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The facets of consumer-based food label equity: Measurement, structure, and 

managerial relevance. 

1. Introduction 

In response to consumers’ growing concerns about what they are eating, numerous food labels 

have been developed, attesting in particular to product origin (Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999; 

Bhaskaran and Sukumaran, 2007), expertise (Espejel et al., 2009), adoption of safety 

standards (Hobbs, 2010), production methods (Tagbata and Sirieix, 2008; Röös and 

Tjärnemo, 2011), trade practices that respect workers (Anderfer and Liebe, 2012), or 

conformity with religious precepts (Wilson and Liu, 2010). Despite studies focusing on 

consumer understanding and use of food labels (e.g., Grunert et al., 2014; Tonkin et al., 

2016)—or consumer willingness to pay for them (e.g., Wilson and Lusk, 2020)—many 

questions remain regarding consumer trust in food labels (e.g., Truong et al., 2021) and, more 

generally, the potential added value of food labels (Asioli et al., 2020). Several studies have 

focused on the value that a food label can add to a brand, but those studies examined the food 

label in relation to the brand equity (BE) and did not focus on food label equity (FLE) and its 

facets. The rationale for this study is based on two elements: 1) the question of how to 

evaluate the potential equity of food labels remains unanswered, and 2) as demonstrated 

below, current models of BE do not adequately consider the specificities of food labels. 

Hence, the goal of the paper is to develop and validate a measure of the facets of consumer-

based FLE.
1
 

From a theoretical and methodological perspective, this study allows for an 

understanding of the structure of FLE, and compares it with existing BE models. The study 

makes it possible to define, understand, and measure FLE itself, and not only as a potential 
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added value to BE. Indeed, brand equity is usually seen as a multidimensional construct 

structured around several dimensions according to Aaker and Keller conceptualization (e.g. 

brand loyalty, perceived quality, awareness and brand associations, Yoo and Donthu, 2001). 

However, that approach is rooted within a global perspective applicable to all brands. Though, 

mirroring the micro perspective put forward in the social value and the brand personality 

research streams, we prone from the outset that, instead, it is more reliable to focus on a micro 

perspective especially devoted to the study of FLE, carefully taking into account the 

specificities of that field of investigation. Consequently, our research brings additional 

theoretical contribution as it points out the core specific dimensions for measuring FLE. 

From a managerial perspective, the paper offers guidance to officials responsible for 

promoting these food labels in developing their marketing strategies and tactical decisions 

(Ailawadi and Keller, 2004; Ambler, 2003) on the basis of the different facets of label equity, 

and it supports food product marketing managers when choosing the food label that will 

ensure the greatest added value for their products (Norberg et al., 2011; McEachern and 

Warnaby, 2004; Grunert, 2005). 

There are many models for evaluating the equity of conventional brands (Yoo and 

Donthu, 2001; Pappu et al., 2005; Buil et al., 2008; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Till et al., 2011; 

Keller 2001; 1993). However, these models are not suitable for food labels because, for 

instance, food labels are often collectively owned, based on production standards defined in 

specifications, and audited by a monitoring agency. The credibility of the labeling process is 

something that existing measurement models do not always accommodate and is thus an 

important aspect that must be incorporated into any model for measuring FLE. Food labels are 

distinct in two key aspects: (1) they focus on a specific quality dimension—such as process or 

mode of production—and mainly refer to credence attributes, and (2) they are often paired 

with another brand (co-branding) or food label, which raises the question of the resulting 
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effects. These two characteristics make the issues of credibility, visibility, and clarity of food 

labels particularly important. Given that past studies have focused on global FLE and not on 

its facets, this study’s purpose is to fill the resultant gap in the literature. 

This study first explains that, due to the specificities of food labels, existing BE scales 

are not suitable for food labels. This study then proposes to develop and validate an FLE scale 

revealing the facets of consumer-based FLE. With this goal, after a review of the literature on 

BE measurement, food labels, and FLE, four studies were conducted. Using an empirical 

approach, Study 1 aims to identify a pool of items that reflect the facets of FLE. Studies 2 and 

3 identify and validate seven facets of FLE: Visibility, Awareness, Clarity, Credibility, 

Honesty, Relevance, and Design. Finally, using a partial least squares (PLS) model, Study 4 

clarifies the hierarchical structure of the new proposed FLE scale and suggests that the seven 

facets can be grouped into three constructs: Label Familiarity, Informational Value, and Trust. 

These results lead to important theoretical and managerial implications. The main 

contributions of this study are the identification of factors that build FLE and the measure of 

their impact on overall FLE. 

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. The first part addresses the 

theoretical background, followed by the presentation of four successive empirical studies. A 

general discussion concludes our contribution by focusing on the theoretical and managerial 

implications, limitations, and future research avenues. 

2. Theory 

There has been much discussion in the literature regarding the financial advantages of strong 

brands. Such brands give their owners higher returns with lower risk (Aaker and Jacobson, 

1994; Madden et al., 2006; Mizik and Jacobson, 2008, 2009; Stahl et al., 2012; Rego et al., 

2008). These advantages are largely due to the equity such brands have developed with 
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consumers. This is exemplified by the fact that the higher the equity of a brand, the stronger 

the consumer response to its marketing actions (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004). Likewise, 

customers of low-equity brands are less likely to have confidence in firms’ recovery efforts 

(Hazee et al., 2017). Overall, BE is thus defined as the strength of the brand, including 

preference and purchase intention (Yoo and Donthu, 2001; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016). 

2.1 Measuring brand equity 

Consumer-based BE studies generally subscribe to the definitions of BE formulated by Aaker 

(1991) or Keller (1993). According to Aaker (1991), BE is a set of assets (and liabilities) 

linked to a brand that adds to (or subtracts from) the value of products or services. BE would 

thus comprise five asset factors: loyalty, awareness, perceived quality, brand image, and other 

assets. Keller (1993) instead defines BE as the differential effect brand awareness has on 

consumers’ response to the brand’s marketing actions, and highlights two dimensions: brand 

awareness and brand image. Since these frameworks have inspired multiple BE measurement 

models, an important question is: Which are the BE facets? For instance, Yoo and Donthu 

(2001) validated a BE model comprising three facets (brand loyalty, perceived quality, and 

brand familiarity/associations), while Pappu et al. (2005) provided empirical evidence for a 

four-facet consumer-based BE (brand awareness, brand image, perceived quality, and brand 

loyalty). Other models have been proposed with four facets (perceived quality, perceived 

value for cost, uniqueness, and willingness to pay a premium; Netemeyer et al., 2004), six 

facets (brand awareness, perceived quality, loyalty, associations related to perceived value, 

associations related to brand personality, and associations related to the organization; Buil et 

al., 2008), or six brand-building blocks (brand salience, brand performance, brand imagery, 

consumer judgments, consumer feelings, consumer brand resonance; Keller 2001). 

In sum, the conceptualization and measurement of BE remains diverse and no 

consensus exists regarding the nature and the number of facets of BE (Huang and Cai, 2015; 
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Çifci et al., 2016; Godey et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2017; Swimberghe et al., 2018). Besides, 

there is no evidence regarding the generalizability of BE principles across different markets 

(Stocchi and Fuller, 2017), raising the question of the potential adaptability of the BE 

framework to food labels. 

2.2 Food labels and brands 

Certification marks, referred to in this study as “food labels,”
2
 are based on specifications 

established and monitored by organizations and not by the company holding the brand. Food 

labels vary widely in their characteristics. First, they differ depending on whether they are 

official marks governed by legislation, such as the European Union quality labels on food 

products (e.g., Protected Designation of Origin, PDO), or collective marks owned by an 

association of growers such as Pommes Qualité Québec (Quality Québec Apples). Second, 

they differ by criteria, such as certification of product origin (e.g., California Grown in the 

US), production methods (e.g., USDA Organic label), expertise (e.g., PDO), trade practices 

(e.g., Fair Trade), or other aspects. Third, the monitoring method used to verify compliance 

with the specifications may be self-evaluation, such as Aliments du Québec (Foods from 

Québec) or an audit conducted by an outside agency, such as the European Organic label. 

Finally, the geographic scope of the certification varies from local (e.g., Buy Fresh Buy Local 

in Michigan) to national (e.g., Made in Canada) or international (e.g., Fair Trade). 

Notwithstanding this diversity, food labels aim to reduce the information asymmetry between 

food producers and consumers. As demonstrated below, constructing an FLE measurement 

scaleseems relevant since (1) food labels focus on a specific quality dimension such as 

process or mode of production and mainly refer to credence attributes, and (2) co-branding 

with a brand or another label is commonplace and raises the question of its effects. 

