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Abstract 

As consumers walk through the grocery store they encounter a vast range of products. In this 

setting information printed on food packages play a role in consumer decision making. One 

way of influencing consumer behaviour is by using package panels where detailed 

communication claims can be placed. This study investigates the effect of package 

communication claims on propensity to switch brand through quantitative research design. 

Variations among consumer of private label brands versus consumers of name brands are also 

investigated. Results show that package communication claims have an effect on consumer 

propensity to switch brand, however there are differences depending on type of claims. 

Environmental packaging claims have a negative effect on propensity to switch while 

nutritional claims do not have a significant effect. Production process claims and product 

origin claims both have a positive effect on consumer propensity to switch and is thus more 

favourable for brands to use. Furthermore, package communication claims have a larger 

positive effect on propensity to switch among consumers of private label brands than among 

consumers of name brands. Since there is a lack of research in the area of package 

communication this thesis contribute by proving that packages have an effect on consumer 

behaviour and argues for further research in this area.  

 

Keywords: package, package communication, package claims, package communication 

claims, package panel, environmental packaging claims, nutritional claims, production 

process claims, product origin claims, propensity to switch, consumer behaviour, private label 

brands, name brands. 
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1. Introduction 

It has been said that “you shouldn’t judge a book by its cover”, but many consumers do.  The 

majority of consumer purchase decisions are made at the point of purchase (Court et al., 2009) 

and in fact, as many as 70 percent of decisions are made in the store (Clark, 2008). In the food 

industry consumers have a large range of products to choose between and approximately 

20.000 grocery products are launched every year (Rideout, 2014; Brewer & Rettie, 2000). 

Since the package of a product can transfer information to consumers while they are active in 

the decision making process it is an important tool for marketers to use (Butkeviciene et al., 

2008). The power of using the package as a marketing communication vehicle is derived from 

its inherent tangible form, a form that the consumer interacts with in the grocery store, at the 

point of purchase, and in usage of the product (Underwood, 2003). Therefore, displaying 

communication on packages that are appealing to the consumers could make them choose that 

brand over others (Butkeviciene et al., 2008).  

Keller et al,. (2011) defines a package as a non-product-related attribute which simply 

contributes to the brand identity. Others have defined it as a product property or a 

characteristic, or as an attribute that is related to, but not a part of, the physical product (Olsen 

& Jacoby, 1972; Underwood, 2003). Further research conclude that the package  is an 

extrinsic attribute of the product (Zeithaml, 1972; Ampuero & Vila, 2006) and it has been 

proven that consumers view the package as a product-related attribute, an attribute that 

communicate a sense of identity to the product or brand, and a way to differentiate from 

competitors (Underwood, 2003; Brewer & Rettie, 2000). By using the package as a product-

related attribute experiential, functional and symbolic benefits can be created and conveyed 

(Underwood, 2003) but “even if packaging has become a recognised marketing tool, 

relatively few studies have been devoted towards the theoretical work in marketing literature” 

(Rundh, 2012, p. 1549). 

The majority of theoretical literature on packaging have been focused on the design of 

packages, the price it signals, and the effect of the brand in itself and although the package has 

been recognized as a tool for communication the actual impact of package communication has 

been somewhat neglected in the marketing literature (Underwood et al, 2001; Nancarrow et 

al, 1998; Rundh, 2012; Hedlund, 2005). One particular aspect of package communication that 

has been neglected is the use of package communication claims. The term package 
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communication claim is in this study defined as all printed information on packages in the 

form of either shorter statements or longer informational texts that exceed  minimum legal 

requirements for package communication (i.e. does not include the nutritional table and front-

side information) and are placed on package panels (Lado Cousté et al., 2012). Detailed 

information can be communicated on the package panels (Hoogland et al., 2007) and in this 

thesis the term package panel is used to describe all areas of the package where package 

communication claims can be placed i.e. excluding the front of the package and nutritional 

tables (see figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Illustration of package panels 

For package communication claims to be effective, information should connect to consumers’ 

past experiences, needs and wants, and ability to understand the message that is conveyed 

(Nancarrow et al., 1998; Underwood & Ozanne, 1998). However, the goal is not only to 

attract attention but to persuade consumers to move to action. In the food industry it is not so 

much a question of creating purchase intention since a majority of consumers already 

purchase food products or otherwise have someone to do it for them, at least for the most 

common grocery products. It is therefore more interesting to understand what can make a 

consumer switch from one brand to another. More specifically it is interesting to understand 

whether package communication can have an effect on consumer propensity to switch to 

another brand of a food product because of a more appealing package communication. This 

thesis will therefore focus on the use of packages as a marketing communication tool and 

more specifically on the potential of using package communication claims to communicate 

with consumers. To understand what types of communication that has an effect on consumer 

behaviour the main research question is;  

What types of package communication claims have an effect on consumer propensity 

to switch brand? (i.e. to switch to the brand with more appealing package claims). 
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As the offering of groceries increases, the consumers’ possibility to switch brand increases 

and the development of private label brands (PLB) has contributed to this increase during the 

past years (Interbrand, 2010). A private label brand is a brand owned by retailers, wholesalers, 

or distributors and can also be named home brands, store brands or own label brands 

(Bushman, 1993; De Wulf et al., 2005). In contrast, a name brand (NB), also known as a 

national brand or manufacturer brand, is a brand developed by a manufacturer. When 

consumers are inside the store they choose between the retailers own PLBs and the NB 

products. This creates a unique competitive situation where retailers market their own PLBs 

as well as NBs. One implication of this competitive situation is that PLBs should be aware of 

how consumers perceive other retailers’ PLBs as well as NBs (Nenycz-Thiel et al., 2010). 

When talking about the content of the products it is often the case that the same supplier is 

used for both PLB and NB food products, meaning that the objective quality gap is often 

small-to-none and the main differences are in reality price, distribution and advertising 

possibilities (Dawes & Nenycz-Thiel, 2013; Olson, 2012). Despite this consumer research 

investigating attitudes towards PLBs in the Swedish market show that many consumers are 

sceptical towards PLB products (YouGov, 2013). 

Theoretically it could be particularly beneficial for PLBs to use package communication as 

marketing tool (Underwood, 2003; Kim, 2002). Observations in the Swedish grocery market 

show that NBs use package panels and package claims to communicate with consumers while 

the use of this channel is very limited on PLB packages. Interviews, with representatives from 

both NBs and PLBs (see section 3.1.), confirm that NBs work more actively with package 

communication claims and has used package panels to communicate with consumers for a 

long time period. These brands treat the package as a marketing tool while PLBs do not work 

as much with package communication and have not the historical experience of doing so. 

Moreover, PLBs experience limited advertising possibilities in the sense that retailers does not 

only advertise for their own PLB, but also for NBs. Meaning that while a NB use traditional 

marketing channels such as television to advertise their brand, PLB retailers advertise for both 

their own PLB products and also for NB products in order to attract consumers to the grocery 

store. This indicates that PLBs could benefit from utilizing the package to a greater extent and 

the package should be considered as an essential marketing communication tool in regards to 

PLB efforts to convince consumers to switch to their brand (Kim, 2002; Mininni, 2007). 



Using the Package to Influence Consumers’ Choice of Brand 

Håkansson, N., Kvarnström, E. & Nilsson, E. 

4 

 

Using the package is generally cheaper than traditional marketing channels since the space on 

the package does not have to be bought, but changing the package can still be costly (Rundh, 

2012). Before investing in changes it is important to get insights on whether package 

communication claims have any impact on consumers actual behaviour or not. In line with the 

main purpose of this study, research should be conducted to understand how consumers 

respond to package communication claims. And since there is a difference in how PLBs and 

NBs use package communication it is also interesting to investigate whether or not there are 

any difference between the effect of package communication claims on consumers of PLB 

products versus consumer of NB products. Therefore a secondary research question is;  

Does package communication claims have a different effect on propensity to switch 

brand among consumers of PLB products versus consumers of NB products? 

The thesis is made up by nine chapters. The following chapter presents the theoretical 

framework, which is summarized with a model that explains the hypothesised relationships 

between package communications claims and propensity to switch brand. In the third chapter 

the method for the conducted research is described. The empirical results are presented in 

chapter four, to show either support or rejection of the earlier stated hypotheses. In chapter 

five the empirical results are analysed in the context of the theoretical framework continuing 

with a discussion of the results in chapter six. In chapter seven the conclusion is first 

presented, followed by managerial implications and suggestions for future research are also 

discussed.  
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2. Theory 
 

2.1. Propensity to Switch Brand 

It is very important for companies to use their marketing activities in order to make 

consumers switch from a competitive brand to their own, or to induce them to repurchase 

their brand (Jung & Yoon, 2012). “Customer switching intent means the possibility of 

transferring their existing transactions with a company to a competitor” (Jung & Yoon, 2012, 

p. 876) and due to limited advertising possibilities it is especially important for PLBs to use 

every possible channel, including the packages, to reach consumers and influence their 

behaviour (Kim, 2002; Mininni, 2007). Package panels can be used to communicating 

detailed information that enables consumers to choose more in agreement with their personal 

values (Hoogland et al., 2006).  Since consumers often make their purchase decisions while 

in-store, the information given to consumers in that stage should be taken into consideration 

when trying to convince consumers to switch brand. Whenever a consumer makes a purchase 

decision he or she go through a number of stages from problem recognition to actual purchase 

and use. After a problem is recognized the consumer start searching and evaluating its options 

and even though some purchases might be by routine the consumer constantly make 

evaluations, even post-purchase (Peter & Olson, 2010).   

When evaluating different options consumers are sometimes prevention-oriented in their 

choice of food products, and therefore choose not to buy a brand that are judged to lead to 

negative outcomes (Hoogland et al., 2007) and consumers might be wary of a product if it 

does not entail all the information about its attributes on the package (Johnson & Levin, 

1985). This is because if consumers miss out on information about the product’s attributes, it 

affects their evaluation in their decision making process negatively (Johnson & Levin, 1985). 

