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INTRODUCTION

Retail Marketing defined as “individuals or groups,
acquiring, using and disposing of products, services, ideas
or experiences” (Arnould, Price & Zinkha, 2004). There are
numbers of different theories explaining Retail Marketing
(Statt, 1997; Blackwell, Minrard, and Engel, 2006;
Chaudhuri, 2006) and a huge amount of literature currently
exists (Grunert 2002; Botonaki, Ploymeros, Tsakorodou, &
Mattas, 2006; Friese, Wanke, and Plessner, 2006). There
are different number of characteristics, which can impact
on Retail Marketing Majority of the respondents in the
middle-income segments are in both the categories who do
packaged food and who do not do. However in the upper
income segment, the preference for doing packaged food is
more skewed in comparison to their counterparts. The
application of chi-square highlights significant association
between the variables

MATERIAL AND METHOD

Chi-square analysis of the preference of packaged
food on the basis of household income of the

respondents
Do packaged food
Income Yes No Total
2-4 lac per
annum 45 (8.1) 64 (17.3) 109 (11.8)
4.1-6 lac per
annum 150 (27.0) 91 (24.7) 241 (26.1)
6.1-8 lac per
annum 158 (28.4) 90 (24.4) 248 (26.8)
8.1-10 lac per
annum 78 (14.0) 71 (19.2) 149 (16.1)
Above 10 lac
per annum 125 (22.5) 53 (14.4) 178 (19.2)
Total 556 (100.0) 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentages

x2=29.244%* p < 0.05*% p=0.01**
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Table .3 depicts that the majority of the respondents in the
middle-income segments are in both the categories who do
packaged food and who do not do. However in the upper
income segment, the preference for doing packaged food is
more skewed in comparison to their counterparts. The
application of chi-square highlights significant association
between the variables at 1 percent level of confidence.

Table 4: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of current dwelling place

Do packaged food

Current living

place Yes No Total
Gurgaon 200 (36.0) 130 (35.2) 330 (35.7)
Delhi 215 (38.7) 123 (33.3) 338 (36.5)
Noida 38 (6.8) 65 (17.6) 103 (11.1)
Faridabad 103 (18.9) 51 (13.8) 154 (16.6)
Total 556 (100.0) 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data

Figures in parenthesis show percentages

x2=27.860**; p < 0.05% p<0.01**

Tablet 4.3.4 describes that majority of respondents who live
in Delhi and Gurgaon have more preference of packaged
food whereas Faridabad and Noida respondents have
lesser preference of packaged food. It may be the
organized food retailing in Delhi, Gurgaon is very rapid, and
all modern food retailers are easily available in these cities
in comparison to other cities. The application of chi-square
shows significant association between the variables at 1
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percent level of confidence.

Table 5: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of the origin of the

respondents
Family Do packaged food
originally hail
from Yes No Total
Gurgaon 138 (24.8) 83 (22.5) 221(23.9)
Delhi 129 (23.2) 85 (23.0) 214 (23.1)
Noida 30 (5.4) 45 (12.2) 75 (8.1)
Faridabad 88 (15.8) 48 (13.0) 136 (14.7)
Any other 171 (30.8) 108 (29.3) 279 (30.2)
Total 556 (100.0) 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentages

x2= 14.514% p < 0.05% p<0.01*

Table .5 shows a significant relationship in between the
choice of packaged food and the place where the
respondents originally comes from. The chi-square value is
14514 and is significant at 1 percent level. The table
shows that 29.3 percent of the respondents’ families do not
originally hail from NCR (i.e. Gurgaon, Delhi, Noida and
Faridabad). Further it is interesting to notice that out of 8.1
percent of the respondents from Noida, more than half
(12.2 percent) of the respondents do not like to purchase
packaged food.