                                                           
2
 Food labels must be distinguished from grade labels, which identify the quality or grade of a product offered 

for sale (e.g., A, B, C, D grades as seen on canned peas), and from descriptive labels, which present information 

on, for example, the weight of the product, ingredients, nutritional values, product expiry date, etc. 
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Food labels, aside from rare examples that assert the superior quality of a product (e.g., 

Label Rouge in France), highlight unobservable dimensions which relate more to the way the 

product has been produced and processed (e.g., production methods, non-use of pesticides, 

animal welfare) than to the final product. For instance, the Fair Trade label does not indicate 

dimensions of product quality, such as taste, but fair conditions for producers. More precisely, 

food labels generally refer to credence attributes that require credibility and trust. Trust is 

particularly important in evaluating food labels (Moussa and Touzani, 2008; Norberg et al., 

2011; Carpenter and Larceneux, 2008) since the certification process varies a lot among food 

labels, implying different types of third-party organizations and actors to be trusted (Truong et 

al., 2021). A major factor in consumer uncertainty over food labels is that the source of a 

label is often unclear (Harbaugh et al., 2011). Unsurprisingly, most studies examining 

consumers’ understanding and use of food labels conclude that the level of consumers’ 

awareness and understanding is low (Horne, 2009; Grunert et al., 2014; Grunert and 

Aachmann, 2016; Dörnyei and Gyulavári, 2016; Tonkin et al., 2016), with heterogeneous 

consequences on willingness to pay (Wilson and Lusk, 2020). Besides, food label 

proliferation aggravates the effect of uncertainty and the competition between labels (e.g., 

Asioli et al., 2020). This competition effect has been studied using measures of willingness to 

pay (McFadden and Huffman, 2017) or rankings (Gracia and de-Magistris, 2016; De-

Magistris et al., 2017; Ellison et al., 2017). Yet, beyond the deterioration of food labels’ 

global equity due to consumer uncertainty, the literature has not yet examined the role of trust 

and the credibility of food labels in the construction of their equity. 

The second specificity of food labels lies in the fact that co-branding with another label 

(multi-labeling) or brand is commonplace. Studies focusing on this aspect have regularly 

identified substitution and complementary effects between different food labels, depending on 

consumer associations with the labels (e.g., Dufeu et al., 2014). In the same way that co-
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branding is a way to mutually enhance the associated brands, co-labeling may benefit both 

food labels. However, competitive cue interaction may appear, that is, the response to a 

lesser-known food label is weakened in the presence of a well-established food label (e.g., 

Tagabta and Sirieix, 2008). Moreover, embedding or information overload effects may 

appear. In a study considering how willingness to pay develops if up to six sustainability 

labels are gradually added to 15 food products, Tebbe and von Blanckenburg (2018) 

demonstrate that the premiums do not vary as the number of food labels increases. Again, 

beyond the effect of multi-labeling on label global equity, the roles of the credibility, the 

clarity, and the visibility of food labels in the construction of their equity remain unclear. 

Besides, food labels are often presented with other labels and almost always associated with a 

brand. As shown by Desai and Keller (2002), for example, adding an organic label may be a 

strategy to enhance BE thanks to the credibility of that label in this domain. More generally, 

however, brands and food labels may benefit or suffer from their association (Shen et al., 

2017). The positive or negative consequences of a brand–label association depend on the level 

of both the host BE and the label equity, and on the fit between the brand and the label. Past 

studies show that the impact of a food label depends on the equity of the brand with which it 

is associated (Larceneux et al., 2012 for the organic label). In particular,  the positive impact 

of the food label increases as the BE decreases (Chameroy and Veran, 2014). Even if Bauer et 

al. (2013) demonstrate that a food label delivers additional value to the brand and may even 

outshine the brand itself, other studies suggest that, in line with the co-branding and the cause 

marketing literature, between-partner congruity has effects on consumer evaluation of co-

branded products (Walchli, 2007). Besides the question of the positive or negative spillover 

effect, the fact that a food label is usually presented with a brand raises the question not only 

of its visibility or awareness but also perceived informational value. Indeed, strong brands do 
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not highlight the food labels, and the food label logos are often so small on packaging that it is 

difficult for consumers to see, understand, and evaluate the information they provide. 

In sum, like conventional brands, food labels are signs of quality used by consumers in 

their decision process (Kirmani and Rao, 2000), and, in many respects, brand management 

principles may apply to them as well (Norberg et al., 2011; Wilson and Liu, 2010; Larceneux 

et al., 2012). However, past studies have only considered food label global equity in relation 

to other food labels or brands and have not identified the factors that build FLE. In addition, 

from the outset we decided to investigate a measure of food label equity from a micro 

perspective, especially focusing on the specificities of that specific field of investigation. The 

terms macro and micro were first applied to two specific approaches to the study of social 

values in social psychology (Reynolds, 1988). The first, known as the macro approach, sets 

out to measure social values through inventories of values that are as exhaustive as possible. 

In marketing, however, in the analysis of specific consumption practices, a more detailed 

approach based on the values sought in the consumption of a specific product class seems to 

be better. This conception, termed micro by Reynolds (1988), considers that the specificity of 

each area of investigation calls for a targeted study and that the use of overly generalized 

inventories is inappropriate. Similarly, at a micro level (Valette-Florence and de Barnier, 

2013), the study of brand personality takes place within a quite specific area of investigation, 

leading to the generation of items or dimensions not necessarily found in macro inventories. 

Mirroring these viewpoints, we commend that a micro perspective of fool label equity will 

uncover specific dimensions not already considered within the brand equity inventories 

proposed by the macro approaches. 
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2.3 Measuring FLE 

It is argued below that (1) current BE models do not adequately consider the specificities of 

the facets of FLE, and (2) that studies on food labels have not yet provided an exhaustive 

view of the facets of FLE. 

Table 1 highlights the correspondence between the facets of BE models and the facets 

of FLE. For each of the five BE models presented, we identify whether facets of BE models 

accommodate important facets of FLE mentioned in the literature, and whether some of the 

facets of BE models are less suitable for FLE. Appendix A presents these five models and 

their respective measuring scales. 

Table 1  
The correspondence between the facets of brand equity models and food label equity facets 

 

 

Brand equity 

model 

Important facets of label equity 
Facets of brand 

equity models that 

are less relevant to 

food label equity 

Trust and 

credibility 

Perceived 

information value 

Visibility and 

clarity 

Yoo & Donthu 

(2001) 

Not covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality 

Pappu et al. 

(2005) 

Partially covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality 

Netemeyer et al. 

(2004) 

Not covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality, 

Uniqueness 

Buil, de 

Chernatony & 

Martinez (2008) 

Covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality, 

Brand personality 

Keller (2001) Covered Not covered Not covered Performance, 

quality, superiority, 

feelings 

 

 

 

 

As mentioned, food labels generally attest unobservable quality dimensions that require 

credibility and trust, given the importance of third-party credibility. Yet most BE models do 

not explicitly take trust and credibility into account (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016; Vogel and 

Watchravesringkan, 2017). More precisely, trust and credibility only appear in the scale 
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developed by Buil et al. (2008), in Keller’s (2001) brand resonance model, and trust (but not 

credibility) appears in Pappu et al.’s (2005) scale. The perceived informational value of a 

food label (e.g., knowing that a food product was produced under trade practices that respect 

workers is important information for a consumer) is a key facet of FLE (McFadden and 

Huffman, 2017), but none of the five BE models in Table 1 explicitly consider this facet. 

Finally, as mentioned, the visibility and clarity of food label logos are paramount, yet these 

two facets of FLE also do not appear in the BE models presented in Table 1. 

Moreover, though BE measurement models include important facets of FLE, such as 

brand awareness/salience or brand loyalty, other facets of the five BE models presented in 

Table 1 are not suitable for food labels. First, perceived informational value seems more 

relevant than perceived quality in building label equity. Second, facets such as personality 

(Buil et al., 2008), uniqueness (Netemeyer et al., 2004), interpersonal relations, history 

(Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016), performance, quality, superiority, and feelings (Keller, 2001) 

are relevant for brands but not necessarily for food labels. For these reasons, current BE 

models are unsuitable for food labels because of their specificity. 

Measuring the equity of food labels has attracted the attention of marketing researchers. 

Many studies have measured the overall equity of food labels by estimating their impact on 

expected and/or perceived quality and consumers’ preferences (Liem et al., 2012; Larceneux 

et al., 2012), willingness to pay or purchase intention (Dickinson and Bailey, 2005; Mc 

Fadden and Huffman, 2017), or the relative impact of a food label on the equity of the brand 

with which it is associated (Larceneux et al., 2012, Chameroy and Veran, 2014; Bauer et al., 

2013). However, these studies have only examined the food label as a function of the BE, 

with no focus on FLE and its facets. 
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Some studies have investigated certain facets of FLE indirectly: familiarity and 

credibility (Carpenter and Larceneux, 2008), trust (Norberg et al., 2011), lack of trust for 

organic products (Aertsens et al., 2009), carbon labeling (Röös and Tjärnemo, 2011), or food 

labeling in general (Tonkin et al., 2016). These studies do not provide an exhaustive view of 

the determinants of FLE and do not reveal the facets of its equity. 