This indicates that it is important for brands to know what type of information that consumer 

require since if it is missing the likelihood that the consumer switch to a brand where the 

package is lacking important information theoretically should decrease. It could not only 

decrease the potential for consumers to switch to the particular brand but perhaps also make 

other consumers prone to switch from the brand, however, in this study the intent to switch 

from a brand is not at focus, but instead what package communication claims that can 

convince a consumer to switch to a brand.  
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The propensity to switch differs depending on consumer type and while some consumers like 

to try out new products, some consumers always purchase the same brand (Bell & Marshall, 

2003). Although, it is important to note that consumers are more likely to seek variety in some 

product categories, and not in other categories (Van Trijip et al., 1996; Chance & French, 

1972) and the level of involvement determines the consumer’s motivation to process product-

related information (Solomon et al., 2010). It has been shown that consumers have a higher 

need for variety in product categories that they are less involved with and that are more 

frequently purchased (Van Triijp et al., 1996), for example food products like milk. As 

decisions of food products are often made at the point of purchase these products are in 

general low involvement products (Court et al., 2009; Brewer & Rettie, 2000) and food 

products also have a high purchase frequency which should indicate that propensity to switch 

is higher for food products than for durable goods, making it interesting for package 

communication claims to be used to this purpose.  

It is important for all types of brands to understand what increase consumer propensity to 

switch to their brand, but it might be especially important for manufacturers and retailers to 

understand the factors that influence consumers’ willingness to switch to PLBs (Mininni, 

2007). Previous studies of propensity to switch often focus on loyalty and on preventing 

propensity to switch from a brand but this require that the consumer once switched to the 

brand in question to start with. It is important to communicate the benefits of a product and 

every brand also have to position itself in the minds of the consumers and package 

communication can be used as a tool to do so (Ampuero & Vila, 2006). Since there are 

evidence that consumers often make their purchase decision at the point of purchase, and 

since the package has the potential to communicate with the consumer in this stage, package 

communication claims is hypothesised to have a positive effect on consumer propensity to 

switch to a brand (i.e. to switch to a brand with more appealing package communication 

claims). However, package communication claims can contain information of varying nature 

and it is therefore important to investigate whether there is a difference between different 

types of package communication claims’ effect on propensity to switch brand.  

2.2. Package Communication Claims 

Package communication can act as a tool for differentiation and it is a channel where 

information can be conveyed to consumers. It is theorised that because of limited advertising 
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possibilities it can be particularly beneficial for PLBs to use package communication as a 

marketing tool to reach consumers (Underwood, 2003; Kim, 2002), though, it has been shown 

that many packages of the products in the same category have very small differences 

(Underwood, 2003). Furthermore, since PLBs operate in a unique competitive situation, with 

retailers that advertises for both the own PLBs and also NBs,  it is important for a PLB retailer 

to be aware of how consumers perceive other retailers’ PLBs as well as NBs (Nenycz-Thiel et 

al., 2010). It is suggested that the design of packages should be based on in depth consumer 

research and research should also continue with regular intervals with the aim of 

understanding needs and wants of the market and analysis of competitive packages should 

also take place in order to understand “the language of the category” (Nancarrow et al., 1998, 

p. 111).  

In light of this it is valuable to not only constrict the research to one retailer and compare PLB 

with NB, but to instead gather data across the Swedish grocery market at large (Dawes & 

Nenycz-Thiel, 2013; Nenycz-Thiel et al., 2010). However, using the package as a marketing 

communication tool is cheaper than traditional marketing, changing the package can still be 

expensive (Rundh, 2012). This can be managed by developing package panels that can be 

changed independently of the rest of the package design. This allows for changes of specific 

parts of the package communication while the basic design remains the same. 

Lado Cousté et al. (2012) have published a study with an investigation of claims on packages. 

By doing a longitudinal study over a 10 year time and registering over 18.000 new products in 

the U.S. consumer package goods industry and managed to cluster the claims used on 

packaged goods into three main categories; (1) environmental packaging claims, which 

include communication about recyclable or recycled materials, reduced packaging, refill, 

reusable, and/or biodegradable products; (2) nutritional claims, which concern communication 

about the nutritional content of the product; and (3) production claims, which are aimed at 

communicating the production process (Lado Cousté et al., 2012). For the purpose of this 

study the framework by Lado Cousté et al. (2012) will be used to divide package 

communication claims into categories. One adaption of this framework is made since the third 

category has in this thesis is divided into two types of claims; production process claims and 

product origin claims. This choice was made because the original categorisation by Lado 

Cousté et al. (2012) of production claims incorporate a vast number of different claims and it 
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was decided that a division would be better for the purpose of this study since a more detailed 

result can be achieved. 

This framework is chosen since their investigation has looked at the packaged goods market 

during a long time period and their research includes a vast number of products that include 

grocery products. As mentioned above there is a lack of research of in the area of package 

communication and its effect on consumer behaviour. The study by Lado Cousté et al. (2012) 

contributes to the area of package communication research but it does not investigate the 

effect of packages on consumer behaviour. In this study a mapping of all new package 

releases was made and the claims used on these packages were categorised, the use of the 

study made by Lado Cousté et al. (2012) is therefore limited to only work as a way of 

categorising the main claims that can be seen on the market for further investigation. Note 

that these types of claims are all connected to the product in itself and communicate 

something about the actual product and not: other products, campaigns or other types of 

marketing communication. Since the package is seen as an extrinsic attribute of the product 

(Underwood, 2003) these types of claims should have a greater potential to have an effect on 

consumer behaviour than other claims since they are related to the product in question. 

2.2.1. Package Communication Containing Environmental Packaging Claims 

Over the past years environmental subjects have gained more and more acknowledgement in 

both theoretical research and in practice, leading to a view of sustainable business as no 

longer only a competitive advantage, but a requirement (Rahbar & Abdul Wahid, 2011; 

Alwitt & Pitts, 1996). In 2013 Sweden was ranked as the most sustainable country in the 

world and the Swedish government has implemented a vast variety of environmental 

regulations (environmental LEADER, 2013; Swedish Government, 2013). Most commonly 

environmental package claims include environmental symbols, claims and certifications that 

concerns the packaging e.g. recyclable, made out of recyclable material, or has refilling 

possibility that are placed on all sides of the package including the panels (Carlson et al., 

1993).  

There have been contradictory results of whether environmental packaging claims can lead to 

direct changes in behaviour (Koenig-Lewis et al., 2014). Koenig-Lewis et al. (2014) found 

that there are significant positive correlations between purchase intention, emotions and 
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consumers’ general environmental concern but purchase intention was not proven to be 

significantly influenced by rational evaluations of actual benefits. Furthermore, they found 

that emotions has been shown to work as a mediator between consumers’ general 

environmental concern and rationality in evaluating ecological purchase claims (Koenig-

Lewis et al., 2014). Environmental packaging claims could therefore have an emotional effect 

on consumers resulting in a positive effect in pro-environmental purchase behaviour. 

Although the effects of environmental packaging claims has been difficult to prove the 

recycling is increasing steadily. Between the years 1995-2010 the amount of waste have 

increased in Europe, but the recycling have increased more. And between the years 2008-

2012 the amount of dumped waste in Sweden has decreased every year, and in 2012 it added 

up to a mere 0,7 % and all of 99,3 % was recycled as material, biological, and energy waste 

(Westin, 2013). Increased recyclability and consciousness of environmental concerns indicate 

that environmental packaging claims may have an impact on consumer behaviour. This trend 

further stresses the importance of having environmental friendly packages in order to fit in 

with consumer demands. It is also a requirement one has to comply in order to fit in with the 

society at large. By highlighting the brand’s environmental packaging with information on 

package panels PLBs could easier prove their awareness of this requirement and take 

advantage of its benefits. Package communication on panels allows more information about 

environmental packages to be conveyed, rather than if only symbols were used. 

Consumers prefer to purchase products that are less harmful towards the environment 

(Carlson et al., 1993) and exploratory research has shown that environmental packaging 

claims do affect consumer behaviour, but that the degree of effect differs between different 

consumers (Tung et al., 2011). Furthermore, transparency is key especially in the food 

industry (Bhat, 1993) and environmental communication has the largest potential to have an 

effect on purchase intention if the consumer trust the information communicated (Tung et al., 

2011). The development toward conscious decision-making and an increasing demand for 

environmentally friendly products (Rahbar & Abdul  Wahid, 2011; Alwitt & Pitts, 1996; 

Carlson et al., 1993) leads to the hypothesis that; 

H1: Package communication containing environmental packaging claims have a 

positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims). 
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2.2.2. Package Communication Containing Nutritional Claims 

Consumers are becoming more health-conscious and most people agree that eating healthily is 

a better way to manage illness than using medication (Williams, 2006). Trends like diets is 

something that have an big impact on the health-consciousness, currently in Sweden 50% of 

females and 30% of males following a diet of some sort (Demoskop, 2013), This has led to 

the increased acceptance and consumption of products with health-promoting capabilities 

(Hasler, 2002) and as a result, nutrition marketing has been developed. Nutrition marketing is 

“any marketing (including food labels and health claims) of food or beverages using health or 

nutrition information beyond minimum requirements” (Colby et al., 2010, p. 92) i.e. 

exceeding the nutritional table which is mandatory information that always has to be printed 

on grocery products. It is not always easy for consumers to make healthy choices since it can 

be hard to understand what is good and what is not simply by referring to the nutritional 

content table on packages (Bui et al., 2013) and nutrition marketing as package 

communication claims has been shown to influences the choice of consumers to a large 

degree (Bui et al., 2008; Bui et al., 2013, Howlett et al., 2012). 

Despite this, consumer scepticism about communication on food package, including health 

claims, is high and there is often concerns expressed over the use of claims as a marketing 

tool (Williams, 2006). The message is more likely to be believed when they are repeated 

frequently by different trustful sources (Williams, 2006). There is an increased importance of 

right information given to the consumers today since they have more knowledge of what they 

want and also have a greater demand for health claims and if the consumer does not get the 

information they need they might avoid the product or switch to another brand (Boer et al., 

2007). Health claims are seen by consumers to be useful and desirable, though it is important 

that the package promote the actual health benefits and not only present the factual content 

information (Stephen et.al, 2002). 

