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ABSTRACT 
 

 
Consumers always use the different product cues for the selection 

of different product categories and these cues are developed with 

the passage of time and experience. This study is totally based on 

this concept; we tried to explain the usage of these product 

categories.  

 

From different articles we shortlisted the six most important 

product cues. We studied the impact of these product cues in the 

sale of FMCG product categories. To conduct the research, we 

defined the six products of FMCG product categories; these six 

product categories were selected through a focus group. 

 

A quantitative research was conducted in this study and 

questionnaires were used to collect the feedback of respondent‟s. 

These respondents were selected by using the convenient sampling 

approach and spss was used to analyze the data.  

 

On the basis of findings we can say that the taste/ performance cue 

is the most important cue in the sale of FMCG product categories. 

We concluded this research by giving the suggestions to the 

retailers and manufacturer that how they can increase the profit in 

the respective product category. 

 

              Keywords:  Shelf space, Role of shelf space, fast moving consuming  

              Goods, consumer behavior  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
In this chapter, we introduce the issues related to problem identification and 

research question. The initial part describes the background of the problem followed 

by the problem discussion. Furthermore, selection of methodology, limitation of 

study and some technical terms are defined for the readers. 

 

 

1.1 Background 
 

 Lots of attributes are attached with the products and the services. Consumers use 

these attributes as a product cue to predict the expected product quality. There are 

few inherent characteristics, those are included in the product; for example the flavor 

of ice cream, color of soft drink etc, and there are few characteristics which are 

external to the products like price of the product, brand name of the product and 

place of purchase (Lee & Lou, 1996; Teas & Agarwal, 2000). According to the 

previous studies, the ability of consumer to assess these cues varies from person to 

person. Every consumer has their own way to assess these product cues (Alba, 2000; 

Kardes, Kim, & Lim, 2001). It is very important for the marketers to know that how 

consumers are perceived these product cues to assess the product quality. 

 

We cannot ignore the importance of these product cues in the sale of grocery items 

where time is usually limited and on the other hand consumers have usually a lot of 

choices. There is always a tight competition among the product categories. It is not 

possible for consumer to be rational while making the every purchase decision; most 

of the time consumers use these product cues for the selection of different items. This 

study is about the selection of these product cues that how consumer uses these cues 

for making the purchase decision.  

 

There are lots of product categories available in any grocery store so it was not 

possible for us to consider all the product categories at once; due to the time 

constraint we restricted our research up to the FMCG (Fast Moving Consuming 

Goods) product categories. In this study we focused only on the external 

characteristics of the product categories that are “what is the importance of different 

external product cues for the selection of FMCG product categories. 

 

From the previous studies we came to know that most limited and important product 

cues for the sale of FMCG product category is shelf space. Marketers are spending 

most of their budget from traditional out-of-store media advertisement to in-store 

marketing. The retailers respond to the marketers: by proper management of the shelf 

space in stores. A well managed shelf space helps the retailers to get more and more 

business from the different marketers and manufacturers (Egol and Vollmer 2008). A 

Job of the grocery retailers is not very easy due to the fact that on average they carry 

many items in their stores. 
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1.2 Introduction:   

1.2.1 Shopping Behavior of Consumers: 
 

The shopping behavior defined by Solomon et al., (2006) “is a process by which 

individuals search for, select, purchase, use, and dispose of goods and services, in 

satisfaction of their needs and wants”.  This process involves information search, 

evaluation of alternatives and actual purchase. Since we are analyzing the impact of 

in store marketing on FMCG products, it is very important to evaluate the methods of 

shopping behavior.  

 

Diez de Castro (2004) explains three different kinds of the shopping behaviors 

shown by customer: planned purchase, suggested purchase and impulsive purchase 

behavior.  

 

 In planned purchase scenario, customer plans everything before going to any 

store. Most of the time customer designs a shopping list before visiting any store 

in which they mention the products, brands, size and price. They have everything 

planned in their mind.  

 In suggested purchase scenario, customer purchases those products, which are 

not in his or her shopping list. Usually they purchase products due to the sale 

promotion (50% offers, buy one and get one free).  

 Sometime these people purchase those things which are not in their shopping lists 

and neither on any sale promotion. This kind of behavior is called impulse 

buying behavior. For impulsive purchase, products should be clearly visible and 

they are supposed to be on the proper place. Among all purchases more than 70% 

are made impulsive (Schultz, 2005). 

 

 

1.2.2 Fast Moving Consuming Goods: 

 

Fast moving consuming goods are those products which are sold quickly and 

relatively at a low cost. Though the absolute profit made on FMCG products is 

relatively small, they are generally sold in large quantities, so the cumulative profit 

on such products can be large. Examples of FMCG generally include a wide range of 

frequently purchased consumer products such as toiletries, soaps, cosmetics, teeth 

cleaning products, shaving products and detergents, as well as other non-durables 

products such as glassware, light bulbs, batteries, paper products and plastic goods.  

 

Large part of consumer‟s budget is comprised on FMCG‟s. For this reason growing 

grocery retail sector provides products with a relatively low price but at the same 

time with good quality also (Celen el at, 2005). This sector has gone through a 

drastic transformation of outlays and infrastructure. In its new format, traditional 

grocery shops have been replaced by hyper markets and superstores. Such kind of 

change generated stronger competition, including shelf space allocation for the 

products. 
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These products are usually low price and low involvement products. Consumers 

usually use different mental shortcuts (product cues) to purchase the FMCG products 

and these cues are developed with the passage of time. Usage of these cues are also 

varies from consumers to consumers. On the basis of previous studies we can say 

that the location of any grocery store can also affect the usage of these product cues. 

 

1.3 Problem discussion: 
 

FMCG products are most of the time low involvement product and consumers 

usually do not tend to spend more time on buying those products. To save the time 

consumers use the product cues to purchase the FMCG products. FMCG products are 

usually considered as limited problem solving products. According to (Solomon, 

2009, p# 262) in limited problem solving process buyers are not ready to search the 

information to evaluate each alternative rigorously. People use simple decision rules 

to select the product; this cognitive shortcut helps them to make the smart decision 

instead of starting from scratch. The idea of this research was to know these cues 

which increase the sale of product.  

 

A product contains a lot of attributes e.g manufacturer name, company name, brand 

name, smell, quality, performance, packing etc and by means of these attributes 

consumers form the cues to purchase of that product category. Normally consumers 

use the very simple choice heuristics for making the low involvement purchases. 

These purchase tactics enable them to minimize in-store deliberation time and effort. 

Consumers usually develop these tactics by hit and try methods (Hoyer 1984).   

 

Shelf space is also considered as important purchase cue but it is quite different from 

the other cues because it is very much limited. Shelf space is a limited resource 

within any grocery store and it is not possible for any retailers to provide the premier 

shelf space to all the products. Manufacturers usually pay the high premium to get 

that space. Without knowing the importance of shelf space for their product category 

resultantly there is a chance of losing profit. 

 

The aim of our study was to categorize the FMCG product and provide quantitative 

information to the retailers and manufacturers through which they can improve their 

profits.  There are a lot of FMCG product categories available in any grocery store 

and similarly there are so many cues through which consumers form the tactics to 

make the decision among these products. It was very hard for us to include all the 

FMCG product categories in this research, therefore we shortlisted few FMCG 

products which are defined in Appendix [1]. These FMCG products were selected 

from the customers of Bab‟s mart.  

 

We planned to classify these product categories according to the importance of shelf 

space and other purchase cues. This research will help the manufacturers to look at 

their products. Suppose if their product category is being selling on the basis of price 

then probably they should have to introduce the competitive price of their product to 

be a part of competition before placing them on a proper space. 

 

We planned in our research to get the consumer feedback in an informed context; 

there are numbers of ways through which it is possible to conduct the research. It can 
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be done by designing any experiment but again it‟s a very expensive process because 

the experiment required controlling all the variables and the permission. Another 

option is a silent observation, however, it is also a time consuming process. To 

minimize the cost and time the research was conducted on the basis of a structured 

questionnaire. 

 

As it has been discussed similarly to FMCG products there are a great numbers of 

product cues that is why it was not possible to include all of them. The research 

discusses the most famous product cues taken from the article D-Hoyer (1988) which 

were already tested in a research Price Oriented Cues (e.g., buy the cheapest product, 

or purchases on sale). 

 

These products cues are listed below: 

 Performance Cues (buy the brand which works the best). 

 Affect Related Cues (buy the most familiar brand products). 

 Normative Cues (buying on the basis of recommendations from others). 

 In store related Cues (buy the product which is prominent in store). 

 

At the end of this research we could know the importance of these cues, especially 

the importance of shelf space in between these cues for the defined product 

categories. 

 

1.4   Purpose of study:  
 

The aim of this study is to provide the effective planogram to the retailers through 

which they can arrange product categories in their stores. It will help the retailers and 

manufacturers to know the priority of defined product cues for their product 

category, if that is in our list. On the foundation of our finding we can provide the 

suggestion to the manufacturer of this product category as well. Suppose people like 

the performance in their respective product category. In this case the performance or 

taste should be improved to create the competitive advantage in it instead of placing 

that on the primmer shelf. 

 

Research Questions: 

 

1. What is the importance of defined product cues for the selection of FMCG 

products?  

 

2. What is the priority of shelf space among these product cues for the defined 

FMCG products? 

 

1.5 Methodology 
 

The research method chosen by us is questionnaire composed with questions about 

the defined FMCG product categories. Our plan is to carry out following research in 

single grocery store. We will target 100 customers of any grocery store for feedback. 

The collected data‟s will be selected by non-probability random sampling. Later we 

will analyze the results according to that grocery store.  
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 In literature review chapter we will present different researches, which have been 

already done, and provide the theory of each concept. We will use the university 

library to find the source data, such as articles and books. In analysis chapter we will 

discuss the findings according to the theories in literature review. 

1.6 Term Definitions 
Table 1: Term Definitions 

 

1 
 

Space Elasticity 

Elasticity defines the relationship between space and sales: more 

space given to a product line leads to increased sales. Space 

elasticity is not uniform amongst products or stores. Impulsive 

products have high space elasticity comparatively with staple 

products. 
2 Cross Elasticity This relationship is termed as an increase in the sale of one 

product and resulting increase in the sale of other product. 

 

3 Grocery store In this report the grocery store term applies to a food store with a 

general line of food products, such as canned food, frozen food, 

fresh fruit, vegetables, fish, and poultry and non-grocery 

products. 

 
4 Retailers In this report we use the word retailer to represent a person who 

sells the goods in the grocery store. 

 
5 Customers In this report we use the word customer for people, who 

physically visit the grocery store and purchase the products. 

 

6 Manufacturers In this report we use the word manufacture to represent the 

owner of the brand/ product. 

 
7 Planogram It is a diagram, which is usually designed by the retailers to 

define the shelf layout. 

 
8 Product Cues These are the attributes which belong to the product e.g packing, 

brand name, shelf positioning etc. 

 
9 Purchase Tactics 

 

Purchase tactics are the way through which consumers use these 

product cues and purchase the products. 

 

 

1.7 Limitations 
  

 Due to the time constraint our research will be limited to specific products defined in 

Appendix 1. 

We will randomly select 100 respondents by using the non-probability sampling, to 

make the final results most possible and at the same time to avoid biases.  

  

 We are also aware there are many purchase strategies, but our results will be 

analyzed only according to the defined in literature review tactics. 
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1.8 Structure of Thesis 
 

The diagram below shows plan of thesis which includes basic issues that will be 

discussed in each part of this thesis. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Structure of Thesis 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

In this chapter we provide the relevant literature about product cues, shelf space and 

consumer behavior. Furthermore, the importance of price, country of origin and 

decision making process with respect to shelf space is illustrated. Previous studies 

about shelf space management are presented with consumer and 

managerial/retailers perspective. Moreover, different tactics about shelf space are 

explained in the light of selection pattern. 

 

In our research we defined the theoretical and contextual framework for this study. 

This chapter is divided into two parts. In the first part of our study, we discussed the 

different purchase cues and related studies to them. Our main objective is to find the 

importance of shelf space in defined product cues for selection of FMCG product 

categories. In the second part we discussed the different studies about the shelf space, 

consumer behavior and the shelf space from the retailers and manufacturer 

perspective. 

 

2.1 Part I 
 

2.1.1 How Do Consumers Use The Product Cues? 
 

According to Teas & Agarwal (2000) there are two kinds of product cues: 

1. Intrinsic product cue  

2. Extrinsic product cue 

Intrinsic product cues are the characteristic of product inherited in the product 

itself, for example engine capacity of a car or flavor of drink.  

 

Extrinsic product cues are the product characteristics not fundamental to the 

product itself but these are the external attributes of the product, for example the 

price of product, brand of the product, place of purchase, country of origin etc.  