Table 6: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of both husband/wife
working

Do packaged food
Both spouse
working Yes No Total
Yes 275 (49.5) 153 (41.5) 428 (46.3)
No 174 (31.3) 142 (38.9) 316 (34.2)
Unmarried 107 (19.2) 74(20.1) 181 (19.6)
Total 556 (100.0) | 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentage

X2=6.494% p<0.05% p<0.01%

The table 6 depicts that the majority of respondents are
both spouse-working couples in both the categories of
packaged food doers and non-packaged food doers.
Further, the table shows that the majority of both spouse-
working couples prefer to do packaged food and it may be
shortage of time to prepare meals, convenience and more
disposable income at their end. Whereas the respondents
where both spouse are not working and those are
unmarried, have lesser preference of packaged food. The
application of chi-square highlights a significant association
between the variables at 5 percent level of confidence.

Table .7: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of preferred time for food

shopping
Preferred time | Do packaged food
for food
shopping Yes No Total
Morning 80 (14.4) 44 (11.9) 124 (13.4)
Afternoon 14 (2.5) 22 (6.0) 36 (3.9)
Evening 446 (80.2) 297 (80.5) 743 (80.3)
Night 16 (2.9 06 (1.6 22(2.4)
Total 556 (100.0) | 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentage

x2=90.228% p<0.05%5 p<0.01*
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Table.7 compares the shopping time preference of the
respondents with their food doing habits. It is gauged from
the table that the majority of the respondents are in both
the categories prefer to purchase food items in evening
who do packaged food and who do not do. However a
lesser percentage of respondents (14.4%) who do
packaged food also prefer to do food products in morning
time and similarly a small percentage of non-packaged
food doers (11.9%) also like to do food items at morning
time. A meagre percentage of both the categories
respondents show their preference for food shopping at
afternoon and at night time. The application of chi-square
highlights a significant association between the variables at
5 percent level of confidence.

Table.8: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of frequency of food

shopping

Do packaged food
Frequency of food
shopping Yes No Total
Daily 139 (25.0) 103 (27.9) 242 (26.2)
Once in a week 218 (39.2) 172 (46.6) 390 (42.2)
Twice in a week 199 (35.8) 94 (25.0) 293 (31.7)
Total 536 (100.0) | 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentage

x2= 11,057 p < 0.05% p<0.01%

Table 8 exhibits that the majority of packaged food doers
like to do food shopping once and twice in a week.
Similarly, the majority of non-packaged food doers like to
do food shopping once in a week. And almost similar
percentage of respondents from both the categories of
doers who do packaged food and non-packaged food
doers like to do food shopping on daily basis. It seems
packaged food doers purchase these food products quite
often because they do not like food storage and they do it
as their convenience and need base. The chi-square value
has shown the association between the variables at 1
percent level of significance.

Table .9: Chi-square analysis of the preference of
packaged food on the basis of money spend on food
shopping per month

Monthly food | Do packaged food

shopping

expenditure Yes No Total
Less than 2000 1(0.2) 11 (3.0) 12 (1.3)
2001-4000 117 (21.0) 145 (39.3) 262 (28.3)
4001-6000 190 (34.2) 135 (36.6) 325 (35.1)
6001-8000 127 (22.8) 29 (7.9) 156 (16.9)
8001-10000 87 (15.6) 35 (9.5) 122 (13.2)
Above 10000 34 (6.1) 14 (3.8) 48 (5.2)
Total 556 (100.0) 389(100.0) 925(100.0)

Source: Primary Data
Figures in parenthesis show percentage

x2=178.082*% p < 0.05% p=<0.01*%

Table 4.3.9 compares the respondents’ monthly food
shopping expenditures with their food doing habits. It is
observed from the table that the majority of packaged food
doers spend money on food shopping in the range of
rupees 2001-8000 per month. Whereas non-packaged food
doers spend money on monthly food interaction in the
range of rupees 2001-6000. In the higher range
expenditure, the preference of the respondents is skewed
towards doing packaged food in comparison to those who
do not do. The chi-square values highlight a significant
association between the variables at 1 percent level of
confidence.