The impact of claims seems to be greatest on those who already tend to buy a particular type 

of product and health claims have not been proven to have the power to make consumers buy 

an entirely new type of product (Williams, 2006) but perhaps switch to another brand in the 

same product category. The length and complexity of the claim also matter and the presence 

of a short health claim generates more impact and brings more positive images in the 

consumers mind than a longer health claim (Wansink et al., 2004). This is an indication that 
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more information is not the key to catch the consumers interest, the right information is. Still, 

a lack of nutritional knowledge can limit the consumers’ abilities to understand the 

information given and that can diminish the credibility of the claim (Williams, 2006). One 

option to give the consumer the information needed is to use panels (Hoogland et al., 2006). 

Panels can also be used to reduce prejudice about PLB just by giving the information; many 

consumers do not have the knowledge that the objective quality gap between PLBs and NBs 

is often small-to-none and that the nutritional content often is the same (Dawes & Nenycz-

Thiel, 2013; Olson, 2012). 

Nutritional claims describe the level of a nutrient in a food product (e.g., high calcium, low 

fat) can be of either negative or positive nature. Negative nutrients refer to nutritional 

characteristic that should be reduced, e.g. sugar, fat, sodium, calories and cholesterol. Positive 

nutrients are in turn characteristics that provide a benefit and offer promise of better health 

e.g. fibre, vitamins and calcium (Lado Cousté et al., 2012). Both types of claims are used on 

food products but communicating information about negative nutrients has been shown to be 

more influential than providing information about positive nutrients. Since no food 

supplement can reduce the consumption of negative nutrients, consumers generally prefer to 

avoid negative outcomes more than they seek positive outcomes in regards to health and 

nutrition information (Russo et al.,1986; Balasubramanian & Cole, 2002). Nutritional claims 

both negative and positive have an effect on consumer behaviour and therefore the hypothesis 

is; 

H2: Package communication containing nutritional claims have a positive effect on 

consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand with more appealing 

package claims) 

2.2.3. Package Communication Containing Production Process Claims 

When comparing claims about product attributes with claims about production processes the 

largest difference is that when product attributes are considered the consumer is the receiver 

of benefits, while when looking at the process the focus is on effects on society at large 

(Dagevos & van Ophem, 2013). The social responsibility aspect is growing in importance 

among consumers which has made the production process an influential aspect for marketers 

to take into consideration. These concerns among consumers are growing among the public in 
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times of food scares and criticism of food production (Eden et al., 2008; Grunert, 2002) and 

the subject incorporates both ethical, environmental and ecological concerns  (Dagevos & van 

Ophem, 2013). 

In a relatively static food market, the organic food sector is growing rapidly. It has developed 

from being a niche market to become a more mainstream one with large potential for further 

growth (Baker et al., 2004). Consumers who have value priorities that are aligned with 

organic food are more likely to pay attention to claims about organic production processes 

(Hoogland et al., 2007), which is in accordance with Levy’s (1959) theory of symbolic 

meaning where consumers tend to choose products that fit with their lifestyle and perception 

of themselves. It is also the case that the most frequently used claim regarding production 

processes is “natural” (Lado Cousté et al., 2012). However, there is a general scepticism and 

distrust toward claims about production processes (Eden et al., 2008), but distrust and lack of 

knowledge can benefit from a general increase in transparency when it comes to food 

production (Hoogland et al., 2007). When it comes to sustainability issues there are a number 

of symbols and labels that are communicated on packages but there are conflicting evidence 

of whether these labels influence consumers’ actual behaviour (Eden et al., 2008; Krystallis et 

al., 2012; Hoogland et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2013). This can in part be traced back to a 

difficulty for consumers to interpret these labels; by including a panel with more detailed 

information about the production process consumers can more easily understand the claims 

(Hoogland et al., 2007). 

The main motives behind purchasing organic food are connected to environmental 

friendliness and food safety, but also to health and wellbeing. Organic products are often 

perceived to bring more enjoyment as the quality is viewed as premium and the products are 

believed to have a higher standard, consumers also show a willingness to pay a price premium 

for organic food products (Bauer et al., 2013; Baker et al., 2004; Hoogland et al., 2007).  

A recent study by Bauer et al. (2013) found that organic labels have a strong positive effect on 

purchase intention for all brands, but for PLBs in particular. One reason for the larger 

potential benefits for PLBs is that these brands have a lower position in the eye of consumers 

to start with and can catch up to NBs by using organic process claims (Bauer et al., 

2013).  Since claims of organic production processes has been shown to have an effect on 

consumer behaviour the hypothesis is that; 
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H3: Package communication containing ecological/organic production claims have a 

positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims). 

2.2.4. Package Communication Containing Product Origin Claims 

Benefits can be reached from having a product that is produced locally and if the products are 

not locally produced, they can reach some benefits if they are sourced from a country that is 

culturally close to the country where the products are sold. When claims of local production 

are communicated consumers perceive the quality to be higher than when comparing to an 

exact replica but where a different, or unspecified origin is communicated (Parsons et al., 

2012; Hoogland et al., 2007). This suggests that raising awareness about locally owned and 

sourced production is beneficial. 

As mentioned many consumers are sceptical towards the quality of PLBs (Kumar et al., 

2012). One reason to this is that PLB products, and lower priced products in general, is often 

assumed to originate abroad, far away from where it is consumed. The low quality reputation 

still remains from PLBs’ early days when these products were in fact produced differently in 

order to provide a low price, but today PLBs often offers the same quality as NBs and even 

use the same suppliers (Hoogland., 2007; Laaksonen, 1994).   

There are at least two positive aspects that speak to consumers, first of all it shows that the 

company supports the local economy and second, consumers feel safer when knowing where 

products come from (Parsons et al., 2012). In the Swedish market there are high standards that 

all actors in the Swedish market need to follow which gives assurance to consumers and there 

are also a large number of certifications and symbols connected to product origin, many of 

them created recently as well (Märkningshandboken, 2013).  

In cases where products are neither locally sourced, nor has its origin in a culturally close 

country, it can be beneficial to source from the country associated with the product (Parsons 

et al., 2012; Gao & Knight, 2007), e.g. to source pasta from Italy. Previous studies have also 

shown preferences for products that have an origin in more industrialized countries because of 

an accumulated reputation that industrialized companies has developed. (Gao & Knight, 

2007). Since the origin of the product carries importance for consumers the hypothesis is that; 
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H4: Package communication that contain claims of geographically close origin have 

a positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims)  

2.3 Theorised Model for the Effect of Different Types of Package Communication 

Claims on Propensity to Switch Brand 

The package is an important communication tool as it reaches consumers in their decision 

making state and can be used as a tool for marketers to convince consumers to switch brand. 

As the environment is getting more and more attention today, even among non-activists, it 

might be beneficial to be associated with environmental packaging and products might also 

benefit from using claims containing nutritional attributes as well as transparency of 

production processes (Carlson et al., 1993; Hasler, 2002; Hoogland et al., 2007). To illustrate 

the hypotheses the model in figure 2 is suggested to explain the theorized relationships. 

Package claims are not suggested to be the only factor leading to propensity to switch but 

based on the previous discussion it is hypothesized that the package has an important impact 

on consumer decision making at the point of purchase and can therefore lead consumers to an 

increasing propensity to switch to brands that use package communication claims that are 

more appealing to consumers. 

 

Figure 2: Theorised effect of different types of package communication claims on propensity to switch brand. 
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3. Method 

To test the hypotheses a questionnaire was designed in accordance with an exploratory 

research method (Saunders, et al. 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2005). Questionnaire was chosen in 

order to collect a vast amount of data to allow for statistical tests to confirm or reject the 

hypotheses with statistical significance (Saunders, et al. 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2005).  

3.1. Pre-study 

In order to get better understanding for the phenomenon a pre-study was conducted before 

further decisions was made regarding the methods to use in the study (Saunder et al., 2009). 

The pre-study consisted of observations of the market and interviews with professionals 

working with packaging communication (see appendix 1). Observation was chosen to get 

first-hand information which contributes to the validity of the study (Denscombe, 2007). Four 

product categories within the food market were chosen for the study; milk, yoghurt, juice and 

cereal (see appendix 2). Being regularly purchased products with a large consumer base and 

with large package panels these products were judged to best fit the purpose of this study. 

Within each product category one generic product (e.g. yoghurt with a volume of 1 litre and 

with vanilla flavour) was chosen for observation. The three largest NBs and the three largest 

PLBs that sell this product were included in the pre-study. The chosen NBs and PLBs are the 

top-sellers in each category (see appendix 2). To get an in-depth insight semi-structured 

interviews are also conducted with those responsible for package communication for each 

brand (Denscombe, 2007). The aim was to understand how they work with their package 

communication and these interviews were guided by a list of themes (see appendix 1). Semi-

structured interviews were chosen since it is possible to discover unexpected findings from 

free-flowing, creative conversations (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Saunders et al., 2009). The pre-

study resulted in a good base of knowledge of how package communication claims are being 

implemented today. 

3.2. Questionnaire design 

Constructs were extracted from the earlier adopted claims of Lado Cousté et al. (2012) i.e. 

environmental packaging claims, nutritional claims, production process claims and product 

origin claims. The questionnaire items were thereafter developed from the theoretical 

framework (see appendix 2 for operationalization of questionnaire items). Items measuring 
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the constructs were based on previous theoretical work but since the area of package 

communication is relatively unexplored, items to build constructs for package communication 

claims had to be developed, whereas items measuring propensity to switch could be adapted 

from previous research. Respondents were asked to rate the importance of the different types 

of claims on a ten point scale where 1 represented “Not important at all” and 10 represented 

“Very important”. For propensity to switch respondents indicated degree of agreement on a 

ten point scale where 1 represented “Strongly disagree” and 10 represented “Strongly agree”. 

In this way it was possible to measure the degree of respondents’ attitudes and receive a 

nuanced variation which more accurately represents reality (Saunders et al., 

2009).  Academics and professionals in the field of market research and consumer behaviour 

reviewed the initial version of the questionnaire in order to secure that the items were relevant 

(Saunders, et al. 2009). Their feedback allowed the items to be improved and become more 

comprehensive for consumers. To further ensure construct validity the questionnaire was 

tested in a pilot study containing 50 respondents (Saunders, et al. 2009). The pilot study 

indicated numbers for solid correlations and the results were significant (p > ,05) but some of 

the items were cross-loading which lead to redesigning of these items. Feedback from the 

respondents could also be retrieved which helped to increase apprehension of the items. 