Consumer reliance varies on both extrinsic and intrinsic product cues. It is the 

biggest challenge for the retailers to understand the influence of these cues on the 

product category.  

 

Retailers cannot make the effective strategies for the sale of products without 

understanding these intrinsic and extrinsic factors. On the other side, it is also very 

hard for the consumer to evaluate intrinsic and extrinsic cues accurately while 

making any purchase. Sometimes it is very difficult in post purchase evaluation 

(Alba, 2000; Kardes et al., 2001). There are so many reasons due to which 

consumers can not evaluate it accurately: it may be because of lack of understanding 

the product category.  

 

It could be also lack of self confidence as it happens that consumers are very 

confused while purchasing the products. Sometimes consumers‟ sensory receptors 

are not working accurately. It could be due to the misinterpretation while they are in 

hurry or unable to understand the information (Kardes, Cronley, Kellaris, & Posavac, 
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2004; Monroe, 1976; Olson, 1972; Rao & Olson, 1990; 1969; Teas & Agarwal, 

2000; Wansink et al., 2000).  

 

Wan Sink, Park et al. (2000) performed an experiment in respond to reported 

differences in taste and texture of the breakfast bars. They believed that they contain 

the soy. Whereas all of these products were identical and none of products contained 

the soy based ingredient. Therefore we can conclude that marketers might not be sure 

if consumers are weighting the intrinsic product cues properly or not. Consumers are 

trying to use different quality judgments; there is a chance that quality judgment can 

also be influenced by visual cue e.g. packing of the product. Thus before going 

further we need to know more about consumer knowledge.  

 

2.1.2 Types of Consumer Knowledge 

 

Alba & Hutchinson (1978) said that consumers have two kinds of knowledge: 

subjective and objective knowledge.  

 

 

Objective Knowledge 

 

Subjective Knowledge 

 

Objective knowledge is a kind of 

knowledge which is accurate, current, 

stored in long term memory. Usually this 

kind of knowledge is based on the 

cognitive learning theory. Consumer 

learned with the passage of time. And/or 

through the experiment (Alba & 

Hutchinson, 1987).  

 

 

Subjective knowledge is known as self 

assessed knowledge, knowledge about 

the product class. Those expertise‟s, 

which are developed by the result of 

objective knowledge, will not be 

confused with the product familiarity and 

the past experience alone while assessing 

the knowledge levels. Basically this 

misunderstanding is due to over assessing 

the different level of expertise. This is 

actually a gap between judgment and its 

believes about the product (Alba & 

Hutchinson, 1987; Alba & Hutchinson, 

2000; Alba, 2000). Most of the time 

consumer misjudges the product quality 

through limited searches and wrong 

interpretation of both intrinsic and 

extrinsic cues. 
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2.1.2.1  How Does Objective Knowledge interact while using the purchase cues? 

 

Those consumers who have a solid objective knowledge about the product category 

are strong enough to easily differentiate the product and service attributes 

comparatively those characteristics which are the least important for the product and 

the services (Brucks, 1985; Kardes et al., 2001; Mason & Bequette, 1998; Park, 

Mothersbaugh, & Feick, 1994; Wirtz & Mattila, 2003).  

 

The expert consumers always try to understand the critical attributes of the product to 

make the good judgments by themselves. And their comprehension helps them to 

match the particular product brand correctly with the specific usages of the product. 

For these kinds of expert consumers, information about the product leads them in 

biasnes toward the intrinsic cues. However they are not ready to compromise on the 

extrinsic cues if they are truly predictive of the quality (Rao & Olson, 1990) 

 

2.1.2.2  How Does Subjective knowledge interact while using purchase cues? 

 

Comparatively for the subjective knowledge there is a very limited credible 

information available to call while making any purchase decision. Those consumers 

who base on the subjective knowledge can hardly recall even few brand names, their 

model and their makes as well (Mitchell & Dacin, 1996).  

 

Those consumers who have high levels of self-assessed knowledge usually use their 

own experiences. The customers, who trust on the subjective knowledge, cannot 

filter out the irrelevant attributes of the products which affect on the performance. 

Usually they miss the intrinsic cues because of lack of comprehension (Schaefer, 

1997). There are very few customers, in the market, who can effectively use the 

subjective knowledge for purchasing the products. 

 

 

2.1.3 Consumer’s perspective on decision-making process of FMCG product 

category: 

 

FMCG are usually considered as a limited problem solving product category. Risk is 

very low so consumer doesn‟t bother to find the extra ordinary information about the 

product. Through the repeating purchase consumer designs a strategies to purchase 

the things. Consumers usually use the mental shortcut (cues), which they develop 

with the passage of time. These cues are mostly used for the purchase of low 

involvement products in order to save customers‟ time (Solomon, Bamossy, 

Askegaard, K. Hogg, P#259). 
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Table 2: Characteristics of Limited Problem solving 

 Limited Problem Solving 

Motivation Low risk and Involvement 

Information 

search 

Little search, Information processed passively and In-store decision 

likely. 

Alternative 

evaluation 

Weakly held beliefs, Only most prominent criteria used, Alternative 

perceived as basically similar & Non-compensatory strategy used 

Purchase 
Limited shopping time; may prefer self service, Choice often 

influenced by store displays 

  

 

 

Consumer mostly uses the rational perspective for making the purchase of high 

involvement products, those products in which risk is high. It is not possible for 

consumer to go through the complete process every time he buys something. 

Suppose if consumer did shopping in same way then his entire life would be spent in 

making decision. He may stay with a very little time to enjoy the things.  

  

2.1.4 Consumers’ Intension to use the Purchase Cues 

 

The interpretation of the Intrinsic and extrinsic cues depends upon the consumer self 

confidence (Bearden, Hardesty, & Rose, 200). Consumers with low level of self-

confidence and lack of self belief face strong opposition against their opinion. They 

cannot defend their judgment for a longer period of time. It may occur even if the 

consumer is on right or if his opinion about the specific product category is right.  

 

Alternatively consumer with a strong belief has a strong confidence toward the 

product category which is not easy to change (Rao & Olson, 1990). It has also been 

observed that people under the low confidence level become a stubborn because they 

adopt the defensive approach when there is a pressure on them while making any 

decision (Bell, 1967).  

 

Consumer with high confidence level and high objective knowledge is likely to be 

discounted while assessing both- intrinsic and extrinsic cues of any product category. 

Whereas consumers with low level of self confidence and higher level of objective 

knowledge use intrinsic cues while shopping. The consumers with low confidence 

and low objective knowledge use the extrinsic cues during making any purchase 

decision. Extrinsic cues are helpful for these types of consumers. 
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Examples of Extrinsic Cues: 

2.1.4.1 Country of Origin (COO) 

 

It has been found from so many researches that country of origin (COO) is often used 

as an extrinsic product cue. COO is used as a powerful image variable to influence 

the competitive position of the product in the global market place. Usually people 

assumed from COO the place where product is actually manufactured. So people 

have their beliefs about the country, for example sports equipments are good in 

Pakistan. Japan is good in electronics. COO works a lot as an extrinsic cue while 

making the purchase.  

 

2.1.4.2 Country Image (CI) 

 

Country Image (CI) highly effects the consumer‟s evaluation of any product 

category. CI creates the biasness in the consumer‟s mind while selecting the product 

(Han, 1990). CI affects different product categories differently. This image is not 

transferred from one product to another product. CI is likely to be more influential 

for those consumers who have limited knowledge relevant to products from country. 

Under this kind of situation CI act as a „halo‟ which becomes the consumer‟s opinion 

about the product of the specific country (Han 1989).  

 

This time country image works as a short cut for the consumers to select the product 

and usually consumers do not search the other attributes of the product. If any person 

knows the Pakistani market, he has the idea about the best product of the Pakistan. 

He will definitely prefer the Pakistani made product in that category. In this way 

country image helps customer in making the judgment and under these kinds of 

circumstances CI serves as the basis of knowledge for filling the unknown gap. 

 

2.1.4.3 Price 

 

There is natural phenomenon in the consumer mind that the product with the high 

price is considered as a high quality product whereas a product with a low price is 

considered as a low quality product (Bredahl, 2003). Price greatly influences the 

consumer‟s evaluation process, many literature sources defined this kind of 

relationship as a „you will get what you pay for‟ (M. Lee & Lou, 1996: p24). 

Pechmann and Ratneshwar (1992) concluded in his study that if you provide the low 

quality of juice with high price, consumer will favor that juice.  

 

Price influences a lot consumer‟s decision making process.  The reason of depending 

on the price cue is that consumers generally have limited knowledge about the 

product category offer, so price is the only way to identify the quality. Secondly it is 

really difficult to find out the quality if the intrinsic cues are complex; many times it 

is not possible for the consumers to identify the quality intrinsic cues. 
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2.2 PART II  
 

The second part of our study is about the shelf space. What is the role of shelf space 

in any grocery store? What is the value of shelf space for any consumer? In this part 

readers will get the detail information about the shelf space allocation from different 

perspectives. We also included the reference of different studies. After that readers 

can find our conceptual framework and its explanation.  

 

2.2.1 Role of shelf space with Consumer Perspective 

 

Shelf space is actually playing a very critical role in product life cycle. Change in the 

shelf space could be resulted in the form of out of stock. And it is not possible to sell 

those products which are not in your stock. Retailer can easily control this effect or at 

least minimize it by restocking at least once per day. But this change could also 

affect the consumer decision making process. Consumer can take this shift 

negatively or positively.  

 

Suppose if the product is shifted towards the premier location, consumer may think 

that the product has increased its quality. Shifting from the premier location can 

create conflicts in consumer‟s mind. Whereas the goal of the retailer are to place the 

products at the easy access for consumer; which are high in margin (Dereze, Hoch 

&Purk, 1994). Researchers have formed three characteristics of the grocery shopping 

behavior through which the consumers‟ attention could be influenced.   

 

First, when consumer enters any grocery store naturally he/she starts browsing from 

bottom to up instead of top to bottom (Hoch and Deighton1989). Those products 

which are on the bottom shelves have the high probability comparatively those which 

are on the top shelves. And only 1/3 of the purchases are planned in advance 

(Dagnoli1987).  

 

Secondly, there is a group of consumers who are least interested in the shopping and 

their involvement level is very low. Usually these consumers purchase those 

products which come first in front of them and premier shelf space can get the 

business from that segment (Hoyer 1984).  

 

Third, Most of consumers are interested in visiting more than one store. Retailers can 

maximize their business by offering them special offer.    

 

Temporary shelf space could be more effective in getting attention from the 

consumers. Usually retailers place the seasonal products on these kinds of shelves. 

These temporary shelves are placed on the high visible area and their large display 

has a huge effect on consumer decision making process (Dereze, Hoch &Purk, 

1994). 

 

2.2.1.1  Product Display zones in grocery store 

 

Product placement and its exposure in the store have a direct relation with the 

product promotion. Those products categories, which are on premier location, have 

better opportunity to be sold comparatively to those, which are in other location. 
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Level of sale and the space indicate the profitability per square meter. Usually 

retailers have defined zones in the grocery store and that zone which has the 

promotion item has comparatively more sale. Normally these zones are near to the 

cashier or any place which has more consumer traffic (Chronsell & Nauclèr, 2006). 

 

Although this study is not about these kinds of zones but reason to share this 

information is only to educate readers about different approaches of placing products 

in grocery stores. Once we know the arrangement of the grocery store then it will be 

easier to understand the product placement. Management of the shelf space is not any 

easy task but there are two main objectives behind the shelf space management: 

 

 First, retailers and manufacturer want to achieve the optimize level of 

profitability on the cost incurred on the space.  

 

 Secondly, retailers‟ wants to provide friendly and convenient arrangements to the 

consumers through which consumers can easily get their products.  

 

Retailers usually provide the premier shelf space to those product categories which 

are high in profit and sale. There are few product categories which are high in sale 

but their profitability is not very much high so retailers usually show the reservation 

while providing the premier shelf space to these kinds of product. 

 

There are different kinds of shelf positions in every grocery store. Some of the shelf 

positions are considered as a best location for the product display and other are 

considered as inferior positions. Hip height is believed to be an ideal height for any 

product category and this shelf‟s part is the most profitable. Top and bottom places 

are not ideal place because their visibility is not as clear as the middle of the shelf. 

Price of the middle part of the shelf is usually high, manufacturer usually pay the 

premium to get this part of the shelf (Diez de Castro 2004). 

 

2.2.1.2  Shelf space allocation 

 

Shelf space allocation is not a new concept, it has always been considered as a scarce 

resource. Many researchers and marketing professional are working to find out the 

most optimal solution. A mathematical model was presented by Urban (1969) and it 

includes the number of facings of items as a predictor of demand of that product 

category. 