CONCLUSION

Individual factors are characteristics of the individual.
Interests and needs are the primary individual
characteristics that influence attention. Interest is a
reflection of overall lifestyle as well as result of long-term
goals and plans and short-term needs, short-term goals
and plans, of course, heavily influenced by the situation. In
addition, individuals differ in their ability to attend the
information (Maheswaran et al., 1990). This section
explains the mean differences of the respondents on their
different interest dimensions (table 1 —6) viz. educational
information on various topics, source of educational
information, respondents’ lifestyle and habits, individual
interest and food habits, food choice and preference for
packaged food, purchase frequency of packaged food
categories.

Table 1: Analysis of the respondents on the basis of
educational information on various topics related to
food habits
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Interests in | Do Do not do
educational packaged packaged
information on topics |food (556) food(369)
related to :
Mean | SD Mean | SD t-value | Sig.
Lawn, gardening,
landscaping 2.11 |0.673]2.13 [0.691]-0.541 ]0.588

Personal health & fitness | 2.61 | 0.566|2.55 |0.610|1.610 |0.107

Food topic e.g. nutrition, -
safe food handling, etc. |2.56 [0.557 |2.70 |0.542|3.869**|0.000

Parenting, child & youth -
development 2.35 [0.662|2.54 |0.654 | 4.292*]0.000

Farming, Agri. Business | 1.65 |0.705|1.65 |0.720]-0.061 |0.951

Environment topics-soil

quality 1.85 |0.7181.80 |0.760]0.983 ]0.325
Household budgeting,
finance 2.29 |0.698]2.34 |0.699]-1.087 |0.277

Aging, retirement, elder
care 2.16 |0.739]2.24 |0.715]-1.740 |0.082

*Significant at 1% level ; ** Significant at 5% level; ;
2=somewhat interested, 3=very interested

1=not interested,

Source: Primary Data

The table 4.4.1 reveals that on majority of the dimensions,
there is no significant difference in the opinion of the
respondents of both the categories. However, on the issues
such as nutrition, safe food handling, parenting, and youth
development, the respondents who do not do packaged
food have more stronger views in favour of these items
than their counterparts.

Table.2: Analysis of the respondents on the basis of
lifestyle and food preference

Do Do not do
Lifestyle and  food | packaged | packaged
preference: food (556) | food (369)

Mean|SD [Mean|SD [t-value | Sig
Eat out with family 2.15 [0.638]1.94 [0.681(4.761*[0.000
Eat fast food 2.00 [0.701]1.75 [0.717{5.444*[0.000

Invite ~ people  over
lunch/dinner  or  get

invited 2.00 [0.638]1.86 [0.6523.236*[0.001
Do nutrition food 238 [0.739]242 [0.729(-0.787 [0.431
Do organic food 1.74 {0.708{1.73 [0.707{0.138 |0.889

Table 2 exhibits the mean difference on the basis of
respondents’ lifestyle and food preference for both the
categories of respondents who do packaged food and non-

packaged food doers. The packaged food doers (i =2.15)
are frequent to go out with families for having food at
various food joints irL the society whereas the non-
packaged food doers (X =1.94) are relatively Iessei on this
front. Moreover, the packaged food doers (X =2.00)
occasionally Brefer to eat fast food whereas non-packaged
food doers (X =1.75) show lesser preference on the same.
Fgrther the Retail Marketing of packaged food doers
(X =2.00) is stronger as they prefer to invite people over
lunch/dinner or get invited by the people, on the other
hand, non-packaged food doers (X =1.86) lack on this
dimension than their counterparts. Both the categories of
respondents show almost equal preference for doing
nutrition and organic food.