Finally, two gaps in the literature must be addressed: (1) current BE models are not 

directly adaptable for labels, and (2) no study regarding food labels has focused on facets of 

label equity. This study therefore proposes to develop a measurement model for FLE, based 

on an empirical approach that allows for the identification of all facets of a food label’s 

equity. The rationale for the empirical approach follows Pappu et al. (2005) for brand, Nam et 

al. (2011) for services, and Hsu et al. (2012) for hotels: The purpose is to propose an 

alternative model instead of trying to adapt an existing BE model. To do this, we followed 

Churchill’s (1979) suggested procedure for developing  measures. 

The following section presents four studies conducted in the Canadian province of 

Québec. Initial qualitative exploratory research was conducted to generate items to be 

included in the scale (Study 1, comprising 100 respondents). This was followed by three 

quantitative studies to (1) purify the scale (Study 2, comprising 1,219 respondents), (2) 

validate the scale using confirmatory factor analyses (Study 3, comprising 607 respondents), 

and (3) examine the relationships between constructs with PLS modeling (Study 4, 

comprising 551 respondents). 

3. Study 1: Items generation 

To generate a pool of items that capture all the facets of food label BE, a qualitative study was 

conducted over a convenient sample of 100 persons from Québec responsible for household 

food purchases. 
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3.1 Subjects and procedures 

As can be seen in Appendix B, respondents were primarily women (76%), aged between 45 

and 64 (42%), and responsible for household food purchases (80%). The high percentage of 

women reflects the prevalent role of women as responsible for household food purchases. The 

procedure consisted of putting respondents in a hypothetical purchasing situation where they 

had to choose between two identical unspecified food products, sold at the same price, and 

where the only difference was in the food label displayed on the product. Respondents were 

then asked to indicate their reasons for choosing one food label over the other. The following 

scenario was used: We ask you to make six choices between two identical unspecified food 

products, sold at the same price but displaying two different food labels, and, most 

importantly, to explain why you chose the product displaying one food label over the other. 

Please specify in detail the reasons for your choice. The aim of this procedure was not to 

analyze the choices made by the respondents but to extract items from the reasons given for 

these choices. Considering that no product category or brand was mentioned, the reasons 

given by the respondent (e.g., “Because I know this food label,” “Because I trust this food 

label,” etc.) were directly related to facets of the FLE. 

To generate the widest possible range of items, we selected 16 different food labels that 

were as different as possible from each other. For example: some food labels were very well 

known, others much less so; some food labels were promoted locally, others at national or 

international level; some food labels attested the origin of a product, others their mode of 

production; some food labels were monitored by an independent outside agency, others were 

not. From these 16 food labels, we identified all the possible combinations of two food labels, 

that is, 120 different combinations. Then, 20 different versions of the questionnaire were 

created, each with six different combinations of two food labels. The 120 food label 

combinations were randomly distributed in one of the 20 versions of the questionnaire. 
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Finally, five respondents were assigned to one of the 20 versions of the questionnaire (i.e., 

100 respondents in total). 

3.2 Results 

This procedure generated 752 items, which were subsequently merged if considered 

redundant by the authors. After screening, 42 items were retained. 

Several BE facets emerged from a visual analysis of the 42 items, in particular items 

related to awareness. More label-specific items also emerged, particularly those related to 

trust in the food label or the labeling agency, and the perceived value of the information 

conveyed by the food label. This confirms the findings of earlier studies on food labels, 

showing that food labels differ from brands in that their primary function is to guarantee the 

existence of unobservable quality attributes, for which trust is paramount. Moreover, this 

study reveals that the logo is an important element, notably confirming a recent study 

demonstrating the impact of logo design on consumers’ affective response (Machado et al., 

2015). 

4. Study 2: Item purification 

The aim of the second study was to identify the number and the nature of the dimensions 

underlying the 42 items identified in the previous qualitative study using exploratory factorial 

analysis. 

4.1 Subjects and procedures 

An online survey was conducted of a consumer panel comprising subscribers to a newsletter 

service for meal preparation. The sample included 1,219 individuals, primarily women (89%), 

aged between 45 and 64 (51%), and responsible for household food purchases (92%). 

Respondents from the population were preferred over students to increase external validity 

and generalizability of findings (Wells, 1993). In addition, we preferred to survey the person 
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responsible for household food purchases because of their better knowledge of labels, which 

explains the high percentage of women in the sample. 

Respondents were told that the purpose of the study was to get their opinions on food 

labels. Respondents were asked to evaluate one of four existing food labels (BioQuébec, 

Aliments du Québec, Fair Trade, or Visez Santé; see Appendix C) on each of the 42 items 

identified in the preceding stage, using a Likert 5-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 

5 = “strongly agree”). We selected a broad range of food labels reflecting a variety of 

dimensions. Thus, the first food label (BioQuébec) attests the organic production process, 

while the others attest the place of origin (Aliments du Québec), use of respectful commercial 

practice (Fair Trade), and the health benefits of the product (Visez Santé) respectively. 

Between 280 and 340 respondents were assigned to each of the four versions of the 

questionnaire. 

4.2 Results 

For the purposes of the analysis, data from the four questionnaires were merged. Then, a first 

series of exploratory factor analyses with Promax rotation were performed on the 42 items 

using SPSS. Based on the eigenvalue criterion and a visual analysis, a seven-factor solution 

was retained and, for each factor, the three most representative items were selected. Next, a 

new exploratory factor analysis with Promax rotation was performed on the 21 selected items 

using a seven-factor solution. The results of the pattern matrix are reported in Table 2. As 

shown, all rotated factor loadings are higher than 0.78, and Cronbach’s alpha values are 

higher than 0.80. The seven factors retained are Visibility, Clarity, Awareness, Design, 

Honesty, Credibility, and Relevance. 
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Table 2  

List of items retained to measure the various constructs, factor loading after promax rotation 

and Cronbach Alpha 

Construct Items Factor 

loading 

Cronbach 

Alpha 

 

Visibility 

I have often seen this label. 0.836 

0.896 This label is widely used. 0.958 

This label is familiar. 0.950 

 

Clarity  

This logo is easy to remember. 0.940 

0.801 This logo is easy to understand. 0.780 

This logo is easy to spot. 0.787 

 

Awareness 

I am well aware of what this label represents. 0.947 

0.883 I know the meaning of this label. 0.917 

This label has a very specific meaning for me. 0.819 

 

Design 

This logo is pretty. 0.935 

0.923 This logo is attractive. 0.955 

This logo has a nice design. 0.873 

 

Honesty* 

Dishonesty 

(fraudulence) 

This label is misleading. 0.918 

0.909 This label is a scam. 0.956 

This label was developed for purely commercial 0.893 
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reasons. 

 

Credibility 

This label originates from a recognized 

organization. 
0.961 

0.852 This label originates from an organization I trust. 0.867 

Products sold with this label have been very strictly 

monitored. 
0.784 

 

Relevance 

(Perceived 

Information 

Value) 

Knowing that a food product meets these criteria is 

information that could have a positive impact on my 

choice. 

0.948 

0.923 I have a preference for food products that meet 

these criteria. 
0.974 

I have a very good opinion of food products that 

meet these criteria. 
0.873 

Single global 

equity 

construct** 

I have a very good opinion of products displaying 

this label. 
0.899 

0.923 

If a product displays this label, that prompts me to 

buy it. 
0.957 

I would advise my friends to buy products 

displaying this label. 
0.948 

I prefer products that display this label. 0.951 

I am willing to pay 10% more for products 

displaying this label. 
0.797 

* In the subsequent PLS analyses we relied on reverse coding so that the underlying 

dimension is now “Honesty” 

** Values were estimated from data from Study 4. 
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5. Study 3: Scale validation 

The objective of the third study was to validate the seven dimensions identified in the 

previous study using confirmatory factor analysis. To increase external validity and 

generalizability of findings, we used a new sample made up of current buyers with a 

sociodemographic profile resembling that of the target population. 

5.1 Subjects and procedures 

An online survey was administered to a national sample of French Québec residents over 18 

years of age, using a commercial survey platform. The sample comprised 607 respondents 

(see Appendix B). The sample was split on gender (51% were male). Some 28% of the 

respondents were aged between 25 and 44, and 35% of the respondents were aged between 45 

and 64. Around half of the sample respondents were employed full-time (42%) or part-time 

(9%). Some 68% of the respondents considered themselves responsible for household food 

purchases, while 26% frequently bought food although they did not consider themselves to be 

the person in charge of food purchasing for the household. 