The revised questionnaire contained 21 items which can be categorized into five parts (see 

appendix 3). The first part contains items which measure purchase behaviour in order to 

ensure that the respondents were relevant to include in the sample. The second part contains 

the items measuring the constructs environmental packaging claims, nutritional claims, 

production process claims, and product origin claims. In the third part respondents the items 

focus on the actual choices of the respondents, connected to four commonly bought grocery 

products, ensuring following items to be relevant to that specific respondent. Meaning, if a 

respondent answered “I do not buy this product” the following items connected to that 

product were not included for that respondent. Since package communication claims can be 

more detailed when the panels of the packages are used (Hoogland et al., 2007) the 

questionnaire items that were product specific include products with large package panels and 

they are also low involvement products that are bought by a large amount of consumers. They 

include; cereal, yoghurt, juice, and milk (see appendix 4).  The fourth part asks respondents to 

rate the relevance of claims divided into these products categories and these items were 

generated from the respondent’s previous answer. This section of the questionnaire aimed at 
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detecting possible differences depending on product type. The fourth part also included items 

to measure the construct propensity to switch. Finally, the fifth part of the questionnaire 

consisted of items to determine the demographic profile of the respondents in order to detect 

possible patterns and differences between segments. 

3.3. Sample and Questionnaire Distribution 

Since almost every person in the country purchase food products the geographical scope of 

the study was decided to not limit the study with any regional borders and therefore the 

population is Swedish grocery consumers. Since the population is large the distribution of the 

questionnaire need to be able to reach a wide demographic scope to reach representativeness 

(Saunders, et al. 2009). To accomplish this, the questionnaire was posted as a pop-up 

questionnaire for two days on the webpage of the largest retail chain in Sweden (www.ica.se) 

which has approximately 200.000 visitors per day. The questionnaire was distributed to every 

tenth visitor at the webpage, with 2563 respondents and a response rate of 6.4% but only a 

total of 1934 respondents (response rate of 4.8%) completed the whole questionnaire. The fact 

that the visitors could be biased by being ICA regulars were acknowledged, but since the 

webpage have more functions that attracts other consumers as well, e.g. recipes, this was not 

judged to be a problem. To minimize the risk of having a sample that consist of only ICA 

customers a question about which store the respondents usually buy their groceries was 

included in the questionnaire, the results confirmed that a large amount of the respondents are 

customers at other grocery stores as well.  

The sample consisted of 83,2 % women. Since women are most often responsible for the 

purchases in a household (Oldrup & Breengaard, 2009) the gender distribution of this study is 

judged to be representing the population. The result of the study show that the respondents in 

the sample are in fact responsible for a large part of the purchases as 44 % were responsible 

for all household purchases and 31,3 % were responsible for more than half of household 

purchases. The mean of respondents age is 33 year and in the sample 53,2 % of the 

respondents have completed higher academic education and 12,1 % have completed higher 

practical education. Since 46 % of the Swedish population between 30-34 years had in 2010 

completed a post-secondary education that lasted a minimum of 2 years (Högskoleverket, 

2012) the educational level in the sample is judged to be representative. A good spread of zip 

http://www.ica.se/
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codes among respondents from Malmö to Kiruna (zip code range 10000-99000) show 

geographical representativeness of the Swedish market. 

3.4. Data analysis 

Using SPSS, a software application for statistics, the collected data was first checked by 

looking through basic descriptive statistics. This indicated some non-normality in a few items, 

but since the items were in scales measuring attitudes this is not a problem. In opposite, it is 

seen as something positive as it showed differences in opinions. Exploratory Factor Analysis 

(i.e. EFA) was performed to check dimensionality and ensure construct validity (Pallant, 

2010). As mentioned the pilot study had significant results (p > ,05) but some items were 

cross-loading which lead to redesigning of these items. In the main study the results were still 

significant and factor analysis on the full sample questionnaire showed that three of the items 

were either loading on the wrong factor, or they were cross loading and therefore were 

excluded in order to assure construct validity (see appendix 5). Before creating the constructs 

and testing for reliability two questions had to be reverse coded (see appendix 4). A test of 

Cronbach’s Alpha show results above ,7 for all five constructs, ensuring reliability of the 

scales (Pallant, 2010). 

Since the main purpose of the study is to investigate whether package claims (i.e. 

environmental, nutritional, production and origin claims) have a positive effect on propensity 

to switch, the construct measuring these claims were tested in a multiple regression analysis 

where propensity to switch was the dependent variable. Because of the large size of the 

sample multiple regression analysis was possible (Pallant, 2010).   
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4. Empirical results  

As this study investigates the effect of package communication claims on consumer 

propensity to switch brand it is a good start to look at how common it is to read on the 

package and also get an indication of the general switching behaviour of consumers. The 

results show that 20,9 % always read the information presented on packages and 53,0 % does 

it most the time. And only 1,1 % never does it (see appendix 5). 

 

Table 1: Correlation matrix 

The above correlations in table 1 show that the construct propensity to switch has significant 

(p < ,05) and positive correlations with the other four constructs (environmental packaging, 

nutritional, production process and product origin). This means that information about 

production process claims and consumer propensity to switch will increase or decrease with 

each other but the effect of one construct on the other cannot be separated. Some of the 

correlations are quite high but there is no risk for multicollinearity since VIF < 5.0 (see table 

2) and it is therefore possible to separate the effects that the different independent variables 

have on the dependent variables (Pallant, 2010).  
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Table 2: Regression test and coefficients table 

Multiple regression analysis show a R square value of ,350 which means that 35 % of the 

variance in the dependent variable (i.e. propensity to switch) is explained by the other four 

constructs together. This is a quite high number according to Pallant (2010) for this type of 

study. When looking closer, the unstandardized coefficient (i.e. B) shows that there are 

differences depending on type of claim (see table 2).  

Descriptive statistics show that the items for environmental packaging claims all have a mean 

value above 6 out of 10 (see appendix 5), indicating that these are rather important to 

consumers in an objective standpoint. Correlation analysis show a value of ,244 between 

environmental packaging claims and propensity to switch indicating a relationship between 

the two constructs. However, when performing regression analysis with propensity to switch 

as the dependent variable the construct of environmental packaging claims is significant but 

the unstandardized coefficient is -,136. This mean that if environmental packaging claims 

were to increase by one unit, propensity to switch would decrease with -,136 units. 

H1: Package communication containing environmental packaging claims have a 

positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims) is rejected since the results show a negative 

relation and not a positive. 
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Correlations between nutritional claims and propensity to switch show a value of ,393 and in 

multiple regression analysis nutritional claims have a unstandardized coefficient of ,028 

which would indicate a positive relationship between the two constructs. However, this value 

is non-significant (p > ,05) and therefore H2 is rejected. Despite the rejection, looking closer 

at the descriptive statistics the items in this construct all have high mean values (all above 7 

out of 10). However, the fourth item about negative nutritional claims, contains ingredients 

like vitamins and minerals, has a slightly higher mean value. In other words, positive 

nutritional claims are judged as less important compared to negative nutritional claims. 

Although the descriptive statistics show quite high means for nutritional claims, they have 

have no effect on propensity to switch. 

H2: Package communication containing nutritional claims have a positive effect on 

consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand with more appealing 

package claims) is rejected since there is no significant relation between the 

constructs. 

The correlation matrix (see table 1) show a strong relationship between production process 

claims and propensity to switch with a value of ,546.  Moreover, production process claims 

has strong correlations with the other independent variables, specifically with nutritional 

claims (,669) and product origin claims (,746), and a slightly lower but still strong correlation 

with environmental packaging claims (0,555), fortunately the test for Collinearity Statistics 

(see table 2) show no problem with multicollinearity. Regression analysis show a significant 

unstandardized coefficient of ,343 for production process claims on propensity to switch 

which supports H3. There is a positive effect of production process claims on propensity to 

switch. If production process claims were to increase one unit, propensity to switch would 

increase with ,343 units.  

H3: Package communication containing ecological/organic production claims have a 

positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims) is supported. 

Product origin claims have a correlation with propensity to switch with a value of ,550 which 

indicates a positive relationship. The correlation is slightly higher than between production 
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process claims and propensity to switch (correlation ,550 > ,546). The regression analysis 

show that product origin claims also have a significant unstandardized coefficient of ,273 

which supports H4, proving that product origin claims have a positive effect on propensity to 

switch. However production process claims have a greater impact on propensity to switch 

than product origin claims have (unstandardized coefficient ,343 > ,273).  

H4: Package communication that contain claims of geographically close origin have 

a positive effect on consumer propensity to switch brand (i.e. to switch to the brand 

with more appealing package claims) is supported. 

 

Figure 3: Statistically proven effects of different types of package communication claims on propensity to switch 

brand. 

Figure 3 above show the hypothesized relationships with the actual relationships between the 

types of package communication claims and propensity to switch brand. H1 and H2 are 

rejected and H3 and H4 are supported. Which means that production process claims and 

products origin claims have a positive effect on propensity to switch, while environmental 

packaging claims and nutritional claims do not. Since the hypotheses for the construct 

environmental packaging claims and the construct nutritional claims (i.e. H1 and H2) were 

rejected these were removed to control the accuracy of the two remaining constructs. 
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Table 3: Adjusted regression analysis and coefficients table 

When regression analysis was performed with only these two constructs included the 

explained variance still remained high at ,344 and with unstandardized coefficients of ,306 for 

production process claims and ,276 for product origin claims (see table 3). These numbers 

further supports the results that production process claims and product are origin claims have 

a positive effect on propensity to switch.  

To detect possible differences between the different product categories mean values 

comparing the importance of different types of claims depending on product category was 

checked. These show no indications of differences between product groups. The different 

types of claims rate in the same order as the unstandardized coefficients in the regression 

analysis i.e. product origin claims have the highest mean in all product categories, production 

process claims are also important, whereas environmental packaging claims and nutritional 

claims have a lower mean value. (see appendix 5). 

4.3. Consumers of Private Label Brands and Consumers of National Brands 

Regression tests were performed in order to detect possible differences among different 

consumer groups (see appendix 5). The PLB sample consisted of 865 respondents (most of 

these consumers also purchase NB products in some of the investigated product categories). 
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Table 4: Regression analysis and Coefficient table for PLB sample. 