Table3: Analysis of the respondents on the basis of
Individual interest and food habits
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Do Do not do of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade
dividual i d food | packaged ackaged s s . . .
;‘;b‘i‘t’;__“a interest and food | Bos (§5ﬁl P (5691 Negotiations, Cambridge University Press.
Mean|SD | Mean|SD | t-value | Sig. 3. Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing
Family members go for gym 1.51 [0.500[1.59 [0.491[-2.424%|0.015 Measures, World Trade Organizaﬂon: The Lega|
Subscribe/follow any cooking TeXtS'The ReSU|tS Of the Uruguay Round Of
magazine /book 1.76 [0.4211.76 |0.421]0.004 0.996 Mult”ateral Trade Nego“auons' Cambndge
Enjoy cooking 128 |0453|1.26 | 0439|0918 |0.358 University Press.
Locally grown foods available
at the normal shopping places | 1.23 |0.421]|1.29 [0.456[-2.227* | 0.026 4, Agreement on Trade- Related Measures, World
My family and 1 like fo eat . Trade Organization: The Results of the Uruguay
different cuisine 1.19 |0.400]1.33 [0.471|4.538* | 0.000 Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations,
Believe that as a percent of my Cambridge UniverSity Press.
income, food costs me less
ey o memndl | seo| s | 0.493| 3337 | 0.000 5. Agricultural ~ Statistics At A Glance 2005,
Directorate of Economics & Statistics (Agricultural
Own current residence 1.18 |0.385|1.30 |0.460 | 4.350* | 0.000 Sta'tiStiCS DiViSion) Depa‘rtment Of AgriCU|ture &
— — _ Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture, Government
*Significant at 1% level ; ** Significant at 5% level; 1=yes, 2=no of India
Source: Primary Data '
_ o _ _ 6. Agriculture  Statistics at a Glance, 2002-03:

Table 3 delineates that on majority of the dimensions, there Directorate of Economics & Statistics, Ministry of

is significant difference in the opinion of the respondents of Agriculture, Government of India.

both the categories. The table shows that the packaged

food doing (X =1.51) families are more health conscious 7. Annual Report 2004-05, Government of India,

and visit gymnasium whereas non-packaged food doers Ministry of Chemical & Fertilizers, Department of

(1.59) have lesser interest in this area. As far as concern Fertilizers, Delhi.

about the food likings, packaged food doers (X =1.19) )

prefer to eat different cuisine with their families and non- 8- Annual Report 2006-07, Government of India,

packaged food doers (X =1.33) are comparatively have E/Ilntl_T_try OfDCTﬁ_m'CaI & Fertlizers, Department of
less interest in this aspect. A majority of packaged food ertiizers, Deln.

doers admit that locally grown food is available at the

normal shopping place in comparison to their counterparts. 9. Appel!ate Body Report on C.a.”f”.‘da"\"ef?‘smes

- . Affecting the Export of Civililian Aircraft,

Further the packaged food doers (X =1.47) perceived that WT/DS70/AB/R 2 August 1999. WWW.Wt0.0re

their current income level have been increased in accessed on 5-8-2004 '

comparison to cost of food items in the society, on the other '

hand, non-packaged food doers (X=158) show their ~10.  Appellate Body Report on Brazil - Export Financing

strongly disagreement on this aspect. It shows ownership Programme for Aircraft (WT/DS46/AB/R) 2 August

of current residence also plays a significant role in the 1999, Dispute Settlement Commentary (DSC),

individual interest and food habits, as the respondents who WorldTradeLaw.net LLC, accessed on 14.12.2004.

do packaged food have their own current residents

whereas the non-packaged food doers (X =1.30) reside in 11. Appellate Body Report, United States - Final

rented accommodations. Both the categories of the Countervailing Duty Determination With Respect

respondents enjoy cooking and subscribe cooking To Certain Softwood Lumber From
magazine/book at almost same level. Canada,(WT/DS257/AB/R), Dispute Settlement
Commentary (DSC), WorldTradeLaw.net LLC,
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