0.115° | 0.008 | +0.028 ~+0.200
7. - 5 2 661 +0.030 | 0.009 | —0.069 ~ +0.128
8. — 6 4705 +0.360" | 0.037 | +0.175 ~ +0.520
9. — 16 7 428 +0.370" 0.031 +0.246 ~ +0.482
10. — 6 2876 | -0.276" | 0.066 | —0.491 ~ -0.029
11. - 8 2454 | +0.189° | 0.004 | +0.131 ~ +0.245
12. — - 5 1978 -0.151" | 0.005 | -0.225 ~ -0.075
13. — 6 2555 +0.339" | 0.062 | +0.106 ~ +0.537
14. — 5 756 +0.180° | 0.003 | +0.082 ~ +0.273
15. — 7 844 -0.360" | 0.012 | -0.529 ~ -0.163
16. 8 1138 +0.014 | 0.008 | -0.162 ~ +0.190
17. — 9 978 ~0.186" | 0.001 | -0.162 ~ +0.190
18. — 5 682 ~0.087" | 0.002 | -0.172 ~ —0.002
19. - 5 744 +0.060 | 0.001 | -0.060 ~ +0.178
20. — 5 2250 | +0.104° | 0.011 | —0.001 ~ +0.208
21. — 6 3611 -0.174" | 0.014 | -0.287 ~ —0.056
22. — 5 12800 | +0.189" 0.012 | +0.081 ~ +0.292
23. — 7 1337 +0.050 | 0.002 | -0.046 ~ +0.146
24, — 5 725 +0.315° | 0.001 | +0.247 ~ +0.380
25. — 9 1557 -0.190" | 0.010 | -0.371 ~ +0.004
26. — 5 430 ~0.359" | 0.003 | -0.451 ~ -0.259
27. — 6 1632 | +0.291° | 0.002 | +0.200 ~ +0.377
- r

1. — 5 928 +0.213" | 0.028 | -0.019 ~ +0.317
2. — 4 695 +0.147 | 0.017 | -0.105 ~ +0.329
3. — 3 721 +0.346° | 0.005 | +0.252 ~+0.413
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0.164 p < 0.05);
(r =+0.101 p < 0.05)

(r=+0.112 p < 0.05)
(r=+0.033 p <0.05).

(r=-0.198
p <0.05 r=-0.204 p <D0.05)

(r =+0.361 p <0.05)
(r =+0.096
p < 0.05).

(r =+0.081 p <
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(r =+0.505 p < 0.05)
(r =+0.245 p < 0.05).

(r=+0.536 p <0.05)
(r =+0.271 p < 0.05)
(r=+0.322 p <0.05)

(r =-0.288 p < 0.05)
(r =-0.222 p < 0.05)

(r =+ 0.176 p < 0.05)
(r =+0.285 p < 0.05)

(r=+0.240 p <0.05)
(r =+0.363 p <0.05).
(r=-0.372 p <
0. 05) (r=-0.303 p <0.05)
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(r=+0.368 p <0.05
r=-0.211 p < 0.05)

(r =+ 0.100 p < 0.05 ro=-
0.245 p < 0.05).

4 _
Table 4 Influence of moderators on the relationship between antecedents and store brand success

| g -0.016 | +0.002 ) +0.008 | —0.054" B -0.027 | +0.004
(5) (3) (4) (4) (5) (3)

5 s +0.112" | +0.033" B +0.066" | +0.072" B +0.081" | +0.047"
(3) (2) (2) (3) (3) (2)

5 S -0.014 | +0.164" ) +0.053 | -0.003 ) +0.027 | -0.002
(4) (1) (2) (3) (4) (1)

. . -0.015 | +0.101" B -0.011 | +0.029 ) +0.038 | -0.020
(5) (1) (3) (3) (3) (3)

s 0 -0.198" | -0.204" B -0.271" | -0.179" B -0.221" | -0.137°
(5) (4) (2) (7) (7) (2)

. ; +0.027 | +0.096" | +0.361" | +0.212 | +0.061 | +0.330" | +0.137" | +0.007
(3) (2) (2) (2) (4) (1) (6) (1)

; s -0.052 | +0.081" ) +0.044 | +0.025 ) 0.000 | +0.063"
(2) (3) (1) (4) (3) (2)

0 . +0.5057 | +0.245" B +0.271" | +0.416" B +0.2907 | +0.404"
(3) (3) (3) (3) (2) (4)

0 6 +0.271° | +0.536" | +0.322" | +0.507" | +0.330" | +0.267 | +0.377" | +0.336"
(7) (5) (4) (4) (10) (2) (13) (3)

o, . -0.288" | —0.307 | -0.222" | -0.120 | -0.302 | -0.320 | -0.274" | - 0.288"
(1) (3) (2) (1) (4) (1) (5) (1)

" o +0.176" B +0.285" | +0.290" | +0.176" | +0.280" | +0.205" | +0.118"
(6) (2) (1) (6) (1) (7) (1)

. 6 +0.240" | +0.363" B B +0.340" | +0.335" | +0.340" | +0.335"
(2) (4) (4) (2) (4) (2)

. . -0.372" | -0.303" B -0.179" | -0.358" | 0.000 -0.401 | -0.172"
(4) (3) (4) (2) (1) (3) (4)

14. g +0.046 | +0.368" | -0.211" | +0.026 | +0.008 B +0.014 )
(2) (4) (2) (3) (5) (8)

15. s +0.108 | +0.100" ~ +0.100" | +0.108 B +0.104" ~
(4) (1) (1) (4) (5)

16. . -0.086 | -0.245" | -0.187" | -0.258" | -0.086 | -0.090" | -0.173" | -0.177"
(2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (5) (1)

r’ p <0.05;
N N N 4.2



(r =40.066 p<0.05 r=+0.072 p <0.05)
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(r =+ 0.335 p < 0.05
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Antecedents and consequences of store brand successes

FAN Xiao5un' HUANG Pei’
1. School of Marketing & Logistics Nanjing University of Finance & Economics Nanjing 210046 China;
2. School of Management Fudan University Shanghai 200433 China

Abstract: Store brands have become an efficient competition method for retailers. How to create a successful
store brand is a key problem for retailers. Many scholars studied the antecedents and consequences of store
brands but their results are contradicting. No individual study can explain these differences effectively. A
thorough quantitative and meta-analytic review of this research stream can solve these problems and benefit
both practitioners and researchers. This study presents a meta-analysis that aggregates empirical findings from
the literature on store brand successes. First it proposes a conceptual framework of store brand successes.

Then the study provides a quantitative summary of bivariate relationships between antecedents and store brand
successes and bivariate relationships between store brand successes and consequences. Thirdly it studies the
moderating effects of product categories market contexts and research methods on bivariate relationships be—
tween antecedents and store brand successes. Finally it concludes with a discussion of the practical implica—
tions and possible directions for future research.

Key words: store brand; antecedent; consequence; meta-analysis