 

 A lot of research work has already been done, for example Anderson and Amato 

(1974), Corstjens and Doyle (1981), Zufryden (1986), Bultez and Naert (1988), 

Borin et al. (1994), Urban (1998) discussed the different aspects of shelf space and 

their importance. They did their researches by using different means. Recent research 

works are wholesale prices (Martín-Herrán et al. 2006). National brand vs private 

label brand was conducted by Amrouche and Zaccour (2007). 

 

There are many studies which claim that the shelf space location has got any impact 

on the sale of any product category (Russell & Urban, 2008). According to this 

study, position of the product has a great impact on the sale of product category. And 

the best position is, if the product is placed in vertical dimension more specifically on 
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eye level and slightly below, and the horizontal positioning of the product is near to 

the aisles. There is significant effect of vertical and horizontal positioning of the 

product on the shelf space. And it could result up to 59% from best to worst 

positioning on the shelf space (Dreze et al.1994).  

 

In one of the grocery store studies Larson et al. (2005) used the RFID (radio 

frequency identified) tags on shopping cart to get to know how consumers walk 

within the grocery store. He concluded that shoppers tend to travel selected aisle and 

short excursions into and out of the aisles. Yang and Chen (1999) divided the shelf 

space into the distinctive set that the demand of the product should be a function of 

shelf where it is placed.  

 

Then they allocated the number of product facing on that shelf space. Many 

researchers designed different models; Lim et al (2004) designed a model to facilitate 

10 product categories on 3 shelves. These models are useful to understand the 

importance of products‟ arrangement on the proper shelf space.  

 

It is ultimately the decision of the retailers of how many product facing/ brands they 

want to place on the shelves. There are very limited shelves in any grocery store; 

competition among the product category is very high. So it is not possible for the 

retailers to keep all the available brands on the shelf. Waller et al. (2009) proved in 

his study that the placement of the brand on the shelves affects the consumer 

awareness level and decision making process. 

 

Waller et al (2009) discussed also another point: that if the product is not available 

on the shelf it could affect the consumer behavior in two ways. Consumer may 

switch the brand and start using any other product to satisfy his need. In this way 

manufacturer can lose their potential buyer. On the other hand if the buyer is brand 

loyal then he may change grocery store to find his desired product category.  

 

There is a chance that consumer can start shopping from that store. In the same study 

author gives us the reference about the USA market that if these kind of situation 

happen then 31% of population will switch the store and 22% will start using the 

substitute items where as 16% will delay their purchases.  

 

Gourville and Soman (2005) argued in this study that there are few product 

categories (cereals, canned food, dairy products) that if you increase the space and 

number of brands for these product categories on the shelf it could hurt the sale of 

these product categories because this over choice leads consumers to purchase 

nothing. 

 

Study about FMCG shelf positioning was conducted by Curhan (1972) and in his 

study he described that the sale of the FMCG products will get lower if retailer just 

change their shelf positioning. And this study was also supported by Wilkinson et al 

(1981) that change in the FMCG positioning will result in form of lower sale. 
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2.2.1.3 History of shelf space models: 

 

Currently retailers are using the category management model evolved from the 

1960‟s literature. Brown and Tucket (1961) designed a model for the optimization of 

the shelf space allocation. Curhan (1971) formalized the shelf space elasticity. He 

found out that there is a relationship between space allocation and unit sales of the 

product. Yang (2001) designed the simple shelf space allocation model which could 

be helpful for the retailers.  

 

This model is controlled by the length of the shelf and the number of products facing 

on the shelves. He also proposed the heuristic algorithm to control the multi 

constraint knapsack problem. Chen and Lin (2007) used the data mining approach to 

assign the proper space to each product category on shelves. Ramaseshan, Achuthan 

& Collinson (2008) arranged the model for the shelf space management and the table 

below is copied from his article. 

 

Table 3: List of some important contributions to shelf space allocation models 

Author(s) The model Main features and method used 

Hansen and 

Heinsbroek 

(1979) 

Shelf space allocation 

model as a 

constrained 

optimization problem 

It is an extension of earlier models. Models the 

demand using the shelf space elasticity, past 

sales and shelf space allocation. Develops near 

optimal solution, using Lagrangian technique 

Corstjens and 

Doyle 

(1981) 

Shelf space allocation 

Model 

Extends Hansen and Heinsbroek (1979) model 

by incorporating cross elasticities within the 

demand formulation. Develops branch and 

bound method 

Corstjens and 

Doyle 

(1983) 

Dynamic shelf space 

allocation model 

Extends their previous model to a dynamic 

model incorporating product life cycle and 

consumer reference. Develops near optimal 

solution 

 

Ziifryden (1986) 

Dynamic 

programming 

formulation of shelf 

apace allocation model 

Extends the model by Corstjens and Doyle 

(1981) incorporating space elasticity and non-

space factors such as price, advertising, and 

promotion 

Bultez and Naert 

(1988) 

SH.A.R.P. (Shelf 

Allocation for 

Retailers Profit) 

Model 

Extended the work of Corstjens and Doyle 

(1981, 1983) and its application. they 

estimated space elasticity‟s using a symmetric 

attraction model 

Bultez et al. 

(1989) 
SH.A.R.P. H model 

This is an extension of SH.A.R.P. model 

integrating it with an asymmetric variant 

attraction model for the cross elasticity‟s 

Bookbinder and 

Zarour (2001) 

Shelf space allocation 

Model 

This model incorporates Direct Product 

Profitability (DPP) consideration within 

the model by Corstjens and Doyle(1981) 
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Integrated category management model is a new shape of shelf space management 

and product assortment. According to this model retailers are now suppose to take 

more critical decision e.g what kind of product need to stock and how many brands 

are suppose to stock in the store (Ramaseshan, Achuthan & Collinson; 2008).  

 
 

Table 4: Integrated category management models 

Author(s) The model Main features and method used 

Borin et al. 

(1994) 

Category 

Management 

This constrained optimization model integrates shelf 

space allocation and its influence on demand. They 

developed a heuristic method based on simulated 

annealing to maximize the category return on inventory 

Urban (1998) 

Integrated 

category 

Management 

This model improves the model of Borin et al. (1994) by 

separating the consequences of backroom and displayed 

inventories and by keeping track of the competitive and 

complementary product considerations. They provided a 

gradient reduction algorithm and a genetic algorithm to 

find near optimal solutions while maximizing the 

average net profit 

Hwang et al. 

(2005) 

Integrated 

category 

The model distinguishes the product display levels in the 

shelf. A gradient search heuristic and a genetic algorithm 

were proposed to solve the model while maximizing the 

average net profit. 

 

Thanks to these studies we can say that category management is much more related 

to our study because it‟s a new view of shelf space management. 

 
There are so many software‟s which were specifically developed to manage the shelf 

space allocation through non optimal methods. The examples of most popular 

software‟s are Apollo and Spaceman. These software‟s have their own constraints 

and many authors gave their references in taken studies. These software‟s have their 

own constraint to feed the data and to get the results out. 
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2.2.2 Role of the shelf space with Managerial Perspective 
 

Retailers make the combination of shelf space with the promotion to get the 

maximum sale of product category. Suppose if a product has high margin and 

company is offering a good sale promotion to their consumers then retailers will try 

to place these product on the premier space so that consumer can easily find it and 

purchase. The same thing happens with the seasonal product category on special 

arranged shelves (Desmet & Renaudin 1998). 

 

It has been already discussed in this study that consumer start browsing from bottom 

to top instead of top to bottom. The shelf or location is not fix place in between the 

stores. Importance of shelf space, premier locations vary from store to store and from 

product category to product category is not a rule of thumb for the all the products or 

for all the retail stores. But sometimes retailers ignore these factors, and even they do 

not have idea that how these factors will affect the products on the shelves (Desmet 

& Renaudin 1998). 

 

 

2.3 Conceptual Framework  
 

From the different studies it has been cleared that consumers use the different cues in 

the grocery stores. These product cues help them in saving the time. Consumers use 

different cues for different product categories and usually these cues are formed 

through experience and passage of time. 

 

Idea of this research is to study those cues, which are frequently used by consumers 

for our defined product categories. For this research we defined the conceptual 

framework from the studies of Desmet, Renaudin (1998) and Hoyer (1988). They 

used the model to explain the shelf space elasticity in a grocery store at product 

category level. Authors summed their studies that external influences could explain 

space elasticity differences. The finding of this study was that the space elasticity 

increase with the impulse buying rate of product category and it does not depend on 

the type of store. Fig 2 explains this conceptual framework. 
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Figure 2: Conceptual Framework 

 

 

In his studies Hoyer studied the effect of store attributes, category attributes and shelf 

space on the sale of products. Different scientific and mathematical calculations were 

used to study this model. 

 

Hoyer and Walgren (1988) studied the consumer decision making process regarding 

different product categories. In one of their study they used the mail questionnaire to 

measure the decision heuristics. In second study they stopped the shopper at the point 

of purchase. Both studies came up with the considerable variation within the choice 

rules. In their experiment they tried to measure the importance of variables, including 

price variation, number of brands available, and shelf space and product 

advertisement.  

 

For our studies we planned to define our conceptual framework by the combination 

both studies. New model is presented in fig 3. 
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Figure 3: Our own defined conceptual frame work 

 

We planned to study effect of those variables, which are already explained in the 

Hoyer and Walgren (1988) report, on the sale of our defined product category and 

additionally we considered the store characteristics and product attributes as well. 

Explanation about our defined variables is given below: 

 

2.3.1 Price Oriented Tactics 

 

The price oriented tactics are different in many aspects. Consumers prefer cheap 

products and they are fewer brands loyal, usually buy brand product on special 

occasion such as discount or sale. They search products based on price and look for 

the sales signs or promotion campaigns. As consumers are price conscious, they pay 

attention to shelf tags and price rather than information and brand name.    

 

2.3.2 Performance Tactics 

 

In performance tactics consumers select the products on the basis of brand loyalty 

and experience with the product. They evaluate the product on performance rather 

than examining on the shelf tags for lower prices. Such consumers are not price 

conscious.    

  

  

SALE 

Product Attributes: 

Price  

Performance 

 

Store Characteristics: 

Location  

Competitive environment 

Specific Store 

P1: Price Oriented Tactics. 

P2: Performance Tactics 

P3: Affect related Tactics 

P4: Normative Tactics 

P5: In store related  

(Shelf Space) 
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2.3.3 Affect-related Tactics 

 

The affect related tactics involves the selection of products based on brand loyalty, 

but they differs from performance tactics with regards to their selection pattern 

because in affect related tactics, the consumer purchase on likeness or familiarity 

rather than experience or price. 

   

2.3.4 Normative Tactics  

 

In normative tactics consumers purchase product by paying attention on the package 

information or what their friends and families advice. We are dealing with low 

involvement product so the decisions in normative tactics are dependent on others 

rather than price or performance. 

 

2.3.5  In-store related Tactics (shelf space) 

 

The In-store related tactics deals with the selection of products based on store layout 

or shelf space allocation. In this tactics there is no prior requirement for selecting the 

products, the decision is made on price, display or affection. Briefly saying, 

consumer is not clear about the selection pattern but decision is made on spot. These 

are hybrid tactics.  
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3 METHODOLOGY 
 

 

This chapter provides relevant information about the methodology. After the end of 

this chapter readers will get the idea about methodological assumption, how the data 

was sampled, questionnaire and their reliability and validity process. The Ethical 

issue was also discussed in the research of this chapter. 

 

3.1 Methodological assumption: 
 

Methodological assumption is one of the most important parts, in which we define 

how knowledge was developed and perceived for research. Mostly there are three 

different kinds of assumptions for research: 
 

 
Figure 4: Assumptions 

 

Ontological assumption basically deals with the nature of world and in social context 

with human beings. These entities either could be objectivism or can be constructive. 

According to objectivism, the social phenomenon and their meanings have their own 

existence, which is independent of other factors.  

 

Whereas in constructivism, these social phenomenon accomplished by social actors 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007). Epistemology Approach defines the different ways of study 

about knowledge (Bryman & Bell, 2007). It addresses the questions i.e. what is 

knowledge? How the knowledge is acquired? What do people know about it? How 

do we know?  

 

On the other side methodological researcher explained the methods to collect the 

data for study. Normally there are two approaches to collect the data; quantitative 

and qualitative approaches. Quantitative research involves the analysis of numerical 

data to find the results. Whereas qualitative research involves the analysis of non- 

numerical data such as words, pictures, objects etc. to find the results. 

 

We selected the quantitative research. We started with assumptions of theory to find 

out the importance of the shelf space among defined purchase tactics for FMCG 

product categories. Questionnaire was used to study the reality to find out the 
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importance of these tactics. Through a social survey we collect the data and priorities 

these purchase tactics against each product category.  
 