As in the previous study, respondents were told that the purpose of the study was to get 

their opinions on food labels. All respondents were asked to evaluate three food labels on the 

21 items presented in Table 2 using a Likert 5-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 

5 = “strongly agree”). The labels were Aliments du Québec (n = 607), Aliments préparés au 

Québec (Foods Prepared in Québec) (n = 607), and one of BioQuébec (n = 281) or Visez 

Santé (n = 326). The labels are presented in Appendix C. 

5.2 Results 

To assess the internal validity of the constructs, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed 

on the seven-factor solution using AMOS (see Table 3). 
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Table 3  

Confirmatory factor analysis, reliability and validity tests, and descriptive statistics of label 

equity scale  

 
  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

  

 

Visibility 

 

 

Clarity 

 

 

Awareness 

 

 

Design 

 

Honesty Credibility 

Relevance 

(Perceived 

Information 

Value) 

Mean 

(standard 

deviation) 

 
3.24 

1.10 

4.06 

0.76 

3.77 

0.99 

3.72 

0.91 

2.27 

0.90 

3.37 

0.74 

3.88 

0.87 

Principal 

component 

analysis 

Variance ex.  90.4% 79.6% 91.3% 92.7% 80.9% 80.5% 87.9% 

Communalities >0.94 > 0.86 > 0.94 > 0.96 > 0.82 > 0.85 > 0.93 

Confirmatory 

factor analysis  

Adjust. 

indices 
Chi2/ddl = 4.027, CFI = .970, RMSEA = .041 

Std coeff. > .91 > .75 > .90 > .94 > .67 > .78 > .87 

p-values < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 

Reliability 

Alpha 0.945 0.866 0.952 0.961 0.873 0.878 0.931 

Rho 0.949 0.885 0.952 0.965 
0.893 0.895 0.923 

 

 

 

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

validity  

CV rho 0.862 0.721 0.868 0.902 
0.741 0.740 0.800 

%
 s

h
ar

ed
 v

ar
ia

n
ce

 

1, X       

2, 0.23 X      

3, 0.32 0.42 X     

4, 0.16 0.31 0.21 X    

5, 0.13 0.22 0.24 0.11 X   

 
6, 0.24 0.25 0.24 0.21 0.25 X  

 
7, 0.09 0.17 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.18 X 

 

Based on the adjustment indices, the results of the confirmatory factor analysis are acceptable 

(Chi
2
/ddl = 4.027, SRMR = 0.0346, CFI = 0.970, RMSEA = 0.041). Moreover, the tests 

confirm the reliability of the constructs (Cronbach’s alphas for all constructs are at acceptable 

levels: α > 0.7), the convergent validity (rho > 0.72) and the discriminant validity (for all 
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constructs, the percentage of variance shared between the constructs is lower than the 

convergent validity rho). 

6. Study 4: Hierarchical structure of the scale and concurrent validation 

The aim of the fourth study was to determine the relationship between the facets of the new 

FLE scale and assess its concurrent validity. 

6.1 Subjects and procedures 

An additional online survey was administered to a national sample of French Québec 

residents over 18 years of age, using the same commercial survey platform used in Study 3. 

The sample comprised 551 respondents with a profile resembling that of the Québec 

population on some demographic characteristics (see Appendix B). It was split on gender 

(52% were female). Respondents were primarily aged between 25 and 44 (29%) or between 

45 and 64 (40%). Some 42% of the respondents were in full-time employment and 9% in part-

time employment. Some 77% of the respondents considered themselves responsible for 

household food purchases, and 20% of the respondents frequently bought food although they 

did not consider themselves to be the person in charge of household food purchasing. 

As before, respondents were told that the purpose of the study was to get their opinions 

on food labels. They were asked to evaluate 5 food labels out of 10 (see Appendix C) on the 

21 items presented in Table 1 using a Likert 5-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 

5 = “strongly agree”). The labels selected differ on four key dimensions: whether they attest 

to the quality of a product, its origin, its mode of production, its adoption of respectful 

commercial practices, or its conformity to religious precepts; how well known they are; their 

local, national, or international focus; and whether they are controlled by a private or outside 

independent agency. In addition, respondents were asked to evaluate the food labels on a 

measure of a global FLE to further test the predictive validity of our proposed scale. 
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Several studies propose a measure of overall BE, considering relative preference and 

purchase intention (e.g., Yoo et al., 2000; de Magistris et al., 2017; Ellison et al., 2017) and 

willingness to pay (Dickinson and Bailey, 2005; Mc Fadden and Huffman, 2017). Such 

measures offer the advantage of a short and global approach to BE but lack any nuanced 

subdimensions. 

Based on the literature, the single global equity construct proposed in this study 

comprises five items on the same Likert 5-point scale: I have a very good opinion of products 

displaying this label; If a product displays this label, it prompts me to buy it; I would advise 

my friends to buy products displaying this label; I prefer products that display this label; I am 

willing to pay 10% more for products displaying this label. 

6.2 Results 

Three hierarchical confirmatory models were subsequently developed to reflect the 

relationships between the seven facets identified in the previous studies. These models were 

developed following the scrutiny of the authors and experts in branding management. 

Whereas Model 1 and Model 2 (see Figure 1) rely on formative measurement, Model 3 

incorporates reflective latent measures. Model 1 and Model 2 differ solely with regard to the 

modeling of relevance and design. Whereas they directly impact the second-order overall 

latent equity construct in Model 2, they do so through a second-order intermediate formative 

construct labeled INFORMATIONAL VALUE in Model 1. In keeping with the brand 

resonance model (Keller 2001), Model 3 looks at the causal relationships from another angle, 

since LABEL FAMILIARITY is modeled as an antecedent of both INFORMATIONAL 

VALUE and TRUST, which are modeled as second reflective constructs impacting the overall 

label equity concept. 
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Figure 1: Three alternative hierarchical models. 
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To select the best model among those three competing models, we then relied on the 

state-of-the-art approaches recently proposed in the literature by Sharma et al. (2019) and 

Danks et al. (2020). According to Sharma et al. (2019), we opted for an explanation and 

prediction perspective where the goal is to choose a model that “provides predictions and has 

both testable propositions and causal explanations” (Gregor, 2006, p. 620). In short, we 

scrutinized the models in terms of model uncertainty assessment and cross-validation 

investigation: 

 As regards model uncertainty assessment, we relied on the usual theoretical 

information criteria. We computed all indices based on the sample size (which is quite 

high in our case), calculating their means over 100 randomly selected samples of 

reduced size (N = 750) to get more meaningful delineations between estimates.. 

Hence, as far as rejection uncertainty is concerned, all fit indices (Table 4) firmly 

reject Model 3. The very low BIC Akaike weight also rejects Model 3, whereas Model 

2, which falls in between, could also be discarded. Regarding selection uncertainty, 

BIC Akaike weights clearly identify Model 1 (0.856) and discard Model 3. As 

mentioned, Model 2 lies in between (0.144), but is still in a sense disqualified for 

selection. Globally, all information theoretic criteria favor Model 1, which seems the 

most plausible. 

 In line with recent recommendation guidelines (Shmueli et al., 2019), and thanks to 

our large sample size, we also checked for prediction accuracy, with a 10-fold cross-

validation and 10 repetitions. In terms of prediction error, the results show stronger 

performance for out-of-sample predictions (RMSE and MAE) for Model 1 compared 

to models 2 and 3. Once again, results converge regarding the selection of Model 1 as 

the most appropriate research causal model. 
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Table 4 

Model Selection Uncertainty & Information Theoretic Criteria 

Fit Indices Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Asymptotically 

Efficient 

Mallow's Cp 38,507 99,127 149,523 

AIC -647,450 -643,884 -612,525 

AICu -645,448 -641,882 -610,522 

AICc 110,582 114,148 145,507 

Asymptotically 

Consistent 

BIC -638,194 -634,628 -603,269 

GM 803,764 864,383 914,779 

HQ -643,885 -640,319 -608,960 

Holdout 

sample-based 

procedure 

RMSE 0, 567 0, 612 0, 728 

MAE 
0,538 0,627 0,701 

Deltas & BIC 

Akaike 

Weights 

Δ (BIC - 

BICmin) 

0,000 3,566 34,925 

BICweights 0,856 0,144 0,000 

Grey shading represents best 

value 
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As displayed in Figure 2, the retained structure is as follows: seven first-order facets 

measured in a reflective way (in light  ovals) and three second-order formative dimensions (in 

capital letters). More precisely, this hierarchical structure corresponds to Type II in Figure 2 

(Jarvis et al., 2003), that is, a structure with first-order latent variables measured in a 

reflective way and second-order dimensions measured in a formative way. More specifically, 

this hierarchical structure is justified based on three methodological and conceptual grounds: 

First, an exploratory principal component analysis (PCA) confirms a clear three-order 

structure, defined respectively by Credibility and Honesty, Design and Relevance, and 

Visibility, Awareness, and Clarity. In addition, a complementary analysis—following 

construct definition (Mowen and Voss, 2008) guidance in the field—confirms the face 

validity of the three second-order dimensions, which have been labeled as LABEL 

FAMILIARITY, TRUST, and INFORMATIONAL VALUE. More precisely, these second-

order dimension are formatively measured by first-order subdimensions measured in a 

reflective way, which are respectively Credibility and Honesty for TRUST, Design and 

Relevance for INFORMATIONAL VALUE, and Visibility, Awareness, and Clarity for 

LABEL FAMILIARITY. Second, from a theoretical standpoint, this view is perfectly in line 

with the four recommendations about formative specifications put forward in the literature 

(McKenzie et al., 2005): 

 First, from the outset, the measures represent defining characteristics that collectively 

explain the meaning of the construct. For instance, label familiarity is built up by its 

clarity, awareness, and visibility. The same holds true for credibility and honesty, 

which create trust, which in turn, along with informational value, contributes to the 

FLE construct. Moreover, regarding trust, this concept is fully in line with previous 

research in the branding marketing literature that has conceptualized brand trust as a 



26 
 

formative construct (e.g., Delgado-Ballester, 2004; Sung and Kim, 2010 propose a 

formative formulation of brand trust at a second-order level). 