In this group there are significant and positive correlations between all constructs and 

propensity to switch, similar to the correlations for the initial sample (see appendix 5). 

However, regression analysis show an explained variance of ,432 in the PLB sample (see 

table 3), compared to the above reported ,350 in the sample at large. Package communication 

claims, in total, thereby explain propensity to switch brand to a degree of 43,2 % in the PLB 

sample. Environmental packaging claims have a negative unstandardized coefficient (-,123) 

in the PLB sample and nutritional claims was not significant (sig. = ,944), similar as the 

sample at large.  

To investigate differences for those buying only NB products another sample group was 

extracted from the sample at large. This sample consisted of 482 respondents who reported 

that they buy NB products in all four product categories (the respondents included in this 

sample group thus purchase all four products). 
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Table 5: Regression analysis and Coefficient table for NB sample. 

When performing regression analysis on the NB sample group an explained variance of ,033 

was recorded (see table 4). Package communication claims, in total, thereby explain 

propensity to switch brand to a very low degree of 3,3 % in the NB sample. Furthermore, this 

sample indicates that product origin claims have a negative effect on NB propensity to switch 

brand with an unstandardized coefficient of -,139. If the product origin claims would increase 

one unit, propensity to switch would decrease -,139 units. Otherwise the results are similar to 

the ones of the PLB sample and the sample at large as both environmental packaging claims 

and nutritional claims are rejected and production process claims proving to have the largest 

effect on propensity to switch. However, since the total explained variance is so low, none of 

these results can be assumed to be completely true as packaging communication claims as a 

whole does not have a significantly large effect on propensity to switch brand.  

Important to note is that caution should be taken when comparing the NB sample with the 

PLB sample since the sampling requirements vary. Some of the respondents in the PLB 

sample have reported that they purchase products in only one of the categories whereas all 

respondents in the NB sample purchase products in all four product categories.  
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5. Analysis  

It is very common to read the information printed on packages of grocery products. As many 

as 73,4 % of consumers always read on their packages or do it most of the time and only 1,1 

% never does. Packages possess the unique ability to communicate directly with consumers at 

the point of purchase and it can directly connect information to the product since the package 

is seen by consumers as a part of the actual product (Underwood, 2003). This study show that 

package communication claims have an effect on propensity to switch brand and it therefore 

has a unique opportunity for brands to try to gain new consumers. This presents an 

unexploited opportunity for brands that are currently not working actively with package 

communication. Despite this, there is a lack of academic research in the area of package 

communication (Rundh, 2012; Underwood et al., 2001; Nancarrow et al., 1998; Hedlund, 

2005). This study contributes to the area of package communication by proving that the 

package have an effect on consumer behaviour, more specifically, package communication 

claims have an effect on consumer propensity to switch brand.  

The empirical results show that the type of claims that are important to consumers are not 

dependent of what kind of food product that is in focus, but in line with Tung et al. (2011) the 

results show different effects in different consumer groups. An important finding of this study 

is also that there is a different effect depending on what type of package communication 

claims are used and in some cases the effect can even be negative. This proves that more 

communication will not have the desired effect, but the right information have the chance to 

help a brand gain new consumers. In short, the empirical results show that environmental 

packaging claims have a negative effect on propensity to switch while there is no significant 

effect of nutritional claims. However, production process claims as well as product origin 

claims do have an effect on propensity to switch brand. It is not surprising that the package 

has the potential to influence consumer behaviour since the package is seen by consumers as a 

part of the product itself and the products you consume are in turn signalling something about 

you as a person (Underwood 2003; Brewer & Rettie, 2000; Levy, 1959).  

5.1. The Effect of Package Communication Containing Environmental Packaging 

Claims on Propensity to Switch Brand 

Environmental packaging claims do not have a positive effect on propensity to switch brand 

and the first hypothesis is thus rejected. The initial results of this study indicated, in 



Using the Package to Influence Consumers’ Choice of Brand 

Håkansson, N., Kvarnström, E. & Nilsson, E. 

27 

 

accordance with Alwitt and Pitts (1996), Carlson et al. (1993), and Westin (2013), that 

consumers are concerned with the packaging being environmentally friendly since it was 

rated as being important to consumers. However, environmental packaging does not have a 

positive influence on propensity to switch brand, the final results even show that the effect is 

negative. This indicates that using environmental packaging claims make consumers less 

prone to switch to the brand using this type of claims. 

One possible explanation to the negative effect is that recycling and environmental packaging 

might be viewed as a basic requirement since the level of recycling in Sweden is high 

(Westin, 2013; Rahbar & Abdul Wahid, 2011). Thus claims of this nature might be abundant. 

In other words, these claims might not be something that the consumers look for since they 

assume that the packaging already possesses these environmental qualities. 

Previous studies investigating environmental packaging claims has been shown to have an 

impact on purchase behaviour, but in different degrees (Tung et al., 2011) and the negative 

impact that environmental packaging claims have on consumer propensity to switch brand 

indicate that consumers are less likely to switch to a brand using this type of claims. A study 

by Koenig-Lewis et al. (2014) investigated purchase intentions concerning environmentally 

friendly products showed that rational evaluations of actual benefits concerning 

environmentally friendly packaging had no significant effect on purchase intention. Since 

environmental packaging claims does not influence consumers propensity to switch to the 

brand carrying these claims, this goes in accordance with the previous results and indicate that 

this types of claims is not beneficial for the purpose of changing consumer behaviour.  

5.2 The Effect of Package Communication Containing Nutritional Claims on 

Propensity to Switch Brand 

Nutritional claims have no effect on propensity to switch brand, thus the second hypothesis is 

rejected. The empirical results show a positive correlation and standardized coefficient 

between usage of nutritional claims on packages and consumer propensity to switch brand, 

but there is no significant effect of nutritional claims on propensity to switch. Due to the 

lower mean value of the fourth item in the construct nutritional claim, i.e. positive nutritional 

claims, and the higher mean value of negative nutritional claims, it is possible to distinguish 

between negative and positive nutritional claims. These indications show that negative claims 
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have a greater importance than positive claims has and the statement that consumers generally 

prefer to avoid negative outcomes more than they seek positive outcomes in regards to health 

and nutrition information (Russo et al., 1986; Balasubramanian & Cole, 2002) which is 

consistent with the empirical results of this study despite the fact that this study showed no 

significant effect on actual behaviour. 

As Hasler (2002) explains, consumers are becoming more health-conscious and there is an 

increased acceptance and consumption of products with health-promoting capabilities which 

has led to a bigger understanding of products’ nutrients. Based on the empirical investigation 

it is clear that the right type of information can influence propensity to switch but nutritional 

claims are not the right type of information to use for this purpose. This is perhaps since 

today’s consumers have more knowledge of what they want and thus have a lower demand for 

health claims. 

Another potential explanation to the result that nutritional claims does not have an effect on 

propensity to switch is that due to the large number of consumers following diets and the fast 

changes in diet trends (Demoskop, 2013) it is hard for consumers to gain trust of nutritional 

claims. Since consumers in general are sceptical to health claims on food packages they might 

need to be frequently repeated by different trustful sources to have an effect (Williams, 2006). 

With constantly evolving trends in diets and health advices it is hard to reach this repetitive 

effect and gain trust among consumers. 

The non-significant effect of nutritional packaging claims contradicts previous research. 

Williams (2006) found that that nutritional claims do have an effect on consumer behaviour, 

but this type of claims have greatest impact on those who already tend to buy a particular type 

of product and switch to another brand in the same product category. As this was not included 

in this study it is possible that there is a small effect in this segment of the market.  

5.3. The Effect of Package Communication Containing Production Process 

Claims on Propensity to Switch Brand 

In accordance with previous research the results of this study confirm that information about 

production processes have an effect on propensity to switch brand, which supports hypothesis 

three. As transparency is increasing in the food industry (Eden et al., 2008; Grunert, 2002; 

Dagevos & van Ophem, 2013) consumer demand of sustainably produced products are 
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increasing. Consumers today are even willing to pay a higher price for ecologically produced 

products (Bauer et al., 2013; Baker et al., 2004; Hoogland et al., 2007) and using package 

communication claims that contain information about production processes can convince 

consumers to switch to brands using such claims. 

Claims must be clear and easy to understand since decisions are most often made at the point 

of purchase and consumers do not invest a large amount of time to evaluate their options 

(Underwood, 2003; Underwood et al., 2001; Nancarrow et al. 1998; Court et al., 2009; 

Brewer & Rettie, 2000; Underwood & Ozanne, 1998). In previous research it has been found 

that consumers sometimes have a hard time to understand communication about production 

processes and therefore it has been hard to show any connections to actual consumer 

behaviour (Eden et al., 2008; Krystallis et al., 2012; Hoogland et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 2013). 

This study did not specifically investigate this problem but instead included more detailed 

information of production processes instead of complicated terms and certifications. When 

looking at more detailed information about production processes there seem to be no problem 

in understanding the message. This indicates that labels and certifications are not always 

beneficial but when using the package panel more detailed information can be conveyed and 

thereby a change in consumer behaviour can occur. 

This study show that production process claims have an effect on consumer propensity to 

switch but previous research has shown a general scepticism about production process claims 

(Eden et al., 2008; Hoogland et al., 2007). Because of the general scepticism found in 

previous studies consumers could potentially switch to another brand if the package does not 

communicate enough information (Hoogland et al., 2007; Johnson & Levin, 1985). Even 

though scepticism is still present it could be the case that this scepticism is even more present 

when no information about production processes is communicated. 

5.4. The Effect of Package Communication Containing Product Origin Claims on 

Propensity to Switch Brand 

Package communication claims that contain information about the origin of the product have 

a positive effect on consumer propensity to switch, in support of hypothesis four. This can be 

explained by the wish to feel secure in what is purchased and consumed (Parsons et al., 2012). 

It can also in large parts be connected to the above mentioned importance of production 
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process claims since consumers are demanding a high level of transparency in the food 

industry (Hoogland et al., 2007). Consumers are becoming more and more aware of the 

environmental impacts of for example transporting goods over far reaching distances which 

can help to explain the positive effect that product origin claims have on propensity to switch.  