3.2 Choice of Industry: 
 

For this research, we selected the grocery industry because everyone visits the 

grocery stores on daily basis than other industries. Additionally a grocery store 

contains many product categories and brands.  

 

We also knows that consumer has its own mind set, due to which the job of retailer is 

not very easy. We tried to make the job of retailers somehow easier, by defining the 

selection priorities with in the stores. It will help them in defining the planogram to 

increase their business. All these factors motivated us to select the grocery stores. 

 
We selected the “Bab‟s Mart” a medium level grocery store for this research to collect the 

feedback of customers for research analysis. It is situated near High school academy 

Linlithgow, in United Kingdom.  

 

3.2.1 Why did we restrict our research to one store only? 

 

Through different studies it‟s proved that the location, environment and type of 

grocery store (large and small scale) highly affects on consumers decision making.  

To control these variations we planned to focus on one medium level store.  

 

Otherwise there are larger store in size and they can provide a larger space to the 

products. They can store the more product categories whereas small stores quite 

opposite than that. So due to these reasons we planned to select one medium level 

store and generalize our findings according to that.  

 

3.2.2 Location and Environment within the store: 

 

Location plays an important role in the sale of grocery store. You can find the tight 

competition on those areas where the grocery stores are near to each others. The 

space elasticity will be low in those areas where people have low purchasing power, 

comparatively to those stores where the people have high purchasing power (Desmet, 

Renaudin, 1998). Therefore we can say that population and location of the stores are 

one of the biggest factor in the sale of any grocery store. 

 
The super Markets like ASDA, Tesco and Morrison etc are far away in the town from Bab‟s 

mart grocery store. Approximately 600 to 700 customers daily visit this store and buy their 

desired products. 

 

3.3 Research Design 
 

Role of research design is to provide the framework for data collection and its 

analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.32). Research can be design in different ways for 

example: Experimental research design, Cross-sectional research design, longitudinal 

research design and Case study scenario.  
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For this research we selected the cross sectional research design, through that we 

contacted different people to get their different views with the help of questionnaire. 

 

3.4 Research approach 
 

Research approach defines the methods with the help of which data is supposed to be 

collected. There are two kinds of research approaches: Quantitative research 

approach and Qualitative research approach.  

 

In qualitative approaches normally inductive methods used to approach and form the 

theories for research (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 28). However the quantitative 

research uses the deductive approach by emphasizing on testing theories. According 

to Creswell (2009), “If the problem calls for (a) the identification of factors that 

influence and outcome, (b) the utility of an intervention, or (c) understanding the best 

of outcomes, then a quantitative approach is best. It is also the best approach to use 

to test a theory or explanation”. Bryman and Bell (2007, p. 29) pointed out that these 

methods are usually inseparable and mostly researcher adopt any one of them for 

their studies. 

 

As the problem is clearly defined and research questions are aligned with problem 

statement and we are planning to compile the feedback of customers in static way. 

For that reason we used the quantitative research approach to find out the 

relationship between: the literature we studied and analysis we done after consumer 

feedbacks. 

 

3.5  Sampling: 
 

While performing research; sampling technique is used to investigate that how many 

participants will be select for feedback and how the data will be selected for analysis. 

There are usually two ways to collect the sample data: probability sampling and non-

probability sampling. Sampling is a method that utilizes the form of random 

selection. Random selection assures that all the number of units in the population has 

the equal probability to be selected (William M.K. Trochim, 2006).  

 

Whereas non probability sampling does not assure that all units will have the equal 

opportunity to be selected. In this case sampling does not involve the random 

selection.  

 

This research is based upon the non probability sampling. We used the convenient 

sampling because it was not possible for us to connect and compile the data of all 

those consumers who participate in this survey. Another reason for not using the 

random sampling was that; it is expensive and time consuming. 

  

Convenience Sampling: 

Convenience sampling is a kind of non-probability sampling through which the 

sample can be drawn which is close and easy to handle (Bryman&Bell, 2007, p. 

105).  
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Due to limited time span, we conducted our survey in one day from 15:00 - 19:00. 

During this time people normally prefers to do shopping while going back to their 

homes after their jobs. Thus in order to increase the accuracy and interest of 

consumer we selected this timing. Moreover contacting with 100 people is not an 

easy task, this sampling technique facilitated us to complete this task in defined 

constrain. It saved our time and money.  

 

3.6 Data Collection procedure (Questionnaire): 
 

As we are using quantitative research approach so in quantitative approach we can 

collect the data by structured interview and structured questionnaire. Because it is 

cheap, time saving and manageable (Bryman & Bell, 2007,p. 142).  

 

Structure of questionnaire: 

 

We considered the structured questionnaire as a most appropriate instrument for this 

research. We successfully conducted the survey of 100 consumers within a defined 

period of time. The question statements were copied from hoyer(1984) article, on the 

basis of this we can say that question statement were already tested. In the first 

paragraph of the questionnaire we clearly mentioned that we are simply student and 

all of their feedback is for educational purpose and there is not any reason behind it. 

 

 

“You are kindly requested to respond these questions; these questions are 

belonging to your shopping experiences at “Bab’s Mart”. Several 

grocery products are listed below, for each product category, we want to 

know how you decide what product should select. We do not want to 

know the brand of the product, just the way you select the products. We 

are the students of BTH (Blekinge Tekniska Hogskola, Karlskrona, 

Sweden) and conducting this survey for our education purpose. Your 

answers will be kept in secret, and it will help us to continue our 

research study” 

 

It was very important for us to get the confidence of respondents and this statement 

helped us in winning the customer‟s confidence. The instructions concerning how to 

fill in the questionnaire were also given. After the first paragraph we tried to ask 

some general question from the respondent. The reason to ask these questions was to 

know the behavior of the respondent. These questions helped us to know that how 

frequently our respondents visit any grocery, their monthly spending in a grocery 

store, how often people write the list before leaving for any grocery store. 
 

Six common questions were asked against each product category. These questions 

helped us to know the importance of our defined product cues against the defined 

product categories. Respondents were asked to fill the questionnaire by themselves, 

which refers by Self administrated questionnaire by Saunders et al (2007, p. 356). 

Pilot test of ten questionnaires were performed to get the feedback about the 

questionnaire. We found some grammatical mistakes and we fixed them before start 

of survey. 
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We used the word “imagine” before asking the buying experience of our respondent 

against each product category. This word helped our respondent to answer the 

question even they did not purchase that product category before. Explanation about 

the questions is given below: 

 

1. Price of the product: 

 

This question was used to measure the importance of price for given product 

category. Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of price for the 

given product categories and we measured the importance of price through likert 

scale.  

 

2. Buy the familiar product: 

 

Through the likert scale we tried to find familiarity in given product category. By 

using this question we quantified that how many people purchase the familiar 

product in the given product category.   

 

3. Always buy the same product: 

 

This question was used to know the behavior of our respondent, that how much 

our respondents are open to experience new brands in the given product category. 

This question was also measured through the likert scale. By using this question 

we enumerated that how many people always buy the same product category. 

 

4. Shelf Space: 

 

By using this question get the idea that how many people use the shelf space, as a 

cue, for the given product category. 

 

5. Suggestion of other People: 

 

This question was used to measure the people‟s recommendation in given 

product    category.   
 

6. Performance or Taste: 

 

 We used this question to measure the importance of performance or taste in 

given product category. 

 
 

Later on we compared these questions with our findings and draw the conclusion for 

further research.  

 

3.7  Data Analysis  
 

Our approach was quantitative and we used the spss to analyze the results. Mean 

values were  used to generalized the participants inputs that how they rate the defined 
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product cues on different scales. Further we used the cross tabs to study the 

respondent inputs with respect to our independent variables. To know the 

relationship of the different variables we use the regression analysis. 

 

3.8 Quality criteria 

 
Due to the positivist approach and quantitative method we considered the validity 

and reliability as a quality representative. We can ensure the validity of questionnaire 

because the idea of main questions was generated from the study of Hoyer and Cobb-

Walgren (1988), which is already tested.  

 

Reliability is concerned with the consistency of measures but to ensure the 

consistency over time, it was not possible for us to conduct the longitudinal study 

with in the defined time frame. To avoid from varying judgment there was no any 

single open ended question in the questionnaire. 

 

3.9 Ethical considerations  
 

There are four main ethical considerations; potential harm of any respondent, lack of 

informed context, invasion of privacy and lastly the deception (Bryman and Bell 

2007, p 132). In order to avoid any kind of destruction, we used the convenience 

sampling technique.  

 

In the first paragraph of our questionnaire; we informed our respondent that this 

study was for educational purpose. There was not any lack of informed context in our 

questionnaire. To ensure the privacy of our respondent we kept the entire 

questionnaire anonymous. Also there was no single question through which we can 

track to the respondents. There was also no way through which we can deceive any 

person. 
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4 EMPIRICAL OBSERVATIONS 
 

 

A survey was conducted to get to know consumers‟ grocery shopping behavior in 

Bab‟s mart store. We distributed more than 125 copies of questionnaires to the walk-

in customers and got 100 copies back. These filled questionnaires helped us in 

generalizing the findings and compiling the results. Our general findings are given 

below. 

 

4.1 General Findings: 
 

The six general questions were asked to know our respondents and the answers 

helped us to know our respondents in detail e.g. monthly spending, drafting a 

shopping list, grocery store visits, age, sex, and occupation.  Spss tables of general 

findings are included in the [Appendix 5]. 

 

4.1.1 Monthly spending: 

 

This question was asked in order to know if there is any relation between monthly 

spending and purchase tactics. We can assume that people with different monthly 

budget may have the different purchase tactics usage. This question also helped us to 

know the purchasing power of the Bab‟s Mart store customers.  According to our 

findings 50% of our targeted respondents spend in between 51 to 100 GBP and 32% 

of our targeted respondents spend less than 50 GBP whereas 18% spent in between 

101 to 150 GBP [Appendix 8.5.1]. 

.  

4.1.2 Shopping List: 

 

We asked this question to know the purchasing behavior of those consumers who 

draft the shopping list before entering the grocery store. This question gave us the 

information if there is any difference in between those consumers who write and 

those who do not write the shopping list. According to collected data‟s 42% of our 

respondents most of the time keeps the shopping list with them before entering the 

grocery shopping. Another 40% of our respondents every time draft the list before 

shopping whereas 18% never prepare the list [Appendix 8.5.2]. 

 

4.1.3 Number of Visits: 

 

This question was asked in order to know the effects of visits‟ frequency on the sale 

in grocery shopping. The answers helped us to know whether shopping behavior of 

those consumers who visits grocery more often and those who visit once in a month 

is the same or there is any difference between them. According to our finding 50% of 

our respondents visit grocery store twice a week and 32% visit grocery store once a 

week whereas 18% of respondents visit once a month [Appendix 8.5.3]. 
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4.2 Profile findings: 
 

At the end of the questionnaire there were three questions about the personal profile. 

Through these questions we tried to find out the age, sex and occupation of our 

respondents. Spss table of profile findings is included in the [Appendix 5]. 

According to our findings there were 78% male and 22% female participants, 68% of 

our respondents were in between 25 to 27. 40% of our respondents were students 

whereas 32% of our respondents were employees.  

     

4.3 General findings about our defined products: 

 
We tested six product categories through the questionnaire, composed with six 

different questions against each product category.  

 

4.3.1 Tissue Papers: 

  

We asked six different questions to know how consumers give the priority to our 

defined purchase cues for the selection of tissue papers. 

 

 
Figure 5: Tissue Papers 

 

According to our findings shelf space is the most important factor in the sale of tissue 

paper as it has the lowest mean value (1.84). From the result we can state that 

consumer‟s use the shelf space as a basic purchase cue for the selection of tissue 

paper.  

 

On the foundation of this analysis and our personal observation we can say that it‟s a 

low involvement product and people don‟t like to explore the brand or quality in it.  

Usually people purchase it as soon as they see in any grocery store. According to this 

perspective shelf space is very important for them. 
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4.3.2 Chocolates: 

 

We inquired six different questions to know consumers‟ priority set for the selection 

of Chocolate. 

 

 
Figure 6: Chocolates 

 

According to given answers performance (taste) is the most important factor in the 

sale of Chocolate because it has the lowest mean value (2.02). On the basis of our 

result we can say that consumers use the performance (taste) as a purchase cue for 

the selection of Chocolates. 

 

According to results and our personal observation we can say that, chocolate is an 

eatable thing. Naturally people like those things whose tastes are according to them. 

So that‟s why these results make a sense and taste comes before the shelf space. 

    

4.3.3 Washing powder: 

 

We asked six different questions to know how our respondents give the priority to 

our defined purchase cues for the selection of washing powder.  