 Second, the encompassed formative indicators do not share a common theme, each of 

them capturing a unique aspect of the FLE construct. For instance, Relevance, Design, 

Credibility, and Honesty each bring to the construction of the construct understudy a 

specific part of its overall meaning. 

 Third, in contrast to reflective indicators, the formative indicators do not necessarily 

show high correlations between them. In fact, no strong correlations are supposed to 

hold between the indicators, as evidenced by the observed correlations between the 

encompassed facets (at most, 0.42). 

 Fourth, being very specific, the formative indicators are not interchangeable, unlike 

the reflective indicators. Since they tap into unique aspects of the concepts under 

study, they should have distinct antecedents or consequences. 

Third, from a methodological standpoint, we also checked if the suggested 

recommendations were fulfilled: all Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) indices at most were 

below 3.0 along with moderate correlations between the first-order facets (at most .42); all 

path coefficients were positive and statistically significant, with rather similar impact, giving 

additional credence to our formative conceptualization of the FLE construct. 
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(Insert 

Figure 2 about here) 

In addition, the structural model presented in Figure 2 offers the possibility to measure a 

direct impact of the overall FLE on the single global equity construct, along with an 

assessment of the indirect effects of either the second-order dimensions or first-order facets. 

To determine the nature of the relationship between the facets of label equity, a PLS 

analysis was performed. PLS was selected for its ability to handle complex hierarchical 

structures and to compute factor scores for all the latent concepts. As recently suggested by 

Henseler et al. (2016), the results are presented according to overall model fit, measurement 

model, and structural model. All assessments are based on bootstrapping with 5,000 

replications (e.g., Hair et al., 2014; Hair et al., 2012; Henseler et al., 2012; Henseler et al., 

2009), which computes the standard errors of estimates from the standard deviations of the 

bootstrap estimates. As for the overall model, the absolute GoF is 0.802, far above the 0.36 

threshold for excellent fit suggested by Wetzels et al. (2009) and close to the bootstrapped 

GoF (0.801). In addition, the SMR, which equals 0.083, remains in line with the 

recommended thresholds (Henseler et al., 2016). In addition, we tested for common method 

bias using a full collinearity approach (Kock and Lynn, 2012; Kock, 2015). According to 

Kock (2015), a full VIF threshold value of 3.3 is recommended to ensure that there is no 
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common method bias. The full collinearity test procedure was performed following the 

method advocated by Kock and Lynn (2012), which includes a random dummy variable 

comprising values ranging from 0 to 1 used as a single indicator-latent variable. In short, we 

found an Average Variance Inflation Factor (AVIF) value of 1.853 (far below the threshold of 

3.3), which indicates that there is no common method bias in this study. 

Once the overall quality of the proposed model has been established, internal 

consistency, reliability, and convergent and discriminant validity can be assessed. As shown 

in Table 5, indicators of convergent validity and reliability are satisfactory: The reliability is 

greater than 0.7 and the convergent validity is greater than 0.5 for all first- and higher-order 

constructs in this research. Ultimately, discriminant validity is established, according to 

Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) criteria (see Table 6). In addition, according to an HTMT 

matrix, all indices were below the recommended threshold of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015). 

Finally, the VIF computations between all the first-order formative latent facets show that all 

values were below the recommended threshold of 4 (Jarvis et al., 2003). 

Table 5 

Convergent validity and Reliability Indices 

 

 

Latent 

Variables 

Convergent 

Validity 

Reliability ρA 

(Jöreskog’s ρ) 

Relevance 0.931 0.976 

Credibility 0.862 0.949 

Honesty 0.825 0.934 

Design 0.950 0.983 

Visibility 0.947 0.982 

Clarity 0.881 0.957 

Awareness 0.959 0.986 

Single global 

equity construct 
0.832 0.961 

 



29 
 

Table 6 

Discriminant Validity. first order latent variables Convergent and Reliability 

 

 
Relevance Credibility Honesty Design Visibility Clarity Awareness 

Single 

global  

equity 

construct 

Convergent 

Validity 

Relevance 

Credibility 

Honesty 

Design 

Visibility 

Clarity 

Awareness 

1 

0.314 

0.178 

0.263 

0.170 

0.252 

0.158 

0.314 

1 

0.207 

0.239 

0.330 

0.324 

0.337 

0.178 

0.207 

1 

0.127 

0.098 

0.138 

0.135 

0.263 

0.239 

0.127 

1 

0.147 

0.350 

0.178 

0.170 

0.330 

0.098 

0.147 

1 

0.411 

0.544 

0.252 

0.324 

0.138 

0.350 

0.411 

1 

0.522 

0.158 

0.337 

0.135 

0.178 

0.544 

0.522 

1 

0.486 

0.421 

0.188 

0.253 

0.355 

0.323 

0.286 

0.931 

0.862 

0.825 

0.950 

0.947 

0.881 

0.959 

Single 

global  

equity 

construct 

0.486 0.421 0.188 0.253 0.355 0.323 0.286 1 0.832 
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Finally, the structural part of the model can be evaluated. As displayed in Figure 2, the 

R² for the target-dependent variable is fairly high (0.577). Nonetheless, PLS being designed 

from the outset to maximize R² in the dependent variables, we also assessed the predictive 

validity of our proposed model using holdout samples to ascertain that the results were not 

due to hidden random sampling variations. To do so, we followed the eight-step procedure 

proposed by Cepeda et al. (2016). The obtained R² (.546) confirms the very good stability of 

the predictive power of our model (estimated R² = .577 on the full sample), which led us to 

give credence to the estimated path coefficients. 

All of the direct and indirect path coefficients were evaluated for significance by means 

of a bootstrapping approach with 5,000 bootstrap samples; all were found to be statistically 

significant with t values greater than 2 and confidence intervals that do not include zero (see 

Table 7). Globally, the overall FLE construct is mainly formed by LABEL FAMILIARITY 

(0.527) and to a lesser extent by INFORMATIONAL VALUE (0.345) and TRUST (0.289). 

Nonetheless, a closer look at the indirect path coefficients (see Table 7) shows that all seven 

first-order facets contribute almost equally to the formation of the overall FLE construct, 

giving additional credence to our formative conceptualization. Globally, the impact of our 

global FLE construct on the single global equity construct is important and highly significant 

(0.758), providing formal evidence of the concurrent validity of our proposed higher-order 

formative formulation. Additionally, results displayed in Table 7 highlight the comparable 

indirect impacts of either the first-order facets or the second-order dimensions on the single 

global equity construct, even if the label familiarity dimension still has the greater incidence 

(0.388). 