Much that has been mentioned in the previous part about production process claims and 

conscious decision making can be connected to product origin claim. Consuming ecologically 

and organically produced products or products with a local origin have gained a higher 

position in consumers’ minds (Dagevos & van Ophem, 2013; Bauer et al., 2013; Baker et al., 

2004; Hoogland et al., 2007) perhaps not simply because of the willingness to make conscious 

decisions for the good of others and for the environment, but in part because of what it signals 

to people around you. However, consumers can also be motivated by supporting the local 

economy (Parsons et al., 2012). It is also the case that in recent years there has been a number 

of food scares (Hoogland et al., 2007) and the further away the product originates the harder it 

is to control how the product is produced, what it contains, how it is handled etc. Tough 

regulations in Sweden and a large number of certifications connected to product origin 

(Märkeshandboken, 2013) can contribute to the validity of claims of local origin. Due to the 

large amount of certifications and a general difficulty to understand these certifications 

package panels can provide detailed explanations and information to facilitate the consumer 

interpretation of information about product origin. 

5.5. Comparison of Different Types of Package Communication Claims 

Out of the four types of package communication claims production process claims have the 

greatest effect on propensity to switch brand and production process claims also have high 

correlations with the other claims. This suggests that if one believes that production processes 

are important one would also believe that environmental packaging, nutrition and product 

origin are important, and the other way around. Since production process claims cover the 

development of the product, including the package and its content it is not surprising that high 

correlations are present. The production process connects to nutritional claims since the 

nutritional content is affected by the way the good is produced. For example, if the production 

process claim states that it is “natural” (Lado Cousté et al., 2012) this has an impact on the 

nutritional content since no additives are used in the production process.  
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As the package is seen as being a part of the actual product (Underwood, 2003; Brewer & 

Rettie, 2000) the correlation between production process and environmental packaging can 

also be explained. When the production process of the actual content is performed in a way 

that consumers find acceptable the packaging is likely to be assumed to have environmental 

qualities, especially due to the mentioned wide spread of recycling in Sweden (Westin, 2013). 

High correlations between product origin and production process is also not surprising since 

product origin also concerns the processing of the products, but in this case not concerning 

how the production processes is conducted but instead where.  

5.6. Differences Between Consumers of Private Label Brand and Consumers of 

Name Brands 

Consumers of PLB food products are more prone to switch brand due to package 

communication claims than the population in general.  To be noted it is not possible to say 

whether these consumer are more prone to switch from or to a PLB or NB brand, only what 

type of claims that can attract these consumers. It is especially crucial for PLB retailers to be 

careful with what types of claims that are presented, as the effect is higher among consumers 

of PLB products. For consumers of NB products the effect of package communication claims 

on propensity to switch is not as strong. The pre-study shows that NBs are currently working 

more actively with their packages. This could potentially explain the result as consumers of 

NB products might be more satisfied with the information that NB packages provide. The 

lower degree of active work with package communication among PLBs that was detected in 

the pre-study can also influence the higher effect of package communication on propensity to 

switch among PLB consumers. 

PLB retailers have limited advertising possibilities compared to NBs (Underwood, 2003; 

Kim, 2002) and as previously made interviews show, the usage of package communication on 

PLB food product panels today are very unexploited. These brands can thus benefit from 

using the package as a marketing channel to a greater extent. By developing claims carefully 

PLB retailers can not only make consumers more prone to switch to their brand (Mininni, 

2007; Ampuero & Vila, 2006), but also cut down on marketing costs since this is a marketing 

channel that does not have to be bought (Rundh, 2012). The results show that package 

communication claims about production processes and product origin can therefore be used as 

a marketing tool by PLB retailers in order to reach consumers, as also in line with Underwood 
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(2003) and Kim (2002). Since consumers of PLB products have a higher propensity to switch 

in general it is even more crucial that these brands use the package to convince consumers to 

choose their product each time at the point of purchase. 

Production process claims and product origin claims are the types of claims that have an 

effect on propensity to switch among PLB consumers, similarly as in the population at large. 

Ecological products are perceived as having a high quality which can be especially beneficial 

for PLBs that have products of this nature since PLBs are in general not perceived as well as 

NBs in the eye of consumers (Bauer et al., 2013). The effect of these types of claims can be 

linked to the overall social responsibility that is growing amongst consumers (Eden et al., 

2008; Grunert, 2002; Hoogland et al., 2007). The importance of package communication are 

present for all brands since consumers can choose to switch to another brand whose package 

contain more appealing claims about production processes. Diligent development of these 

claims becomes especially important for PLBs as consumers are already more sceptical 

towards PLBs than NBs (Hoogland et al., 2007). The sceptical attitude that exists toward PLB 

products does not seem to be present to the same degree among NB consumers. Although 

production processes have an effect on propensity to switch among NB consumers, product 

origin even have a negative effect. However, since the overall effect of package 

communication claims on propensity to switch is very low among NB consumers no types of 

claims have major effects on consumer behaviour among NB consumers. 
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6. Discussion 

 

6.1 Types of Package Communication Claims 

In general it can be hard for consumers to understand the message when symbols and 

certifications are used instead of more detailed information on package panels (Hoogland et 

al., 2007; Carlson et al., 1993). However, since environmental packaging and recycling topics 

have been present during a long period of time in the Swedish market consumers might 

therefore not be in need of more detailed explanations since the meaning behind certifications 

and symbols is clear. As the symbols connected to recycling have been present during a long 

period of time the general knowledge and recognition of these symbols is likely to be high, 

consumers are thus not in need of further explanations. Furthermore, recycling is in many 

cases an established part of everyday life in Sweden and not a unique selling point that can 

differentiate from other brands. It is also the case that food products often have printed 

information on the package underneath the nutritional table that concern the recycling of the 

packaging. Thus more information regarding the packaging might not be necessary. 

It is important to provide information that is relevant for consumers and their way of living. 

Trends that concern different types of diets and health advice play a large part in affecting 

what consumer wants. However, even though changing package panels is cheaper than 

traditional marketing (Rundh, 2012) it is still connected to a cost which makes it more 

important to follow a long running trend and not have a short term focus. This is also more 

beneficial since it is harder for consumers to trust a brand that is constantly changing and does 

not have the repetitive effect that help consumers remember the brand. As consumers become 

increasingly more aware, knowledgeable and conscious about their choices it might make 

them even more critical against the information they see, which could explain the non-

significant result for nutritional claims. This could also explain the results that indicate that 

consumers are more concerned about negative nutritional claims than positive. Though, 

nutritional claims can sometimes be difficult for the consumer to understand which could 

potentially have contributed to the results showing that package communication containing 

nutritional claims have no effect on propensity to switch brand. This further stresses the 

importance of developing these claims with great care if they are to be used. As consumers 

are sceptical in general and show more concern about negative nutritional claims, it indicates 

that they have a lower level of trust for positive nutritional claims. 
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As scepticism and transparency increase consumers become more demanding toward brands. 

People want to know; what they eat, how it is produced and where it originates. In order to be 

considered in this competitive market this study show that these types of information on 

packages are influential tools, and brands that use these types of claims have the potential to 

make consumers switch to their brand at the point of purchase. This is in line with 

contemporary trends where ecologically and organically produced groceries is a fast growing 

market (Bauer et al., 2013; Baker et al., 2004; Hoogland et al., 2007) and by including claims 

about the production processes and the product origin on the package panel consumers can 

be  reminded at the point of purchase about these attributes. This can facilitate the product 

evaluation by reminding consumers of something they probably already know and want to 

support. Purchasing ecologically produced groceries does not demand much of the consumer, 

making it an easy decision if the right information is presented when the consumer is in the 

decision making state. 

Caring about production processes could lie in an interest for one’s own well-being and also 

in the well-being of the society at large (Dagevos & van Ophem, 2013). External incentives to 

buy groceries that are produced in a sustainable manner arise among consumers and are 

becoming more prominent in society at large. However, the internal motivation can also be a 

source for the increasing demand for these products. Since this is a growing trend (Bauer et 

al., 2013) consumers might want to show people around them that they are aware in order to 

connect positive associations to themselves. When consumers wish to connect symbolical 

meaning to their person (Levy, 1959; Underwood 2003; Brewer & Rettie, 2000) the package 

provides a great opportunity since interaction with the package does not only happen at the 

point of purchase but also in consumers’ homes. Food is in general a large part of life and it is 

usual to socialize with friends while sharing meals, adding importance to the signalling effect 

of packages. Since status and signalling value (Levy, 1959) might play a part in why 

production process claims has an effect on consumer behaviour the problem of whether or not 

they actually understand what different expressions connected to production actually means 

might not be a large issue. Thus, when using package panels more detailed information can be 

communicated, this provides an opportunity to educate consumers in this question.  

Connected to the importance of production processes the origin of the product is also 

beneficial to present on food packages. However, though there are similarities between 
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production process claims and product origin claims, the effect on propensity to switch is not 

as strong for product origin claims. One explanation for this could be that consumers assume 

that the usually stated production country is the same as the country of origin, when in fact 

this is not always the case and in the Swedish market it can sometimes be hard to source 

products locally. Due to the climate and lack of resources it can be hard for brands to use 

these claims to the same extent and the slightly lower effect that product origin claims has on 

propensity to switch could be a result of Swedish consumers being used to purchasing foreign 

products. Also, the cost of producing grocery in Sweden is relatively high which leads to 

higher prices where for example ecologically produced products that originates from another 

country can often keep a slightly lower price due to lower production costs. Due to the 

difficulty of sourcing certain products from Swedish actors and the higher cost of production 

there is a familiarity with imported goods and Swedish consumers do not necessarily have 

negative associations to foreign products. 

Communicating claims about production processes and product origin targets a large market 

since many different types of consumers can be influenced by the information. As mentioned 

the correlations between production processes and the other constructs are quite high, this 

could indicate that production process claims can be attractive for multiple reasons. 

Consumers who search status can purchase these products because of the premium image they 

convey, those who are very aware of the environment and consciously search for these 

products can also be attracted by these claims. Those who are concerned with health and 

wellbeing and those who want a high quality product can also turn to products that have a 

sustainable production process and local origin since these products can be considered to be 

‘clean’. Finally, the average consumer might purchase consciously produced products to feel 

better about themselves or simply because it is an easy way to do something good for society 

without having to go through too much trouble. 