 
Figure 7: Washing powder 
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According to our findings performance is the most important factor in the sale of 

washing powder because it has the lowest mean value (1.72. Therefore we can 

conclude that consumers use the performance as a purchase cue for the selection of 

washing powder.  

 

According to this result and our personal observation we can say that usually people 

have expensive clothes or clothes are high involvement product and people usually 

prefer those washing powder what they think is good for their clothes. Before 

making the purchase decision they think about the performance and they try to 

purchase those products, which they have already tried, trying a new product could 

be risky for them. So that‟s why shelf space has a very little role in the purchase of 

such kinds of products 

 

4.3.4 Tea/ coffee: 

 

As mentioned above, six different questions were asked to get to know consumers‟ 

priority set regarding our defined purchase cues for the selection of tea/ coffee. 

 

 
Figure 8: Tea/Coffee 

 

According to our findings performance (taste) is the most important factor in the sale 

of tea/ coffee as it has the lowest mean value (1.50). On the basis of our result we can 

say that consumers use the performance (taste) as a purchase cue for the selection of 

tea/ coffee. 

 

As discussed earlier tea/ coffee is an eatable object and people like those things 

whose taste are according to their nature. Mostly people don‟t want to change the 

flavor of their coffee or tea. Due to these reasons the role of taste is more than shelf 

space in the sale of coffee/ tea. 

4.3.5 Non Alcoholic Drink: 

 

The same six questions were asked to recognize the priority purchase cue for the 

selection of non alcoholic drinks. 
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Figure 9: Non Alcoholic Drinks 

 

From our collected data we got to know that the most important factor in the sale of 

non alcoholic drink is performance (taste) because it has the lowest mean value 

(1.90). Wherefore we can say that consumers use the performance (taste) as a 

purchase cue for the selection of non-alcoholic drink.  

 

In this category we usually include the carbonated, sports and energy drinks. People 

prefer them according to the taste with the given price and people are generally 

neutral to try the different drinks. Usually it depends upon their mode because it‟s 

not commodity it‟s a fun product. People select the drink with the price range. People 

have a lot of advertisement about drinks, so that‟s why they don‟t bother the shelf 

space for the purchase decisions. 

 

4.3.6 Ketchup/ sauces: 

 

We asked six different questions to know consumers‟ priority set regarding our 

defined purchase cues for the selection of ketchup or sauces.  

 
Figure 10: Ketchup/sauces 
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According to our findings performance (taste) is the most important factor in the sale 

of ketchup or sauces because it has the lowest mean value (1.50). Based on our result 

we conclude that consumers use the performance (taste) as a purchase cue for the 

selection of ketchup or sauces.  

 

Ketchup is also selected on the bases of the taste and people hardly care the 

suggestion or recommendation of the people in this product.  

4.4 Comparison of mean values: 

 
 

We used the scale 1 to 5 to get the respondents input and in our questionnaire we 

defined 1 for strongly agree/ very important and 5 for strongly disagree/ not 

important. So the mean which is closer to 1 is considered as a more important: 

 

 

 

 
Figure 11: Mean value of all products 

 

 

These mean values present the priorities of purchase for the selection of respective 

product category. From the table we can see that people give more priority to those 

tissue papers which are on premier shelf and the performance of the tissue papers is 

second in importance. If manufacturer/ retailer want to increase the sale of their 

product they need to place it on premier shelf space.  
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People select the chocolates on the basis of taste and the shelf space is second in 

priority. Therefore we can say that chocolates with good taste placed on premier 

shelf space can increase their sale. 

 

Customers choose washing powder on the pedestal of performance and familiar 

brand is second in priority. Thus manufacturers can increase the sale of their product 

by improving the performance of their product and, continuing, to get more business 

they need to make their product more familiar in the market.  

 

People select tea/ coffee on the foundation of taste and secondly they always tend to 

purchase the same brand. By improving the taste of their product manufacturer can 

increase their business. Another option is also to define a strategy which through 

which more and more customers could switch towards their products.  

 

While purchasing non alcoholic drinks people take into consideration firstly-taste 

and secondly- price. By improving the taste of their product manufacturer can 

increase their business but they also need to introduce the competitive price as well.  

 

Taste is also the most important component in the sale of ketchup and sauces. 

Consumers purchase them on the base of taste so manufacturer can increase their 

business by improving the taste and, as we can also see from mean table, people are 

very consistent in their purchase- most of the people always purchase the same 

brand. If any company wants to increase their business they need to develop the 

strategy to attract more customers towards their brand. 

4.5 Cross Tabulation: 

 
We run the cross tabs with the personal profile of our respondents in order to know 

the importance of shelf space in between the different occupations, age group and 

gender. All the spss findings are included in the [Appendix 4].  

 

4.5.1 Tissue papers:  
 

According to the cross tabulation people in age group 25 to 27 used the shelf space 

as a purchase cue more for the purchase of tissue papers. By running cross tabs with 

gender we came to know that the male entities more commonly use the shelf space as 

a purchase cue for tissue papers. And similarly we run the cross tabs with occupation 

and we found that employee‟s considered the shelf space as a purchase cue more 

than others [Appendix 8.4.1].  

4.5.2 Chocolates:  
 

According to cross tabs people in between 25 to 27 considered the shelf space as a 

purchase cue for the selection of chocolates, there is very little difference in males 

and females‟ selection criteria- both preferred the shelf space in the same way. By 

running the cross tabs with occupation we can say that comparatively the students 

prefer the shelf space as a purchase cue for the purchase of chocolates than other 

occupations[Appendix 8.4.2].  
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4.5.3 Washing Powder:  
 

According to the table people of age 25 to 27 use the shelf space as purchase cue for 

the selection of washing powder more in comparison to others. Similarly males and 

students more often used the shelf space as a purchase cue for the selection of 

washing powder [Appendix 8.4.3]. 

 

4.5.4 Tea / Coffee  
 

According to our findings we can say that people from age group of 25 to 27 

consider the shelf space as purchase cue more for the purchase of tea/ coffee. 

Similarly male and employees find shelf space as a most important purchase cue 

while buying tea/ coffee [Appendix 8.4.4]. 

 

4.5.5 Non alcoholic drink:  
 

According to our findings we state that people from age group of 20 to 27 considered 

the shelf space as purchase cue more for the purchase of non alcoholic drinks. There 

is almost equal number of participants in occupation and gender who mind the shelf 

space more during the purchase of non alcoholic drink [Appendix 8.4.5].  

  

4.5.6 Ketchup and sauces:  
 

According to our findings it is visible that people from age group of 20 to 24 

considered the shelf space as purchase cue more for the purchase of ketchup and 

sauces. Both, male and female use shelf space cue almost equally. Also there is 

higher number of people in the group of employees who rate the shelf space more 

[Appendix 8.4.6]. 
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4.6 Regression analysis 

 

We defined the three independent variables (age, occupation and gender). Through 

regression analysis we tried to find out the relationship of these independent 

variables with following dependent variables. All the findings in the form of tables 

are stated in Appendix 6.  

 

4.6.1 Tissue papers: 

Price: On the bases of r square value we can say that our model only predict the 

38.6% of variation by using the defined independent variables. From the Anova table 

we can see that our model is significant. On the basis of coefficient table we can say 

that price of tissue paper has a significant relationship with all these independent 

variables.  Furthermore we can say that  increase in one unit of our dependent 

variable will affect the age by -1.281 to Gender and occupation -1.733 and -.605 

respectively. Retailers and manufacture could face this reverse reaction if they 

increase the price by one unit. [Appendix 8.6.4] 

Always buy the same brand:  On the bases of r square value we can say that our 

model can only predict the 24.8% variation by using the defined independent 

variables. According the Anova table we can say that whole model is significant. 

This dependent variable has significant relationship with only two of our independent 

variables (age and occupation). If retailers or manufacturer improve this product cue 

by one unit it will increase the result by .827 and .238 in age and occupation 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.4]. 

Familiar brand of tissue:  According to r square value our model can only predict the 

35.8% of variation.  As per Anova table we can confirm that this model is highly 

significant. According to the coefficient table we can say that only age and gender 

has a significant relationship with our dependent variable. If retailers or manufacturer 

increase the familiarity by one unit then this product cue will have .776 positive 

effects in age group [Appendix 8.6.4].   

 

Shelf Space: From the r square value we can say that our model can predict 10.5% 

of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of Anova 

table we can say that our model is not significant. Whereas product cue has 

significant relationship only with gender. If the retailers or manufacturer move the 

tissue by one unit, from premier shelf space, it will result -.728 in gender [Appendix 

8.6.4]. 
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 Performance of Tissue paper:  From the r square value we can see 37.2% variations.  

This model is highly significant according to Annova table. According to the 

coefficient table this product cue has significant relationship with age and occupation 

whereas it has not significant relationship with gender. If the manufacturer or 

retailers increase the performance by one unit it will result in the form of .931 and 

.178 increase in age and occupation respectively [Appendix 8.6.4]. 

Suggestions for Tissue Paper:   From the r square value we can say that our models 

can 19.8% variant by using the defined independent variable. From the value of 

Anova table we can say that our model is highly significant. This product cue has 

only significant relationship with gender. Change of one unit in this product could 

result in the form of -1.261 in genders [Appendix 8.6.4]. 

  

4.6.2 Chocolate 

Price for chocolate:  According to the r square value our model can only predict the 

2.2% variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of Anova 

table this model is not significant and this product cue has not any significant 

relationship with our defined independent variable [Appendix 8.6.1].  

Always buy the same brand: According to the r square value; our model can predict 

the 46.7% of the variation from the value Anova table we can say that our model is 

highly significant. This product cue has significant relationship with Age and 

occupation. If retailers or manufacturer increase this product cue by one unit it will 

increase the age and occupation by 1.177 and .431 respectively [Appendix 8.6.1]. 

Familiar brand of Chocolate: According to the r square value our model can only 

predict the 31.8% variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

value of Anova table we can say that our model is highly significant. Only age and 

occupation has significant relationship with our defined product cue. According to 

the coefficient table if the retailers or manufacturer will increase the familiarity by 

one unit it will increase the effectiveness in age and occupation by .589 and .421 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.1]. 

Shelf Space for Chocolate: According to the r square value our model can predict the 

49.5% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. According to the 

Anova table our model is highly significant and according to the coefficient table all 

the independent variable has a significant relationship with the defined product cue. 

If we move our product, from the premier shelf space, by one unit it will affect on  

age, gender and occupation by -1.538, -.865 and -.413 respectively [Appendix 8.6.1]. 

Taste of Chocolate:   According to the r square this model can variant up to 30.3% in 

defined independent variables. This model is highly significant as per Anova table. 

On the other side according to coefficient table only the age has a significant 

relationship with this product cue. Thus we can say that one unit increase in the taste 

can increase 1.036 units in age [Appendix 8.6.1]. 

Suggestion for chocolate:  According to the r square value our model can predict the 

25% of variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of 

Anova table we can say that this model is highly significant. According to the 
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coefficient table, this product cue has not any significant relationship with any of our 

defined independent product cue [Appendix 8.6.1]. 

 

4.6.3 Washing Powder 

Price for washing powder: According to the r square value our model can only predict 

the 11.3% of the variation. From the value of Anova table this model is not 

significant. According to the coefficient table this product has not significant 

relationship with any of our independent variable [Appendix 8.6.6]. 

Always buy the same washing powder:  According to the r square value this model 

can 54.3% of the variation. From the value of Anova table we can say that this model 

is highly significant. According to the coefficient table this product cue has 

significant relationship with age and gender only. If the retailers or manufacturer will 

move it for one unit, it will affect the age and gender by -1.237, -.787 units 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.6].  

Familiar brand of washing Powder:  According to the r square value this model can 

predict the 36.7% of the variation. From the value of Anova table we can say that 

this model is highly significant. According to the value of coefficient table this 

product cue has only significant relationship with occupation. If the retailers or 

manufacturer move its familiarity by one unit it will affect the occupation by -.429 

units [Appendix 8.6.6]. 

Shelf Space for Washing Powder:   According to the r square value this model can 

only predict the 29.3% of the variation. From the value of Anova table we can say 

that this model is highly significant. According to the value of coefficient table this 

product cue has only significant relationship with gender. If retailers or manufacturer 

move the shelf space for one unit, it will affect the gender vise people by -1.513 

units. According to the table movement of the shelf space will have the negative 

effect [Appendix 8.6.6]. 

Performance of Washing Powder:  According to the r square value our model can 

predict the 41.5% of the variation. From the Anova table value we can say that our 

model is highly significant. According to the coefficient table this product cue has 

significant relationship with age and gender only. If the retailers or manufacturer will 

decrease its performance by one unit, it will affect age and occupation vise people by 

-5.77 and -.317 respectively [Appendix 8.6.6]. 