Table 7 

Direct and Indirect Path Coefficients (95% confidence intervals)  
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Latent Predictors 
Parameter 

estimates 

Low 

Confidence 

Intervals 

(95%) 

High 

Confidence 

Intervals (95%) 

Direct effects: Dependent Variable. TRUST   

Credibility 0.628 0.612 0.645 

Honesty 0.544 0.535 0.552 

Direct effects: Dependent Variable. FAMILIARITY 

Visibility 0.373 0.369 0.378 

Clarity 0.352 0.348 0.357 

Awareness 0.391 0.387 0.396 

Direct effects: Dependent Variable. INFORMATIONAL VALUE 

Relevance 0.571 0.563 0.580 

Design 0.579 0.571 0.587 

Direct effects: Dependent Variable. GLOBAL FOOD LABEL  

EQUITY    

TRUST 0.289 0.279 0.300 

FAMILIARITY 0.527 0.515 0.538 

INFORMATIONAL 

VALUE 
0.345 0.335 0.354 

Direct effects: Dependent Variable. Single Global Equity Construct 

OVERALL LABEL 

EQUITY 
0.758 0.741 0.775 

Indirect effects: Dependent Variable. GLOBAL FOOD  LABEL 

EQUITY  

Credibility 0.140 0.137 0.143 

Honesty 0.124 0.119 0.128 

Visibility 0.146 0.143 0.148 

Clarity 0.142 0.140 0.145 

Awareness 0.152 0.149 0.154 

Relevance 0.148 0.145 0.151 

Design 0.149 0.146 0.151 

Indirect effects: Dependent Variable. Single Global Equity Construct 

Credibility 0.124 0.119 0.129 

Honesty 0.109 0.104 0.114 

Relevance 0.131 0.126 0.137 

Design 0.131 0.125 0.136 

Visibility 0.129 0.124 0.133 

Clarity 0.126 0.121 0.130 

Awareness 0.134 0.130 0.139 

TRUST 0.233 0.223 0.243 

FAMILIARITY 0.388 0.376 0.402 

INFORMATIONAL 

VALUE 
0.262 0.251 0.273 
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7. Discussion 

7.1 Summary 

Drawing on the literature, we have shown that even though food labels are marks of quality 

like conventional brands (and that brand management principles should therefore apply to 

them), the differences between conventional brands and food labels make it necessary to 

develop a BE scale appropriate for food labels. With this objective, four studies were 

conducted. A first qualitative study identified the universe of food label associations. A total 

of 42 different associations were identified. Based on exploratory factor analyses with Promax 

rotation, a second study revealed seven factors underlying the 42 associations. The reliability 

and validity of the seven factors were verified by means of a third study, using a confirmatory 

factor analysis. In a fourth study, a PLS model allowed to clarify the hierarchical structure of 

the new proposed FLE scale. In sum, the proposed scale has seven first-order facets (Design, 

Relevance, Credibility, Honesty, Visibility, Awareness, and Clarity) that combine in a 

formative way to give rise to three second-order dimensions (TRUST with Credibility and 

Honesty as formative indicators, INFORMATIONAL VALUE with Design and Relevance as 

formative indicators, and LABEL FAMILIARITY with Visibility, Awareness, and Clarity as 

formative indicators). Ultimately, these three second-order dimensions combine in a 

formative way to create at a third-order level a global view of FLE associations (see Figure 2). 

7.2 Theoretical implications 

The theoretical findings of this study are threefold: They highlight (1) the differences between 

BE scales and the proposed FLE scale, (2) the role and the importance of familiarity for FLE 

and (3) the interest of relying on a more focused micro investigation of food label equity. 

First, where the literature has studied label equity only globally and mainly through 

willingness to pay for food labels, this study proposes an FLE scale with seven facets and a 

higher-order dimensional view of the equity scale, which allows to delineate more precisely 
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the underlying structure. In doing so, this study highlights differences between BE and FLE. 

Although for several authors the awareness dimension is a major facet of BE, in the case of 

FLE the notions referred to by this dimension are slightly different. Thus, for Keller (1993), 

brand awareness refers to buyers’ ability to recognize or recall a brand. In contrast, in the 

present model, label awareness refers to the understanding of the meaning of the food label, 

that is, a higher level of knowledge. Besides, while perceived brand quality is considered an 

important facet of BE in a number of models (Aaker, 1991; Yoo and Donthu, 2001; Pappu et 

al., 2005; Netemeyer et al., 2004), the findings show that this component was not evoked in 

the universe of food label associations. Instead, the components Trust (credibility and 

honesty) and Relevance (perceived informational value) are major facets of FLE, whereas 

they are absent in many BE measurement models. This confirms that conventional BE models 

are not suited to the specific characteristics of food labels. 

Second, the formative conceptualization of food label-level third-order construct 

suggests that label familiarity, informational value, and trust have a direct additive impact on 

FLE that is independent of the impact of other facets. Contrary to what the brand resonance 

model suggests (Keller 2001; Jung Jung et al. 2014), familiarity is not an antecedent of the 

other facets of FLE. In addition, label familiarity, including awareness, has emerged as the 

most important component of FLE. This confirms previous literature highlighting familiarity 

as an important aspect of consumer-based BE (Romaniuk et al., 2017) and the importance of 

recognition for new brands (Çifci et al., 2016). However, this issue of recognition is even 

more important for new food labels since they often go unnoticed (Sirieix et al., 2013). 

Regarding perceived informational value and trust, the results confirm their importance. Even 

if their study did not focus on label equity, Beldad and Hegner have for example recently 

demonstrated the effect of informational value and trust on consumers’ intention to purchase 

animal welfare-friendly meat products (Beldad and Hegner, 2020). 
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Third, since that from the outset we decided to investigate a measure of FLE from a 

micro perspective as did Valette-Florence and de Barnier (2013), especially focusing on the 

specificities of that specific field of investigation, our research brings out an additional 

theoretical contribution rooted within the core specific dimensions put forward for measuring 

FLE. Consequently, the scale we propose is comprised of facets that are very specific to food 

labels and hence depart from the dimensions usually relied on for measuring BE. In addition, 

it proposes a formative measure of this new construct. 

7.3 Managerial implications 

The findings of this study have several practical implications for both food label managers 

and brand managers. 

First, the findings enable food label managers to identify the relative importance of 

facets of FLE. The modeling not only helps to delineate more precisely the underlying 

structure of FLE but also offers the practical advantage of focusing on more global levers to 

increase any dependent variables under study. The results show that label familiarity is a 

powerful construct to increase the global measure of FLE. Therefore, food label managers 

have an interest in adopting specifications that are not too restrictive to increase the number of 

products that can be certified: The more food products bear a label, the greater the visibility of 

the food label. In addition, the results show the benefits of adopting a logo that is easy to 

recognize and understand. In other words, the logo should not be too abstract. For instance, 

Henderson and Cote (1998) found that logo recognition was greater when the logo design 

represented an object with a widely recognized meaning. The results also reveal that trust is 

an important facet of FLE. Thus, food label managers must pay particular attention to the 

added value of their food label for consumers, and communicate the benefits that they or 

society can derive from products bearing their food label. Finally, the results also confirm the 

importance of choosing a logo with an appealing design. Recent studies have shown that the 
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characteristics of a logo have an impact not only on recognition but also on the emotional 

response of consumers (Machado et al., 2015; Henderson and Cote, 1998) and that both visual 

and verbal labels have significant individual and additive effects on the purchase of 

sustainable products (Tang et al., 2004). 

The findings of this study also have implications for brand managers. Indeed, firms in 

the agri-food sector are making increasing use of food labels to attest to certain unobservable 

dimensions of the quality of their products. As the use of food labels continues to grow, 

managers now have access to a tool they can use to quickly identify the strengths and 

weaknesses of the various food labels they associate with their brands. 

8. Limitations and avenues for further research 

This study is not without its limitations, which open many research perspectives. First, it was 

conducted in a single country, with a small number of food labels, making generalization to 

all food labels or other types of labels (e.g., ingredient labels, grade labels) impossible. In a 

previous study of 375 consumers’ choices of food labels in France, Québec, Spain, and the 

US, respondents were asked to choose between pairs of food labels and to describe the 

reason(s) for their choices. Similarities and differences were examined across nations in terms 

of the types of food labels chosen and the reasons given for choices. The results point to 

substantial differences across nations in terms of preferred food labels as well as the rationale 

for their choice (authors, 2013). Replication of the present study in these other countries 

should allow us to confirm the validity of the FLE scale and test the model in other contexts. 

Second, the data were collected on food labels in isolation, whereas a food label’s 

impact may depend on the product or the product category and the associated perceived risk 

(Grunert et al., 2014). Consequently, there is a need for a multi-country study, based on food 

labels shared by the countries, for specific product categories. This would allow international 
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validation of the scale and the managerial recommendations regarding the factors for a food 

label’s success. 

Third, a global measure of FLE was used to assess concurrent validity. To provide a 

stronger test, future research should use a real consequence measure of FLE, such as an 

evaluation of the product on which the food label appears. Ideally, testing a full set of 

antecedents and consequences of our food label equity construct would provide a complete 

test of nomological validity (Hagger et al., 2017),  which will be confirmed when all of the 

relations that comprise this network are supported in a single test of the corresponding 

structural equation model (Bagozzi, 1981). Such a test is hence left for future empirical 

investigation and validation. 