6.2 Consumers of Private Label Brands versus Consumers of Name Brands 

Consumers of NB products generally show a very small effect of package communication on 

propensity to switch, compared to consumers of PLB products that even show a higher effect 

than the whole sample. One plausible reason behind this result can be connected to the overall 

scepticism towards PLB products compared to NB products (YouGov, 2013). Being more 

critical towards PLBs the consumers seem to be more influenced by package communication 
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claims. The pre-study showed that NBs work more actively with their package 

communication and has done so during many years which have in this way already built up 

their credibility. If PLBs were to start using package communication claims, particularly 

about their production processes and product origin, more rigorously, they could counter the 

scepticism and enhance the overall impression of PLBs. This since ecologically produced 

products are proved to be seen as products with higher quality (Dagevos & van Ophem, 2013; 

Bauer et al., 2013; Baker et al., 2004; Hoogland et al., 2007) and can thereby help provide 

credibility to the PLB. 

When it comes to the difference in types of packaging claims between the consumer groups 

the only difference was that consumers of NB products show a negative effect of using 

product origin claims, whereas consumers of PLB products and the population at large did not 

present this relationship. This is surprising result is difficult to explain without more detailed 

studies; still a possible explanation could be that NB consumers already expect that the 

product has an origin that they find acceptable and therefore finds this information abundant. 

Or it could even raise suspicion as the consumers would find out something that would 

change their overall perception of the NB as a brand. Once again, the fact that product origin 

claims have a greater effect on PLBs could also argue for the scrutiny that exists towards 

PLBs. When it comes to PLB products the consumers want to see where the product 

originates from, which can be remnant from the early life of PLB products when low price 

was the main selling point for PLBs and thus simply were sourced from the country with the 

lowest cost.  

With the current development and trends PLBs can use product origin claims to better their 

reputation and educate consumers. Frequently purchased product categories, like the 

investigated perishable foods, have the potential to be a good “gateway” for brands to gain 

new consumers. These products have a smaller threshold for consumers to pass which might 

make it easier to convince consumers to switch brand in these categories. As PLB consumers 

show a more prominent propensity to switch brand based on package communication claims, 

PLB retailers can benefit by working with claims in order to get consumers to switch to PLB 

products. By starting with products that have a high frequency of purchase PLBs can get 

consumers to try their products and thereby decrease scepticism against PLBs. This way it is 

more likely that these consumers choose PLB products in other categories as well. Result 
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clearly show that consumers do read on their food packages even though it is frequently 

purchased products, consumers still care about the information they get, and this have an 

effect on purchase decisions. By taking advantage of this “gateway” PLB have an opportunity 

change the overall perception of PLBs and become equal with the perception of NBs, and 

maybe even better.  
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7. Conclusion 

This study contributes to the area of package communication by proving that the package 

have an effect on consumer behaviour, more specifically, package communication claims 

have an effect on consumer propensity to switch brand. There is a positive effect of 

production process claims and product origin on consumer propensity to switch brand while 

environmental packaging claims have a negative effect on propensity to switch brand and 

nutritional claims have no significant effect. This study argue for using package panels more 

diligently and when using the package the type of claim does matter. It is thus important for 

brands to carefully consider what type of information is used on packages.  

This study also show that different brands work differently with package communication and 

those that do not work actively with this marketing channel at the moment can benefit by 

developing their work in this area. PLBs are currently not using package communication to 

the same extent as NBs and since this study show that package communication claims have a 

higher effect on propensity to switch among consumers of PLB products, this further stress 

the importance for PLBs to develop their package communication.  

Worth mentioning when using claims is the importance of carefully develop the 

communication. If the wrong type of information is used consumers can choose to purchase a 

different brand with claims that they find more appealing. Important to remember is that 

despite what type of claims are used, package communication should not promise more than it 

can live up to. The importance of truthfulness and transparency in the perishable food industry 

in extension means that unfulfilled promises risk that consumers choose to switch again.  
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8. Managerial Implications 

Package panels are a communication channel that often is not used to its fullest potential and 

there are clear benefits in developing this communication. This thesis proves that package 

communication claims can be used to make consumer more prone to switch brand. With 

already limited advertising possibilities using package panels as a marketing tool is a big 

opportunity for PLBs in particular. It should be noted that even though it might be cheaper 

than other traditional marketing activities, changing package design can still be costly. To 

avoid costly mistakes and reach the desired effects brands should carefully design their 

package claims. By giving consumers more information about where the product originate 

and detailed descriptions of how the production is done companies could be able to convince 

consumers to choose their brand over those of competitors. Of course it is important that the 

company lives up to the claims and in cases where the brand does not have a production 

process that is accepted by consumers a first step is to develop the actual production 

processes. In most cases the production processes are managed by high quality regulations but 

consumers are often not aware of this. Therefore simply providing more information to 

consumers can be of huge benefits for brands. However, caution must be at hand when 

working with package communication. Just as much as this study says that consumers could 

switch to the own brand, it also proves that they are just as prone to switch to another brand 

that use more favourable claims. What type of information a brand decides to print on their 

package panels, and how it is developed and designed, is crucial.  
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9. Future Research 

This thesis contributes with new insights to the field of package communication but more 

research is needed. The area of package communication is lacking research and the existing 

research has often been conducted quite long ago. This study shows great potential in the area 

of package communication and show a need for deeper and more specific studies. This thesis 

has investigated low involvement products, expanding the research to higher involvement 

products can provide a more complete picture of consumer behaviour in relation to package 

communication. 

Due to the surprising negative effect of environmental packaging claims on propensity to 

switch brand, more insight is needed to explain this behaviour in detail. One potential 

explanation could be that respondents did not understand the questionnaire design since the 

concept of printed information about the packaging on the package is hard to formulate and 

interpretation of questions could be focused on the general importance of environmental 

packaging and not claims about the importance of printing this information on the package. 

Thus investigating this further can provide clarity in the matter.  

An attempt to detect differences among consumer groups was made in this thesis but due to 

difficulties with the sampling methods comparison between consumers of PLB products and 

consumers of NB products does not have full statistical support. Since the prerequisites for 

analysis of these two groups are unequal it is important to remember that although there are 

indications of interesting differences a more detailed study is required to statistically prove the 

differences between these groups. Different sampling methods was used since there were only 

a small number of respondents who purchase PLB products in all four product categories (12 

respondents) which is not enough to perform statistical analyses. A different sampling 

technique was not possible due to the questionnaire design. Investigating differences between 

PLBs and NBs more rigorously is needed to get a deeper understanding of differences 

between these brands. 

This general study should in other words be followed by dividing the research area of package 

communication into smaller more concentrated studies in order to detect differences between 

categories and consumer groups and explain phenomena in more exact detail.  
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Appendix 1: Interviewees and Interview Themes 

Interviewees 

Name Brand Position 

Elisabeth Askefalk ICA (Private Label Brands) Copywriter 

Ann Bergman Arla (Yoghurt) Senior Brand Manager 

Gunilla Eriksson Arla (Milk & Yoghurt) Panel Editor 

Cecilia Wellander COOP (Private Label Brands) Senior Brand Manager 

Pernilla Morén God Morgon (Juice) Brand & Product Manager 

Jenny Emmevind Garant (Private Label Brand) Package Design Manager 

Petra Andersson-Stening Norrmejerier (Milk & Yoghurt) Product Manager  

 

Interview Themes 

 

Do you work with package communication? 
 

 

YES NO 

Way of working How often is the communication changed? 

Why have you decided to not 

work with package 

communication? (conscious 

choice?) 

 

Do you work actively with the communication on the 

panels of the package? 

When a new package is 

developed, how does that 

process look? 

 

Who is responsible for the package communication? Is 

there a specific person that is responsible? How much 

of the responsible persons time is devoted to work with 

package communication? 

Do you see any potential risks 

with using package panels to 

communicate? In that case what 

risks? 

 

What factors decide when a panel should be changed? 

Did you previously work with 

package communication? If 

yes, why did you quit? 

Research/screening 

of market 

Is any research done before you change package 

communication? 
If yes, what type of investigation? 

 

 

Is there an established plan/way of working that 

includes research? 

 

Target 
Do you have a specific target in mind when developing 

the package communication? 

 

 

Do you always have the same target or does it change? 
 

Type of 

communication 
Do you have predetermined themes on the package 

communication? 
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Do you adopt the communication depending on season? 
 

 

What is the general tone of voice in the 

communication? 

 

 

Do you change the whole package design when the 

panel changes? 

 

History Has the way of working changed? Why? 
 

 

What results have come from the change? 
 

Goal 
What is the purpose of working with package 

communication? 

 

 

What are the gains of changing package 

communication/working with package communication? 

 

 

Do you measure the results in any way? 
 

Risks 
Do you see any potential risks with using package 

panels to communicate? In that case what risks? 

 

 

How do you work to minimize these risks? 
 