Suggestion for Washing Powder:  According to the r square value this model can 

predict the 20.1% of the variation. From the value of Anova table we can say that 

this model is highly significant. According to the Coefficient table only the 

occupation has significant relationship with this product. On the behalf of this 

analysis we can say that if the suggestions of people decrease by one unit, it will 

affect the occupation vise people by -.327 units [Appendix 8.6.6]. 
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4.6.4 Non Alcoholic Drinks 

Price for drink:  According to the r square value this model can only predict the 4.3% 

of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the Anova table 

value we can say that this model is not significant and according to the coefficient 

table this product cue has not any significant relationship with any of our defined 

independent variable [Appendix 8.6.2]. 

Always buy the same drink: According to the r square value this model can predict 

the 25.5% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

Anova table value we can say this model is highly significant. According to the 

coefficient table we can say that this product cue has only significant relationship 

with the gender only. If the retailers or manufacturer increase this product cue by one 

unit it will affect the gender vise people by 1.106 units [Appendix 8.6.2].  

Familiar brand of Drink:  According to the r square value this model can only predict 

the 4.5% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

Anova table value we can say that this model is not significant and according to 

coefficient table this product cue has not any significance relationship with any our 

defined independent variables [Appendix 8.6.2]. 

Shelf Space:  According to the r square value this model can predict only 18.2% of 

the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of Anova 

table we can that this model is highly significant. According to the coefficient table 

this product has a significance relationship with gender and occupation vise people 

only. If the retailers or manufacturers will move the shelf space by one unit, it will 

affect the gender and occupation vise people by -1.205 and -.263 respectively 

[Appendix 8.6.2].  

Taste of Drink:  According to the r square value this model can only predict the 9.5% 

of the validation. From the value of Anova table we can say this model is not 

significant. According to the coefficient table this product cue has not any significant 

relationship with any of our defined independent product cue [Appendix 8.6.2]. 

Suggestion for the purchase of Drink:  According to the r square value we can say that 

this model can predict the 58.1% of the variation. From the value of Anova table we 

can that this model is highly significant. According the coefficient table we can say 

that this table has a significant relationship with age and occupation vise people. If 

the retailers or manufacturer move this product cue by one unit, it will affect the 

gender and occupation vise people by -1.108 and .274 units respectively [Appendix 

8.6.2]. 

 



  46 

4.6.5 Ketchup and Sauces 

Price:  According to the r square value this model can predict the 39.3% of the 

variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of Anova table 

we can say this model is significant. According to coefficient table this product cue 

has significant relationship with all the independent variables. If the retailers or 

manufacture move this produce cue by one unit, it will affect the age, gender and 

occupation vise people by -1.472, -.909 and -5.92 units respectively [Appendix 

8.6.3]. 

Always buy the same Ketchup:  According to the r square value our model can predict 

the 71.1% of the variation by using defined independent variables. From the value of 

Anova table we can say that this model is highly significant. According to the 

coefficient table this product cue has a significant relationship with all the 

independent variable. If the retailers or manufacturer will move it by one unit, it will 

affect the age, gender and occupation vise people by -.735, -.600 and -.521 units 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.3]. 

Familiar brand of Ketchup:  According to the r square value our model can predict 

only 35.5% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

value of Anova table we can say this model is highly significant. According the 

coefficient table this product cue has only significant relationship by gender and 

occupation vise people. If the retailers or manufacturers will decrease the familiarity 

by one unit it will affect the gender and occupation vise people by -.787 and -.178 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.3].   

Shelf Space:  According to the r square value our model can predict the 50% of the 

variation by using the defined independent variables. From the value of Anova table 

we can that this model is highly significant. According to the coefficient table this 

product cue has significant relationship with all the defined independent variables. If 

the retailers or manufacturer move the shelf space by one unit it will affect the age, 

gender and occupation vise people by -1.033, -1.332 and -.685 units respectively 

[Appendix 8.6.3]. 

Taste of Ketchup and Sauces:  According to the r square value our model can predict 

45% of the variation by using these independent variables. From the value of Anova 

table we can that this model is significant. According to the coefficient table this 

product cue has only significant relationship with age and gender vise people. And if 

we add the taste by one unit it will affect the age and gender vise people by .315 and 

.818 units respectively [Appendix 8.6.3]. 

Suggestion for Ketchup and Sauces:  According to the r square value our model can 

only predict the 23% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. 

From the value of Anova table we can say that our model is significant. According to 

the coefficient table, this product cue has only significant relationship with 

occupation vise people. If the retailers or manufacturer will move it by one unit, it 

will affect the occupation vise people by -.386 units [Appendix 8.6.3].         
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4.6.6 Tea and Coffee 

Price:  According to the r square value our model can predict the 20.2% of the 

variation by using our defined independent variable. From the Anova table value we 

can say that our model is significant. According to the coefficient table we can say 

that this product cue has only significance relationship with age vise people only. If 

the retailers or manufacturers will increase the price by one unit it will affect the age 

vise people by -.922 units [Appendix 8.6.5]. 

Always buy the same Tea or Coffee:  According to the r square value we can say that 

our model can predict 33.5% of the variation by using the defined independent 

variables. From the value of Anova table we can say that this model is significant 

According to the coefficient table we can say that this product cue has only 

significant relationship with occupation vise people. If the retailers or manufacturers 

move it for one unit, It will affect the occupation vise people by -.178units 

[Appendix 8.6.5]. 

Familiar Brand:  According to the r square value we can say that our model can 

predict the 47.8% of the variation by using our defined independent variables. From 

the Anova table value we can say that our model is significant. According to the 

coefficient table this product cue has significant relationship all the defined 

independent variables. If the retailers or manufacturer decrease it by one unit it will 

affect the age, gender and occupation vise people by -1.229, -.562 and -.459 units 

respectively [Appendix 8.6.5]. 

Shelf Space:  According to the r square value we can say that our model can predict 

the 39.1% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

Anova table we can see that our model is significant. According to the coefficient 

table, this product cue has only significant relationship with occupation vise people 

only. If the retailers or manufacturers will move it for one unit it will affect the 

occupation vise people by -.551 units [Appendix 8.6.5]. 

Taste:  According to the r square value we can say that our model can only predict 

the 19.3% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From the 

Anova table value we can say that our model is highly significant and according to 

the coefficient table, this product cue has only significant relationship with age vise 

people. If the retailers or manufacturer will move this product cue by one unit it will 

affect the occupation vise people by .046 units [Appendix 8.6.5]. 

Suggestion for tea or coffee:  According to the r square value our model can only 

predict the 30.8% of the variation by using the defined independent variables. From 

the Anova table we can say that this model is highly significant. According to the 

coefficient table, this product cue has a significant relationship with age and gender 

vise people. One unit change in this product cue can affect the age and gender vise 

people by -1.143 and -1.190 units respectively[Appendix 8.6.5]. 

 

These results could be very much helpful for the retailers and manufacturers at the 

same time. From this analysis we came to know that how the one unit increase or 

decrease in any product cue will affect their product.  
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5 ANALYSIS 
   
 

This chapter shows the significance of our research work. In this chapter we 

attempted to answer our research questions, which have already been defined in first 

chapter. Also our own understanding from this research work: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1  
 

In order to answer of our research questions we defined the six FMCG product 

categories against defined product cues. On the basis of our empirical findings we 

can assume that consumer uses different product cues for the selection of different 

product categories.  

 

5.1.1 Price 

 

In our questionnaire we inquired the magnitude of price for our defined product 

categories. This graph is representing the inputs of consumers. We can see that 

respondents use the price cue differently for the different product categories.  

According to this graph price is the most important factor in the sale of 

Ketchup/Sauces whereas least important for the sale of chocolate.  

 

 
Figure 12: Price Cue 
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Research Questions: 

• What is the importance of defined product cues for the selection of FMCG 

products?  

• What is the priority of shelf space among these product cues for the 

defined FMCG products? 
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5.1.2 Habitual Buying (always buy the same product) 

 

In this section we asked about habitual buying from our respondents that how often 

they use this product cue for the purchase of FMCG products. By comparing the 

mean values of all the product categories we have the following graph: 

 

 
Figure 13: Habitual Buying 

 

On the basis of our graph we can say that the usage of habitual buying is different 

among the different product categories. If we try to answer our research question we 

can say that among these product categories, habitual product cue is most important 

for the ketchup/ sauces and least important for the tissues.  

 

5.1.3 Affect Related Cues 

 

In our questionnaire we inquired about the familiarity of brand. The reason of this 

question was to know the role of familiarity of brand in the sale of respective product 

categories.    

 

 
Figure 14: Affect Related Cues 
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In response to our research question we can say that consumer considers the 

familiarity more for the purchase of Tea/ Coffee comparatively than other defined 

product categories. At the same time this product cue is least important for the sale of 

ketchup/ sauces. 

 

5.1.4  In Store Related Cues  

 

Another question was to know the importance of shelf space that whether the shelf 

space is equally important for all the product categories or not. 

 

 
Figure 15: In-Store Related Cues 

 

After seeing this graph we can predict that the role of shelf space is different for the 

sale of different product categories. If we try to answer our research question we can 

say that, among these product categories, people consider the shelf space more for 

the purchase of tissue paper whereas it is least important for non alcoholic drinks.  

The positive significance of shelf spacing in defined product cues is also evident. 
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5.1.5 Performance Cues 
 

The question was asked to know the importance of performance/ Taste for the sale of 

defined product categories. It helped us to know the importance of performance cue 

in selection of our defined product categories. 

 

 
Figure 16: Performance Cues 

 

According to our findings we can say that performance cue is equally important for 

the sale of tea/ coffee and ketchup/ sauces, our respondent rate it equally, whereas 

this product cue is least important for chocolate. 

 

5.1.6 Normative cues: 

Through questionnaire we tried to ask the importance of our respective product 

categories. Respondent showed positive attitude towards these product categories. 

 

 
 

Figure 17: Normative Cues 
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According to this graph we can state that people consider this product cue more for 

the purchase of washing powder whereas less for the chocolates. 

5.2  Summary 
 

Every product cue has its own importance. Consumers use the different purchase 

cues for the selection of different product categories; empirical observation describes 

the importance of these product cues in between the product categories. Our 

generalize results could be very much helpful for the retailers and manufacturers as 

well. 

 

5.2.1 Consumer Behavior and Product Cues: 

 

This research clearly indicates that the worth of these cues is different for the 

different product categories. With the passage of time consumer built these cues and 

assign the preferences to them. Hence every cue has different rating for different 

product categories. If we look on our product categories, taste is the first priority for 

all of the eatable products comparatively to others. It is obvious that consumer will 

like to purchase those products, those are good in taste and according to their 

expectation.  

 

Thus manufacturer should focus initially on taste and then on shelf space. If the 

products are already good in taste then they can increase the sale by shaping the 

consumer behavior e.g. offering them (products) free for the first time or by using 

other marketing strategy. 

 

Our respondents gave first priority to the performance on purchase of washing 

powder. There are number of washing powder brands available in any grocery store. 

Most of them always prefer that powder; which is good in performance, because 

mostly people have expensive clothes. Due to this reason normally they prefer the 

performance oriented product instead of price and shelf space.  

 

The results show that consumers select the tissue papers on the bases of shelf space. 

It shows that our respondents like to buy the tissues on the first come basis. For these 

kinds of product categories shelf space can play an important role to increase their 

sale. 

 

5.2.2 Impulse Buying: 

 

Impulse buying is unplanned buying decision of consumer. Consumers make the 

impulse decision just before their purchase (Schultz, 2005). There are few product 

categories in our sample, which are selected on the bases of impulsive behavior i.e. 

the buying on the basis of taste. By placing these kind of products on highly visible 

area retailers can increase their sales. Retailers can do by arranging the special 

shelves in between the passage and it will definitely affect the sale of that product 

category. 
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Impulse Buying From the consumer‟s point of view is also very important. We find 

out some categories, which are chosen by the respondents on the basis of taste. These 

categories are cookies, chips, and butter. According to our analysis these products are 

helpful to increase the impulse buying phenomena in the store. Whenever customer 

will see these products they will buy impulsively. Thus proper arrangement of these 

products in a grocery store can be effective. According to our analysis the shelf space 

plays a vital role in the placement of these product categories. 

 

5.2.3 Division of shelf space in defined product categories: 

 

In our research we asked the importance of shelf space against each product 

category. We can assume that all of these product categories have the positive 

attitude towards the shelf space. As Diez de Castro (2004) explains that consumers 

have different behaviors on buying i.e. planned, suggested and impulsive purchases, 

if the consumer is doing planned and suggested shopping then he may not give 

importance to the shelf space management.  