Finally, this study only looked at food labels, ignoring their frequent association with 

brands or other food labels. Several research perspectives seem promising, based on the 

literature on co-branding arrangements and partner selection (Newmeyer et al., 2014). The 

effects of levels of co-branding integration, exclusivity, and duration on food label and BE 

should be studied. For example, does Max Havelaar, by deciding to lower the level of 

exclusivity and to label products and ingredients as “Fair Trade,” not lose credibility and 

perceived honesty? Similarly, the issues of complementarity and consistency between brands 

and food labels and their effects on the different equity food label dimensions revealed by this 

study should be addressed. In the example of Max Havelaar, the fact of associating with 

global brands may have consequences for several dimensions of label equity. Conversely, 

positive complementarity effects should also be studied, such as a brand that benefits from the 

credibility of the food label or a food label that takes advantage of awareness of the partner 

brand. A final and very promising line of research is the study of how the brand–label 

association, in which the food label can be likened to a lesser-known brand, can help the label 
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instead of hurting it, as Cunha et al. (2014) showed in their study of the consequences of co-

branding for lesser-known brands. 
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Appendix A: Brand equity scales 

Yoo and Donthu (2001) Netemeyer et al. (2004) Buil, de Chernatony, and 

Martinez (2008) 
Brand 

awareness/associations 

1. I can recognize X among 

other competing brands. 

2. I am aware of X. 

3. Some characteristics of X 

come to my mind quickly. 

4. I can quickly recall the 

symbol or logo of X. 

5. I have difficulty in 

imagining X in my mind. 

 

Perceived quality 

1. The likely quality of X is 

extremely high. 

2. The likelihood that X would 

be functional is very high. 

 

Brand loyalty 

1. I consider myself to be 

loyal to X. 

2. X would be my first choice. 

3. I will not buy other brands 

if X is available at the store. 

PQ/PVC 

1. Compared to other brands of 

(product), (brand name) is of very high 

quality. 

2. (Brand name) is the best brand in its 

product class. 

3. (Brand name) consistently performs 

better than all other brands of 

(product). 

4. I can always count on (brand name) 

brand of (product) for consistent high 

quality. 

5. What I get from (brand name) brand 

of (product) is worth the cost. 

6. All things considered (price, time, 

and effort), (brand) brand of (product) 

is a good buy. 

7. Compared to other brands of 

(product), (brand name) is a good value 

for the money. 

8. When I use a (brand name) brand of 

(product), I feel I am getting my 

money’s worth. 

 

Uniqueness 

1. (Brand name) is “distinct” from 

other brands of (product). 

2. (Brand name) really “stands out” 

from other brands of (product). 

3. (Brand name) is very different from 

other brands of (product). 

4. (Brand name) is “unique” from other 

brands of (product). 

 

Willingness to pay a price premium 

1. The price of (brand name) would 

have to go up quite a bit before I would 

switch to another brand of (product). 

2. I am willing to pay a higher price for 

(brand name) brand of (product) than 

for other brands of (product). 

3. I am willing to pay ___% more for 

(brand name) brand over other brands 

of (product): 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 

25% 30%, or more. 

4. I am willing to pay a lot more for 

(brand name) than other brands of 

(product category). 

Brand awareness 

1. I am aware of brand X. 

2. When I think of PC, brand X is one 

of the brands that comes to mind. 

3. X is a brand of PC I am very 

familiar with. 

4. I know what brand X looks like. 

5. I can recognize brand X among 

other competing brands of PC. 

 

Perceived quality 

1. Brand X offers very good quality 

products. 

2. Brand X offers products of 

consistent quality. 

3. Brand X offers very reliable 

products. 

4. Brand X offers products with 

excellent features. 

 

Brand loyalty 

1. I consider myself to be loyal to 

brand X. 

2. Brand X would be my first choice 

when considering PC. 

3. I will not buy other brands of PC if 

brand X is available at the store. 

 

Perceived value 

1. Brand X is good value for money. 

2. Within PC, I consider brand X a 

good buy. 

3. Considering what I would pay for 

brand X, I would get much more than 

my money’s worth. 

 

Brand personality 

1. Brand X has a personality. 

2. Brand X is interesting. 

3. I have a clear image of the type of 

person who would use brand X. 

 

Organizational associations 

1. I trust the company which makes 

brand X. 

2. I like the company which makes 

brand X. 

3. The company which makes brand 

X has credibility. 

Pappu et al. (2005) 

Brand awareness 

1. Awareness (Yes/No) 

 

Brand associations 

2. Up-market 

3. Tough 

4. Like the company 

5. Proud to buy 

6. Trust the company 

 

Perceived quality 

7. Good quality 

8. Consistent quality 

9. Very durable 

10. Very reliable 

11. Excellent features 

 

Brand loyalty 

12. Feel loyal 

13. First choice 
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Appendix A (continued) Brand equity scales 

Keller (2001) 
BLOCK 1: SALIENCE 

 

1. What brands of product or 

service category can you think of? 

2. Have you ever heard of these 

brands? 

3. Which brands might you be 

likely to use in the following 

situation? 

4. How frequently do you think of 

the brand? 

 

BLOCK 2: PERFORMANCE 

 

1. Compared to other brands in 

the category, how well does this 

brand provide the basic functions 

of the product or service 

category? 

2. Two what extent does this 

brand have special features? 

3. How reliable is this brand? 

4. How durable is this brand? 

5. How easily serviced is this 

brand? 

BLOCK 3: IMAGERY 

 

1. To what extent do people you 

admire and respect use this brand? 

2. How much do you like people 

who use this brand? 

3. How well do the following words 

describe this brand: down-to-earth, 

honest, daring, up-to-date, reliable, 

successful, upper-class, charming, 

outdoorsy? 

4. What places are appropriate to 

buy this brand? 

5. Can you buy this brand in a lot of 

places? 

 

BLOCK 4: JUDGMENTS 

 

Quality 

1. What is your overall opinion of 

this brand? 

2. What is your assessment of the 

product quality of this brand? 

Credibility 

1. How much do you trust this 

brand? 

2. How innovative are the makers 

of this brand? 

Consideration 

1. How likely would you be to 

recommend this brand to others? 

2. How personally relevant is this 

brand to you? 

Superiority 

1. How unique is this brand? 

2. How superior is this brand to 

others in the category? 

BLOCK 5: FEELINGS 

 

1. Does this brand give you a feeling 

of warmth? 

2. Does this brand give you a feeling 

of fun? 

3. Does this brand give you a feeling 

of excitement? 

4. Does this brand give you a feeling 

of security? 

5. Does this brand give you a feeling 

of social approval? 

 

BLOCK 6: RESONANCE 

 

Loyalty 

1. I consider myself loyal to this 

brand. 

2. I buy this brand whenever I can. 

Attachment 

1. I really love this brand. 

2. I would really miss this brand if it 

went away. 

Community 

I really identify with people who use 

this brand. 

I feel like I almost belong to a club 

with other users of this brand. 

Engagement 

1. I really like to talk about this brand 

with others. 

2. I am always interested in learning 

more about this brand. 

Note: Space restrictions do not allow to present all the measures that Keller (2001) includes. 
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Appendix B: Sample profiles and Québec population profile over 18 years of age (%) 

  Study 1 

(n = 100) 
Study 2 

(n = 1,219) 
Study 3 

(n = 607) 
Study 4 

(n = 551) 
Québec 

population   

Gender 

 

 

Age 

 

 

 

 

Education 

 

 

 

Employment 

situation 

 

 

 

Number of 

people in the 

household 

 

 

Person 

responsible for 

household 

food purchases 

Male 

Female 

 

Over 65 

45–64 

25–44 

18–24 

 

High school or less 

Vocational school/college 

University 

 

Full-time job 

Part-time job 

Looking for work 

Retired/Student 

 

1 

2 

3 or more 

 

 

Yes 

No, but frequently buy 

food products 

Rarely buy food products 

24 

76 

 

1 

42  

38 

19 

 

9 

25 

66 

 

59 

11 

3 

27 

 

14 

40 

46 

 

 

80 

20 

 

0 

 

11 

89 

 

17 

51 

29 

3 

 

10 

34 

56 

 

46 

10 

2 

42 

 

21 

44 

15 

 

 

92 

7 

 

1 

51 

49 

 

19 

35 

28 

18 

 

22 

41 

37 

 

42 

9 

4 

45 

 

17 

44 

39 

 

 

68 

26 

 

6 

48  

52  

 

20 

40 

29 

11 

 

41 

34 

25 

 

42 

9 

5 

44 

 

17 

48 

35 

 

 

77 

20 

 

3 

 

48 

52 

 

19 

37 

33 

11 

 

43 

33 

24 

 

54 

13 

5 

28 

 

31 

34 

35 

 

 

– 

– 

 

– 
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Appendix C: Labels used for the studies 

 

Aliments du Québec (Foods from Québec) 

 

Pommes Qualité Québec (Quality Québec Apples) 

 

Aliments préparés au Québec (Foods prepared in Québec) 

 

Visez Santé (Health Check) 

 

BioQuébec (Québec organic) 

 

Saveurs du Bas-Saint-Laurent (Flavors from the Lower St. Lawrence) 

 

Fair Trade 

 

Rainforest Alliance 

 

Halal 

 

Indication géographique protégée (Protected geographical indication) 

 

 

http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=IGP&view=detailv2&&id=824465B0E624E7AE8814250B82A89CBF287CF1B9&selectedIndex=193&ccid=17Qqo8sW&simid=608001670248595555&thid=OIP.Md7b42aa3cb16f76dd7763a97fc7ee8cdo0
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Table 1: Correspondence between the facets of BE models and the facets of FLE 

Brand equity 

model 

Important facets of label equity Facets of brand equity 

models that are less 

relevant to food label 

equity 

Trust and 

credibility 

Perceived 

informational 

value 

Visibility 

and clarity 

Yoo and Donthu 

(2001) 

Not covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality 

Pappu et al. (2005) Partially 

covered 

Not covered Not covered Perceived quality 

Netemeyer et al. 