 

What limitations do you see with working with package 

communication? 
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Appendix 2: Top Brands in Chosen Product Categories 
 

Top Brands (organized based on top sales volume 2013-01-28 to 2014-01-26): 
  

Milk Yoghurt Cereal Juice 

  

Brand Brand Brand Brand 

NB 1. Arla Mellanmjölk 1L Arla Mild Yoghurt Vanilj 

1L 
Kellog’s Special K 

500G 
Godmorgon Orange 

1L 

 

2. Norrmejerier 

Mellanmjölk 1L 
Valio Yoghurt Vanilj 1L Quaker Havrefras 600G Bravo Original 

Apelsinjuice 1L 

 

3. Skånemejerier 

Mellanmjölk 1L 
Skånemejerier Mild 

Yoghurt Vanilj 1L 
AXA Havreflakes 

500G 
Tropicana Orginal 

Orange 1L 

PLB 1. COOP Mellanmjölk 

1L 
ICA Mid Mild Yoghurt 

Vanilj 1L 
ICA Mid Specialflingor 

500G 
ICA Mid 

Apelsinjuice 1L 

 

2. ICA Mid Mellanmjök 

1L 
GARANT Mild Yoghurt 

Vanilj 1L 
COOP Special 

frukostflingor 500G 
COOP Apelsinjuice 

1L 

 

3. GARANT 

Mellanmjölk 1L 
COOP Mild Yoghurt 

Vanilj 1L 
GARANT 

Specialflingor 500G 
GARANT 

Apelsinjuice 1L 
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Appendix 3: Operationalization of Questionnaire: 

Theme/section of 

questionnaire 
Question Purpose 

1. Purchasing and 

consumer behaviour 
1. In which store/-s do you purchase 

your groceries? 
To make sure that there is a distribution / 

proliferation and that different types of 

consumers are represented in the sample 

group 

 

2. How often do you read on 

packages of groceries? 
To confirm that package communication is 

relevant 

2. Constructs measuring 

the different claims in 

general 

1. How important is it that it is 

clearly communicated on the 

product that: 

 

 

a. the package is: 
- made from environmentally 

friendly material 
- recyclable 
- made from recyclable material 

To measure construct 1 

 

b. the content is: 
- nutritional 
- healthy 
- not containing/has a low degree 

of  e.g. sugar and fat 
- containing a high degree of e.g. 

vitamins, minerals and fiber 

To measure construct 2 

 

c. the production: 
- has low/no emissions 
- has good animal care 
- is not done with sprayed raw 

material 
- is not done with modified raw 

materials 
- has no artificial substances (e.g. 

conservatives, colorants, 

sweeteners) 
- is ecological 

To measure construct 3 

 

d. the origin is: 
- clearly stated 
- local/geographically close 
- Swedish 
- Nordic 
- from a western country 

To measure construct 4 

3. Constructs measuring 

the claims divided into 

product categories 

1. What type of information do you 

want to see on your: 

 

 

a. Milk package 
 

 

- information about the packaging To measure construct 1 for the product 

category milk 



Using the Package to Influence Consumers’ Choice of Brand 

Håkansson, N., Kvarnström, E. & Nilsson, E. 

l 

 

 

- information about the nutritional 

content 
To measure construct 2 for the product 

category milk 

 

- information about the production 

process 
To measure construct 3 for the product 

category milk 

 

- information about the product 

origin 
To measure construct 4 for the product 

category milk 

 

b. Juice package 
 

 

- information about the packaging To measure construct 1 for the product 

category juice 

 

- information about the nutritional 

content 
To measure construct 2 for the product 

category juice 

 

- information about the production 

process 
To measure construct 3 for the product 

category juice 

 

- information about the product 

origin 
To measure construct 4 for the product 

category juice 

 

c. Cereal package 
 

 

- information about the packaging To measure construct 1 for the product 

category cereal 

 

- information about the nutritional 

content 
To measure construct 2 for the product 

category cereal 

 

- information about the production 

process 
To measure construct 3 for the product 

category cereal 

 

- information about the product 

origin 
To measure construct 4 for the product 

category cereal 

 

d. Yoghurt package 
 

 

- information about the packaging To measure construct 1 for the product 

category yoghurt 

 

- information about the nutritional 

content 
To measure construct 2 for the product 

category yoghurt 

 

- information about the production 

process 
To measure construct 3 for the product 

category yoghurt 

 

- information about the product 

origin 
To measure construct 4 for the product 

category yoghurt 

4. Actual choices and 

propensity to switch 

among respondents 

1. What brands do you usually buy 
a. Milk 
b. Juice 
c. Cereal 
d. Yoghurt 

To see if the package communication of the 

chosen brands are in accordance with the 

preferred communication of respondents 

 

2. To what extent do you agree with 
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the following statements: 

 

a. I only buy my preferred brands 

and no other 
b. It is rare that I try new brands 
c. I often change brands 

To measure the behavioural aspect i.e. 

variety seeking behaviour, to measure the 

construct propensity to switch (adopted from 

Broyles, et al. 2011) 

 

d. I’d rather stick to a brand that I 

have tried before than switch to 

something that I’m not sure of 
e. I have considered changing 

brands 
f. I am willing to try new brands 
g. I can consider changing brand if I 

find a brand with an identical 

product to the brand I normally buy 

To measure respondents attitudes towards 

switching brands, to measure the construct 

propensity to switch (adopted from Broyles, 

et al. 2011 and Yung & Yoon, 2012). 

5. Demographic profile 1. Gender To test for possible differences based on 

gender 

 

2. Age To ensure that the sample is representative in 

regards to age 

 

3. Zip code To ensure geographical spread 

 

4. What is your level of education? To test for possible differences depending on 

education 

 

5. Household (number of persons 

living in the household) 
To test for possible differences depending on 

type of household 

 

6. What share of households 

purchases are you responsible for? 
To ensure that the respondent is responsible 

for part of the grocery purchase and reject 

respondents that are not active in grocery 

purchasing 
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire (in Swedish) 
Vad vill du läsa på dina livsmedelsförpackningar? 
Idag är vi allt mer medvetna om våra livsmedel, dess innehåll, förpackning och produktion. Vi vill därför veta 

vilket typ av information som är viktig för dig att läsa på dina livsmedelsförpackningar. 
 

Part 1                                                               
 
1. I vilken/vilka butiker handlar du oftast din mat? (flera alternativ är möjliga) 
_ ICA 
_ COOP 
_ WILLYS 
_ Hemköp 
_ City Gross 
_ Netto 
_ Lidl 
_ Tempo 
_ Annan:_______ 
 
2. Hur ofta läser du på livsmedelsförpackningar? 
_ Alltid 
_ Ganska ofta 
_ Någon gång ibland 
_ Väldigt sällan 
_ Aldrig 
 

Part 2                         
 

3. Hur viktigt är det för dig att det framgår tydligt på förpackningen (utöver informationen på framsidan 

och i näringstabellen) att: 
    Inte viktigt alls                     Mycket viktigt Item name: 

a. Förpackningen 
- består av tillverkad av miljövänligt material 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 packimp1 
- är återvinningsbar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 packimp2 
- består av återvunnet material 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 packimp3 

b. Innehållet 
- är näringsrikt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 nutrimp1 
- är hälsosamt/nyttigt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 nutrimp2 
- ej innehåller/har en låg halt av ämnen som  
t.ex. socker och fett 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 nutrimp3 

               - innehåller ämnen som   
t.ex. vitaminer/mineraler/fullkorn 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 nutrimp4 

c. Produktionen 
- sker med låga/inga utsläpp* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 prodimp1 
- sker utan bestrupningmedel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 prodimp2 
- sker utan modifierade råvaror 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10            prodimp3 
- ej tillsätter artificiella ämnen                       
(t.ex. konserveringsmedel, färgämnen, sötningsmedel) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 prodimp4 
- är ekologisk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 prodimp5 

d. Råvarans ursprung är 
- tydligt angivet* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp1 
- lokalt/geografiskt nära mig 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp2 
- svenskt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp3 
- nordiskt  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp4 
- från ett västerländskt land  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp5 
- Från landet som produkten förknippas  
med (t.ex. pasta från Italien)*  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 origimp6 

*Items excluded after exploratory factor analysis 
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Part 3                                         

 
4. Vilket varumärke väljer du oftast när du köper? 
a. Mjölk 
_ Arla 
_ Skånemejerier 
_ Norrmejerier 
_ ICA 
_ COOP 
_ Garant 
_ Annat:_________ 
_ Köper ej produkten 
 
b. Juice        . 
_ Godmorgon 
_ Bravo 
_ Tropicana 
_ ICA 
_ COOP 
_ Garant 
_ Annat:_________ 
_ Köper ej produkten 
 
c. Yoghurt 
_ Skånemejerier 
_ Arla 
_ Valio 
_ ICA 
_ COOP 
_ Garant 
_ Annat:_________ 
_ Köper ej produkten 
 
d. Flingor 
_ Kelloggs 
_ ICA 
_ Quaker 
_ Axa 
_ Garant 
_ COOP 
_ Annat:___________ 
_ Köper ej produkten 
 
5. I vilken utsträckning stämmer följande påståenden in på dig?  

 Stämmer inte alls      Stämmer helt 

- Jag köper endast de varumärken som jag brukar köpa och inga andra* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

- Det är vanligt att jag provar nya varumärken   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

- Jag håller mig hellre till ett varumärke jag har provat tidigare än byter  

till något för mig okänt varumärke*   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

- Jag överväger ofta att byta varumärke   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

- Om jag hittar ett varuärke vars produkt är identisk med det varumärke  

jag brukar köpa så kan jag tänka mig att byta   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

*Reverse coded items 
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Part 4       

 
6. Vilken typ av information vill du se på din mjölkförpackning: 

Inte relevant       Mycket relevant 
- Information om förpackningen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om näringsvärde (utöver tabellen)  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om produktionen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om råvarans ursprung  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
7. Vilken typ av information vill du se på din juiceförpackning: 

- Information om förpackningen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om näringsvärde (utöver tabellen) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om produktionen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om råvarans ursprung   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
8. Vilken typ av information vill du se på din flingförpackning: 

- Information om förpackningen    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om näringsvärde (utöver tabellen) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om produktionen         1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om råvarans ursprung     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
9. Vilken typ av information vill du se på din yoghurtförpackning: 

- Information om förpackningen   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om näringsvärde (utöver tabellen) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om produktionen   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
- Information om råvarans ursprung    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Part 5       

 
10. Kön: 
_ Man 
_ Kvinna 
 
11. Ålder:_______ 

 
12. Postnummer:___________ 
 
13. Högsta utbildningsnivå: 
_ Grundskolan 
_ Gymnasiet 
_ Yrkesutbildning 
_ Högskola/Universitet 
 
15. Hur många personer under 18 år bor i hushållet?_________ 
 
16. Hur stor andel av hushållets livsmedelsinköp gör du? 
_ Inga inköp 
_ Mindre än hälften 
_ Ungefär hälften 
_ Mer än hälften 
_ Alla inköp 

 

 
Tack för din medverkan! 
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Appendix 5 – Statistical Data 
 

Where consumers purchase their groceries*: 

 

*Possible to choose multiple retail chains 

Gender distribution: 

 

Mean value of AGE: 
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Distribution of Educational level: 

 

How often do consumers read on food product packages? 

 

Responsibility of household food purchases: 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis: 

 

        Original:               With items excluded: 
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Mean values per construct: 

 

Mean values per item: 

 

 

 

Mean values per product category: 
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Reliability analyses: 

The whole sample: 

 

PLB sample: 

 

NB sample: 

 

 

 