 

On the other side shelf space management can be helpful for those who are doing 

impulsive buying.  Our intentions to ask this question were to set the priority of shelf 

space in between our defined product categories. On the basis of our findings we can 

predict that all of these product categories have positive attitude toward the shelf 

space. Our respondent gave first priority to the Tissue Papers and last to the Non-

Alcoholic drinks. Furthermore retailers can also define the planogram according to 

the given diagram in Appendix (Shelf space priority diagram).  
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6 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

6.1 Conclusion 

 
In our problem discussion session we discussed that FMCG product categories are 

most of the time low involvement products. Generally consumers use the different 

purchase cues to purchase these products. In a limited problem solving products, 

consumers are least interested in evaluating the each alternative rigorously (Solomon, 

2009, p# 262). Usually consumers use the different product attributes as a purchase 

cue.  These product cues enable the consumers to minimize the in-store deliberating 

time and effort. 

 

This research was conducted to identify the importance of these product cues in the 

sale of FMCG product categories. There are bunch of FMCG product categories 

available in any grocery store, so it was not possible for us to cover all these product 

categories for this research. Through an informal focus group, we shortlisted few 

product categories which are defined in Appendix [1].  

 

In our research we discussed the more commonly used product cues adopted from 

the article D-Hoyer (1988). The purpose of this study was to provide the 

recommendations to retailers and manufacturers that how they can improve their 

sales and products according to the consumer‟s requirement. We also want to give 

the suggestions to the retailers in defining the planogram.  

 

Quantitative research was used to conduct the research and we used the questionnaire 

to collect the data. Later on the data was process through SPSS and we used the 

different statistical function to analyze the data.  

 

In our research we categorized our respondents on the basis of their monthly 

spending for grocery shopping, their weekly visits to any grocery stores, occupation 

and age.  After analysis we concluded that the usage of shelf space and other product 

cues also varies by these characteristics. This research study will help to retailers in 

shelf space management, categories management and to handle the stockpot 

problems. 

 

6.1.1 Categories Management: 

 

We discussed the different prospect of the category management that it is a 

management process of different product lines (Waller et al., 2009). Our research 

could be beneficial for categories management. There are few product categories in a 

store that are selected on the institution of price. Retailers should have to manage 

these product categories by giving the less shelf space to expensive brand and give 

the more shelf space to cheaper brand. 

 

Similarly there are few product categories, e.g tissue, which are selected on the bases 

of shelf space. Retailers can place these kinds of products on highly visible area; 
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similarly by placing those brands more visible which are high in margin retailers can 

increase their profit.  

 

We cannot ignore the importance of habitual buying. Habitual buying is more 

important for Ketchup, Tea/ Coffee and chocolate, there is a chance if consumer will 

not find his desire brand he may go to the other grocery store to buy that product. 

Retailers should have to keep the highly acceptable brand in these product categories. 

 

6.1.2 Stock out problems: 

 

It is very important for retailers to allocate the proper shelf space to the product 

categories. Otherwise stock out situation may occurs when retailer do not provide the 

proper shelf space according to the requirement of the product categories (Waller et 

al., 2009). Stock out problem could leave negative impacts on missing product brand 

and grocery store as well. 

 

Stock out problem is much more related to the consumer behavior because there are 

few product categories, e,g washing powder, tea/ coffee, in which consumer always 

make constant  decision. Retailers should have to spare the more space for these 

kinds of product categories.  

 

We cannot ignore the impact of store characteristics on the evaluation of product 

cues because evaluation of product cues also varies with the location and the size of 

store. All of these results are generalized by Bab‟s Mart store. Consumers use the 

multiple product cues while making decisions for purchases. Retailers and 

manufacturers need to be work together to get the desire result.  

 

Performance and price cue is more important manufacturers. If manufacturers want 

to increase the sale of their respective product categories then they need to have the 

competitive advantage in these product cues. Similarly through the advertisement 

they can increase the familiarity of their product categories. Familiarity is one of the 

important cues in many product categories.  

 

6.2 Implementations of research: 

 

There are several implementations of this research. In our questionnaire the first 

three questions were designed to identify the consumer behavior and remaining six 

questions were about each product category. These questions helped us in knowing 

the significance of different cues for our defined product categories. Retailers can use 

this information for defining the planogram at least for our defined six product 

categories. 

 

This research will help to retailers in controlling the stock out problem. This research 

will also help to know that which kind of product category need more space. 

 

Taste is one of the most important factors for the sale of eatable product categories 

e.g. chocolates, coffee. Retailers can increase the sale of such product categories by 

arranging the special shelf in highly visible and busy areas.  
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Usage of price cue is different for different product categories; in some product 

categories consumer use the price cue with the combination of performance. 

Retailers should provide more brands on shelf space for customers, so that they can 

do convenient selection. 

 

Retailers can provide more shelf space to those brands, in any product categories, 

which are highly familiar in between the customers.  

 

For tea/ coffee, ketchup/ Sauces and chocolate, most of the people always try to 

purchase the same product.  Retailers can shape the consumer behavior by offering 

the free product on first buying or by offering the discounts on some products. By 

using these kinds of tactics retailers can introduce those brands which are more 

profitable for them. 

 

6.3 Recommendations for future research 
 

 

There are several ways through which research can be continued: 

 

 Due to limited time span one store was selected for customer‟s feedback. The 

research can be continued by doing analysis on multiple grocery stores.  

 As the location, environment and size of store affects on the sale of grocery 

store. We selected the medium level store for our research. The same idea can 

be implemented on large scale or small level grocery stores.  

 We only considered the customers point of view in our research. Further 

researcher can continue it by adding the retailers and manufacturer point of 

view.  

 This research was only limited to six product cues. It will be more interesting 

if somebody try to conduct it in multiple categories e.g. dairy vs. durable 

product. It will make the readers more clear about the usage of the product 

cues in different kind of product categories. 
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8 APPENDIXES 

8.1 Appendix 1 
 

 

Fast Moving Consuming Goods  

 

 

1. Tissue papers 

2. Chocolates 

3. Washing powder 

4. Tea and Coffee 

5. Carbonated Drinks 

6. Ketchup and sauces 
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8.2 Appendix 2  
 

8.2.1 Sample of Questionnaire 

Dear Respondents: 

 

You are kindly requested to respond these questions; these questions are belonging to 

your shopping experiences at “Bab‟s Mart”. Several grocery products are listed 

below, for each product category, we want to know how you decide what product 

should select. We do not want to know the brand of the product, just the way you 

select the products.  

 

We are the students of BTH (Blekinge Tekniska Hogskola, Karlskrona, Sweden) and 

conducting this survey for our education purpose. Your answers will be kept in 

secret, and it will help us to continue our research study: 
 

Personal Information: 

Age 

 

Gender 

 

Occupation 

 

20-24  
Male 

 

 

 

Student  

25-27  Business Man  

28-30  
Female 

 

 

 

 

 

House Wife  

More than 31 

 

 

 

Employee  

Other__________   

 

 

I usually visit the grocery store 

 

   ___ Once a week        ___ twice a week         __ once in a month 

 

 

Approximately, I spend the   ____________ GBP for my monthly grocery shopping. 

 

----- Less than 50 ------ 51 to 100 ------ 101to 150 ----- More than 151 

 

 

I make the shopping list before going for grocery store.  

 

___Every time             ___ Most of the time              ___Never 
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1. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mart, how you buy the Tissue Papers? 

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands 

out on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

 

Price of this product is 

  

Very  

important 

Important Normal Not 

important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           

 

 

2. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mart, how you buy the Chocolates?                                                           

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands 

out on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

 

Price of this product is 

Very  

Important 
 Normal Not 

Important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           

 

 

3. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mart, how you buy the Washing Powder?                                                            

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands out 

on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

 

Price of this product is 

  

Very  

Important 
Important Normal Not 

Important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           
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4. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mart, how you buy the Tea/Coffee?                                                          

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands out 

on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

Price of this product is 

Very  

Important 
Important Normal Not 

Important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           

 

5. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mart, how you buy the Non alcoholic?                                                        

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands out 

on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

 

Price of this product is  

Very  

Important 
Important Normal Not 

Important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           

 

6. Imagine you are in Bab’s Mark, how you buy the Ketchup and sauces?           

 

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagre 

I buy the product, which I always 

buy  

          

I buy the most familiar product 

among this product category 

          

I buy the product, which stands out 

on the shelf 

          

I buy this product on the base of 

performance 

          

 

 

 

Price of this product is 

Very  

Important 
Important Normal Not 

Important 

Not  Very 

Important 

          

Suggestions of other people are           
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8.3 Appendix 3: 

 

         Shelf Space Priority Diagram 
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8.4 Appendix 4: 

Cross Tabs 

8.4.1 Tissue Papers: 
 

 

Tissue on premier shelf * Age Cross tabulation 

 

Comments 
Age 

 

Total 

20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

Tissues on 

premier shelf 

Strongly 

Agree 

12 30 0 42 

Agree 0 30 10 40 

Neutral 10 0 0 10 

Disagree 0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

Tissue on premier shelf * Gender Cross tabulation 

Tissue on premier shelf * Gender Cross tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 

Male Female 

 

 

Tissue on premier 

shelf 

Strongly Agree 30 12 42 

Agree 30 10 40 

Neutral 10 0 10 

Disagree 8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

 

Tissue on premier shelf * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

Tissue on premier shelf * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Occupation 

 

Total 

Student Business 

Man 

Employe

e 

other 

 

 

Tissue on 

premier shelf 

Strongly 

Agree 

10 0 32 0 42 

Agree 30 10 0 0 40 

Neutral 0 0 0 10 10 

Disagree 0 8 0 0 8 

Total 40 18 32 10 100 

 
 

 



  68 

8.4.2 Chocolate: 

 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Age 

 

Total 

20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

Chocolate (Shelf 

Space) 

Strongly 

Agree 

0 20 10 30 

Agree 12 30 0 42 

Neutral 10 10 0 20 

Disagree 0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

 Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Gender Cross tabulation 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Gender Cross tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 
Male Female 

 

 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) 

Strongly agree 30 0 30 

Agree 20 22 42 

Neutral 20 0 20 

Disagree 8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

Chocolate (Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Occupation 

 

Total 

Student Business Man Employee other 

 

 

Chocolate 

(Shelf Space) 

Strongly 

Agree 

0 10 20 0 30 

Agree 30 0 12 0 42 

Neutral 10 0 0 10 20 

Disagree 0 8 0 0 8 

Total 40 18 32 10 100 
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8.4.3 Washing powder: 
 

 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Age 

 

Total 
20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

Washing powder 

(Shelf space) 

Strongly Agree 0 20 0 20 

Agree 12 10 10 32 

Neutral 10 20 0 30 

Disagree 0 10 0 10 

Strongly 

Disagree 

0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 
Male Female 

 

 

Washing powder 

(Shelf space) 

Strongly Agree 10 10 20 

Agree 20 12 32 

Neutral 30 0 30 

Disagree 10 0 10 

Strongly Disagree 8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

  

 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

Washing powder (Shelf space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Occupation 

Student Business Man Employee 

 

 

Washing powder 

(Shelf space) 

Strongly Agree 20 0 0 

Agree 10 10 12 

Neutral 0 0 20 

Disagree 10 0 0 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 

Total 40 18 32 
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8.4.4 Tea/ Coffee: 
 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Age  

Total 

20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

Tea/ Coffee 

(shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 10 0 0 10 

Agree 0 30 10 40 

Neutral 12 10 0 22 

Disagree 0 20 0 20 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 
Male Female 

 

 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf 

Space) 

Strongly Agree 10 0 10 

Agree 40 0 40 

Neutral 0 22 22 

Disagree 20 0 20 

Strongly 

Disagree 

8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Occupation 

Student Business Man Employee 

 

 

Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 0 0 0 

Agree 10 10 20 

Neutral 10 0 12 

Disagree 20 0 0 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 

Total 40 18 32 
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8.4.5 Non alcoholic drinks: 
 

 Drink (Shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

Drink (Shelf Space) * Age Cross Tabulation 

 
Comments 

Age 
 

Total 

20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

Drink (Shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 0 10 0 10 

Agree 12 10 0 22 

Neutral 0 10 10 20 

Disagree 10 30 0 40 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

Drink (Shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

Drink (Shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 
Male Female 

 

 

Drink (Shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 10 0 10 

Agree 10 12 22 

Neutral 10 10 20 

Disagree 40 0 40 

Strongly Disagree 8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

 

Drink (Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

Drink (Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 
Comments 

Occupation 
 

Total 

Student Business Man Employee other 

 

 

Drink (Shelf 

Space) 