(2004) 

Not covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality, 

uniqueness 

Buil, de 

Chernatony, and 

Martinez (2008) 

Covered Not covered Not covered Perceived quality, brand 

personality 

Keller (2001) Covered Not covered Not covered Performance, quality, 

superiority, feelings 
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Table 2: Items retained to measure the constructs, factor loading, and Cronbach’s alpha 

Construct Items Factor 

loading 

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Visibility I have often seen this label. 0.836 

0.896 This label is widely used. 0.958 

This label is familiar. 0.950 

Clarity This logo is easy to remember. 0.940 

0.801 This logo is easy to understand. 0.780 

This logo is easy to spot. 0.787 

Awareness I am well aware of what this label 

represents. 
0.947 

0.883 I know the meaning of this label. 0.917 

This label has a very specific meaning 

for me. 
0.819 

Design This logo is pretty. 0.935 

0.923 This logo is attractive. 0.955 

This logo has a nice design. 0.873 

Honesty
1
/Dishonesty 

(fraudulence) 

This label is misleading. 0.918 

0.909 
This label is a scam. 0.956 

This label was developed for purely 

commercial reasons. 
0.893 

Credibility This label originates from a recognized 

organization. 
0.961 

0.852 
This label originates from an 

organization I trust. 
0.867 

Products sold with this label have been 

very strictly monitored. 
0.784 

Relevance (perceived 

informational value) 

Knowing that a food product meets 

these criteria is information that could 

have a positive impact on my choice. 

0.948 

0.923 I have a preference for food products 

that meet these criteria. 
0.974 

I have a very good opinion of food 

products that meet these criteria. 
0.873 

Single global equity 

construct
2
 

I have a very good opinion of products 

displaying this label. 
0.899 

0.923 

If a product displays this label, that 

prompts me to buy it. 
0.957 

I would advise my friends to buy 

products displaying this label. 
0.948 

I prefer products that display this label. 0.951 

I am willing to pay 10% more for 

products displaying this label. 
0.797 

1
 In the subsequent PLS analyses, we relied on reverse coding so that the underlying dimension is now 

“Honesty.” 
2
 Values were estimated from data in Study 4. 
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Table 3: Confirmatory factor analysis, reliability and validity tests, and descriptive statistics 

         

  Visibility Clarity Awareness Design Honesty Credibility 

Relevance 

(perceived 

information 

value) 

Mean 

(standard 

deviation) 

 
3.24 

1.10 

4.06 

0.76 

3.77 

0.99 

3.72 

0.91 

2.27 

0.90 

3.37 

0.74 

3.88 

0.87 

Principal 

component 

analysis 

Variance ex. 90.4% 79.6% 91.3% 92.7% 80.9% 80.5% 87.9% 

Communalities > 0.94 > 0.86 > 0.94 > 0.96 > 0.82 > 0.85 > 0.93 

Confirmator

y factor 

analysis 

Adjust. 

indices 

Chi2/ddl = 

4.027, CFI = 

.970, 

RMSEA = 

.041 

Std coeff. > .91 > .75 > .90 > .94 > .67 > .78 > .87 

p-values < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 

Reliability 
Alpha 0.945 0.866 0.952 0.961 0.873 0.878 0.931 

Rho 0.949 0.885 0.952 0.965 0.893 0.895 0.923 

Convergent 

and 

discriminant 

validity 

CV rho 0.862 0.721 0.868 0.902 0.741 0.740 0.800 

%
 s

h
ar

ed
 v

ar
ia

n
ce

 

Visibility X       

Clarity 0.23 X      

Awareness 0.32 0.42 X     

Design 0.16 0.31 0.21 X    

Honesty 0.13 0.22 0.24 0.11 X   

 
Credibility 0.24 0.25 0.24 0.21 0.25 X  

 
Relevance 0.09 0.17 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.18 X 

  



58 
 

Table 4: Model selection, uncertainty, and theoretical information criteria 

Fit indices Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Asymptotically efficient 

Mallow’s Cp 38,507 99,127 149,523 

AIC -647,450 -643,884 -612,525 

AICu -645,448 -641,882 -610,522 

AICc 110,582 114,148 145,507 

Asymptotically consistent 

BIC -638,194 -634,628 -603,269 

GM 803,764 864,383 914,779 

HQ -643,885 -640,319 -608,960 

Holdout sample-based procedure 
RMSE 0.567 0.612 0.728 

MAE 0.538 0.627 0.701 

Deltas and BIC Akaike weights 
Δ (BIC-BICmin) 0.000 3,566 34,925 

BICweights 0.856 0.144 0.000 

Note: Figures in bold represent best value. 
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Table 5: Convergent validity and reliability indices 

Latent variables Convergent validity Reliability ρA (Jöreskog’s ρ) 

Relevance 0.931 0.976 

Credibility 0.862 0.949 

Honesty 0.825 0.934 

Design 0.950 0.983 

Visibility 0.947 0.982 

Clarity 0.881 0.957 

Awareness 0.959 0.986 

Single global equity construct 0.832 0.961 
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Table 6: Discriminant validity and first-order latent variables convergent validity 

 
Relevance Credibility Honesty Design Visibility Clarity Awareness 

Single 

global 

equity 

construct 

Convergent 

validity 

Relevance 

Credibility 

Honesty 

Design 

Visibility 

Clarity 

Awareness 

1 

0.314 

0.178 

0.263 

0.170 

0.252 

0.158 

0.314 

1 

0.207 

0.239 

0.330 

0.324 

0.337 

0.178 

0.207 

1 

0.127 

0.098 

0.138 

0.135 

0.263 

0.239 

0.127 

1 

0.147 

0.350 

0.178 

0.170 

0.330 

0.098 

0.147 

1 

0.411 

0.544 

0.252 

0.324 

0.138 

0.350 

0.411 

1 

0.522 

0.158 

0.337 

0.135 

0.178 

0.544 

0.522 

1 

0.486 

0.421 

0.188 

0.253 

0.355 

0.323 

0.286 

0.931 

0.862 

0.825 

0.950 

0.947 

0.881 

0.959 

Single 

global 

equity 

construct 

0.486 0.421 0.188 0.253 0.355 0.323 0.286 1 0.832 
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Table 7: Direct and indirect path coefficients 

    

Latent predictors 
Parameter 

estimates 

Low confidence 

intervals (95%) 

High confidence 

intervals (95%) 

Direct effects: Dependent variable TRUST 

Credibility 0.628 0.612 0.645 

Honesty 0.544 0.535 0.552 

Direct effects: Dependent variable FAMILIARITY 

Visibility 0.373 0.369 0.378 

Clarity 0.352 0.348 0.357 

Awareness 0.391 0.387 0.396 

Direct effects: Dependent variable INFORMATIONAL VALUE 

Relevance 0.571 0.563 0.580 

Design 0.579 0.571 0.587 

Direct effects: Dependent variable GLOBAL FOOD LABEL EQUITY 

TRUST 0.289 0.279 0.300 

FAMILIARITY 0.527 0.515 0.538 

INFORMATIONAL VALUE 0.345 0.335 0.354 

Direct effects: Dependent variable Single global equity construct 

Overall label equity 0.758 0.741 0.775 

Indirect effects: Dependent variable GLOBAL FOOD LABEL EQUITY 

Credibility 0.140 0.137 0.143 

Honesty 0.124 0.119 0.128 

Visibility 0.146 0.143 0.148 

Clarity 0.142 0.140 0.145 

Awareness 0.152 0.149 0.154 

Relevance 0.148 0.145 0.151 

Design 0.149 0.146 0.151 

Indirect effects: Dependent variable Single global equity construct 

Credibility 0.124 0.119 0.129 

Honesty 0.109 0.104 0.114 

Relevance 0.131 0.126 0.137 

Design 0.131 0.125 0.136 

Visibility 0.129 0.124 0.133 

Clarity 0.126 0.121 0.130 

Awareness 0.134 0.130 0.139 

TRUST 0.233 0.223 0.243 

FAMILIARITY 0.388 0.376 0.402 

INFORMATIONAL VALUE 0.262 0.251 0.273 

 