Strongly Agree 0 0 10 0 10 

Agree 10 0 12 0 22 

Neutral 10 10 0 0 20 

Disagree 20 0 10 10 40 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 0 8 

Total 40 18 32 10 100 
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8.4.6 Ketchup and sauces: 
 

 

Ketchup and sauce(shelf space)* Gender Cross Tabulation 

Ketchup and sauces 

 

Comments 
Age 

 

Total 

20 to 24 25 to 27 28 to 30 

 

 

ketchup and 

sauces(Shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 22 10 10 42 

Agree 0 30 0 30 

Neutral 0 10 0 10 

Disagree 0 10 0 10 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 8 

Total 22 68 10 100 

 

 Ketchup and sauces (Shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

ketchup and sauces(Shelf Space) * Gender Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Gender 

 

Total 

Male Female 

 

 

ketchup and sauces(Shelf 

Space) 

Strongly Agree 30 12 42 

Agree 20 10 30 

Neutral 10 0 10 

Disagree 10 0 10 

Strongly Disagree 8 0 8 

Total 78 22 100 

 

Ketchup and sauces (Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

ketchup and sauces(Shelf Space) * Occupation Cross Tabulation 

 

Comments 
Occupation 

Student Business Man Employee 

 

 

ketchup and 

sauces(Shelf Space) 

Strongly Agree 0 10 22 

Agree 20 0 10 

Neutral 10 0 0 

Disagree 10 0 0 

Strongly Disagree 0 8 0 

Total 40 18 32 
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8.5 Appendix 5:  

 

General and Profile Findings 

 

8.5.1 Monthly Spending: 
 

 

Monthly Spending 

Amount in Great 

British Pound 
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative 

Percentage 

Less than 50 32 32.0 32.0 32.0 

51 to 100 50 50.0 50.0 82.0 

101 to 150 18 18.0 18.0  

100.0 Total 100 100.0 100.0 

 

8.5.2 Shopping List: 
 

Shopping List 

Shopping List 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percentage 

Every Time 40 40.0 40.0 40.0 

Most of the time 42 42.0 42.0 82.0 

Never 18 18.0 18.0  

100.0 Total 100 100.0 100.0 

 

8.5.3 Number of Visits: 
 

Number of  Visits 

Number of Visits 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percentage 

Once a week 32 32.0 32.0 32.0 

Twice a week 50 50.0 50.0 82.0 

Once a month 18 18.0 18.0 100.0 

Total 100 100.0 100.0 
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8.5.4 Occupation: 
 

Occupation 

Occupation 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percentage 

Student 40 40.0 40.0 40.0 

Business Man 18 18.0 18.0 58.0 

Employee 32 32.0 32.0 90.0 

Other 10 10.0 10.0  

100.0 Total 100 100.0 100.0 

 

8.5.5 Age: 
 

 

Age 

Age 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

20 to 24 22 22.0 22.0 22.0 

25 to 27 68 68.0 68.0 90.0 

28 to 30 10 10.0 10.0  

100.0 Total 100 100.0 100.0 

 

8.5.6 Gender: 
 

Gender 

Gender 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Male 78 78.0 78.0 78.0 

Female 22 22.0 22.0  

100.0 

Total 100 100.0 
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8.6 Appendix 6: 
 

Regression Analysis for selected products 

8.6.1 Regression analysis for Chocolate  

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2.965 3 .988 .708 .549
a
 

Residual 133.995 96 1.396   

Total 136.960 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: price for chocolate 

 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 

1 .147
a
 .022 -.009 1.181 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

Coefficients 

Model 

Un standardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.356 .984  3.411 .001 

Age -.376 .295 -.177 -1.274 .206 

Gender .004 .324 .001 .013 .990 

Occupation -.069 .098 -.089 -.701 .485 

a. Dependent Variable: price for chocolate 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 

1 .683
a
 .467 .450 .608 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 31.057 3 10.352 27.993 .000
a
 

Residual 35.503 96 .370   

Total 66.560 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Always buy the same choc 

 

 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 26.854 3 8.951 14.944 .000
a
 

Residual 57.506 96 .599   

Total 84.360 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: familiar brand of chocolate 

 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) -1.717 .507  -3.391 .001 

Age 1.177 .152 .798 7.755 .000 

Gender .435 .167 .221 2.608 .011 

Occupatio

n 

.431 .051 .798 8.500 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Always buy the same choc 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

dimension0 

1 .564
a
 .318 .297 .774 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .270 .645  .419 .676 

Age .589 .193 .355 3.049 .003 

Gender .108 .212 .049 .511 .611 

Occupation .421 .064 .694 6.537 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: familiar brand of chocolate 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimensi

on0 

1 .703
a
 .495 .479 .656 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 40.383 3 13.461 31.322 .000
a
 

Residual 41.257 96 .430   

Total 81.640 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: chocolate (Shelf Space) 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Consta

nt) 

7.054 .546 
 

12.920 .000 

Age -1.538 .164 -.941 -9.397 .000 

Gender -.865 .180 -.396 -4.809 .000 

Occupat

ion 

-.413 .055 -.691 -7.561 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: chocolate (Shelf Space) 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .550
a
 .303 .281 .910 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 34.528 3 11.509 13.910 .000
a
 

Residual 79.432 96 .827   

Total 113.960 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: taste for chocolate 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .221 .758  .292 .771 

Age 1.036 .227 .536 4.561 .000 

Gender -.162 .249 -.063 -.651 .516 

Occupation .020 .076 .028 .258 .797 

a. Dependent Variable: taste for chocolate 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 

1 .500
a
 .250 .226 .810 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

  

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 20.921 3 6.974 10.640 .000
a
 

Residual 62.919 96 .655   

Total 83.840 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for Chocolate 



  79 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.211 .674  4.761 .000 

Age .400 .202 .241 1.978 .051 

Gender -.519 .222 -.235 -2.335 .022 

Occupation -.114 .067 -.188 -1.689 .094 

a. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for Chocolate 

 

 

8.6.2 Regression Analysis of Drinks 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Dimension0 1 .208
a
 .043 .013 1.207 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 6.321 3 2.107 1.446 .234
a
 

Residual 139.919 96 1.457   

Total 146.240 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Price for drink 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4.128 1.006  4.105 .000 

Age -.526 .301 -.240 -1.745 .084 

Gender -.585 .331 -.201 -1.768 .080 

Occupation -.073 .101 -.091 -.726 .470 

a. Dependent Variable: Price for drink 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension

0 

1 .505
a
 .255 .232 .784 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 20.206 3 6.735 10.953 .000
a
 

Residual 59.034 96 .615   

Total 79.240 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: always buy the same drink 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .562 .653  .860 .392 

Age .091 .196 .057 .466 .642 

Gender 1.106 .215 .515 5.145 .000 

Occupation .070 .065 .118 1.067 .289 

a. Dependent Variable: always buy the same drink 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension

0 

1 .272
a
 .074 .045 .766 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 4.516 3 1.505 2.566 .059
a
 

Residual 56.324 96 .587   

Total 60.840 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: familar drink 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4.049 .638  6.347 .000 

Age -.471 .191 -.333 -2.461 .016 

Gender -.244 .210 -.130 -1.161 .249 

Occupation -.160 .064 -.311 -2.513 .014 

a. Dependent Variable: familar drink 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Dimension0 
1 .427

a
 .182 .157 1.061 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 24.070 3 8.023 7.134 .000
a
 

Residual 107.970 96 1.125   

Total 132.040 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Drink (Shelf Space) 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 6.518 .883  7.379 .000 

Age -.658 .265 -.317 -2.488 .015 

Gender -1.205 .291 -.435 -4.144 .000 

Occupation -.263 .088 -.347 -2.983 .004 

a. Dependent Variable: Drink (Shelf Space) 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 
1 .304

a
 .092 .064 .681 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 4.518 3 1.506 3.250 .025
a
 

Residual 44.482 96 .463   

Total 49.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Taste for drink 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.068 .567  1.884 .063 

Age .309 .170 .244 1.817 .072 

Gender .302 .187 .179 1.619 .109 

Occupation -.046 .057 -.100 -.815 .417 

a. Dependent Variable: Taste for drink 
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8.6.3 Regression analysis for Ketchup: 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimensio

n0 

1 .762
a
 .581 .567 .771 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 78.957 3 26.319 44.293 .000
a
 

Residual 57.043 96 .594   

Total 136.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Suggestion to purchase drink 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4.511 .642  7.025 .000 

Age -1.108 .192 -.525 -5.759 .000 

Gender -.265 .211 -.094 -1.255 .213 

Occupation .274 .064 .355 4.268 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Suggestion to purchase drink 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimensio

n0 

1 .627
a
 .393 .374 .941 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Dimension0 1 .843
a
 .711 .702 .420 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 41.539 3 13.846 78.651 .000
a
 

Residual 16.901 96 .176   

Total 58.440 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: always buy the same ketchup 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 55.075 3 18.358 20.743 .000
a
 

Residual 84.965 96 .885   

Total 140.040 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: price for ketchup and s 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 7.522 .784  9.599 .000 

Age -1.472 .235 -.688 -6.269 .000 

Gender -.909 .258 -.318 -3.524 .001 

Occupation -.592 .078 -.757 -7.561 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: price for ketchup and s 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.099 .349  14.590 .000 

Age -.735 .105 -.532 -7.022 .000 

Gender -.600 .115 -.325 -5.215 .000 

Occupation -.521 .035 -1.032 -14.918 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: always buy the same ketchup 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Dimension

0 

1 .596
a
 .355 .335 .626 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 20.773 3 6.924 17.648 .000
a
 

Residual 37.667 96 .392   

Total 58.440 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: familar brand of ketchup 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.942 .522  7.555 .000 

Age .069 .156 .050 .441 .660 

Gender -.787 .172 -.426 -4.579 .000 

Occupation -.178 .052 -.352 -3.408 .001 



  86 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a. Dependent Variable: familar brand of ketchup 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .707
a
 .500 .484 .920 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 81.298 3 27.099 32.014 .000
a
 

Residual 81.262 96 .846   

Total 162.560 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: ketchup and sauces(Shelf Space) 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 7.428 .766  9.694 .000 

Age -1.033 .230 -.448 -4.500 .000 

Gender -1.332 .252 -.433 -5.280 .000 

Occupation -.685 .077 -.813 -8.939 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: ketchup and sauces(Shelf Space) 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 
1 .671

a
 .450 .432 .379 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 11.242 3 3.747 26.147 .000
a
 

Residual 13.758 96 .143   

Total 25.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: taste of ketchup 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .017 .315  .055 .956 

Age .315 .094 .348 3.336 .001 

Gender .818 .104 .678 7.881 .000 

Occupation -.043 .032 -.129 -1.352 .180 

a. Dependent Variable: taste of ketchup 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimen

sion0 

1 .482
a
 .233 .209 1.030 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 30.876 3 10.292 9.709 .000
a
 

Residual 101.764 96 1.060   

Total 132.640 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for ketchup 
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8.6.4 Regression analysis for Tissue papers: 

 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 1 .621
a
 .386 .366 1.114 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.584 .858  4.180 .000 

Age -.096 .257 -.046 -.374 .709 

Gender .014 .282 .005 .049 .961 

Occupation -.386 .086 -.507 -4.502 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for ketchup 

Variables Entered/Removed 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

dimension0 
1 Occupation, Gender, 

Age
a
 

. Enter 

a. All requested variables entered. 

b. Dependent Variable: Price for Tissue 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 74.703 3 24.901 20.079 .000
a
 

Residual 119.057 96 1.240   

Total 193.760 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Price for Tissue 
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8.6.5 Regression analysis for Tea/coffee: 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 8.379 .928  9.033 .000 

Age -1.281 .278 -.509 -4.607 .000 

Gender -1.733 .305 -.516 -5.675 .000 

Occupation -.605 .093 -.658 -6.523 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Price for Tissue 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .450
a
 .202 .177 1.177 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 33.744 3 11.248 8.11

8 

.000
a
 

Residual 133.016 96 1.386   

Total 166.760 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: price for tea 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Consta

nt) 

3.663 .980 
 

3.736 .000 

Age -.922 .294 -.395 -3.137 .002 

Gender .075 .323 .024 .231 .818 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 

1 .579
a
 .335 .314 .429 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8.893 3 2.964 16.108 .000
a
 

Residual 17.667 96 .184   

Total 26.560 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Always buy the same tea 

 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .691
a
 

.478 .462 .625 

Occupat

ion 

.063 .098 .073 .638 .525 

a. Dependent Variable: price for tea 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.942 .357  5.434 .000 

Age .069 .107 .074 .644 .521 

Gender .213 .118 .172 1.814 .073 

Occupation -.178 .036 -.522 -4.977 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Always buy the same tea 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .691
a
 

.478 .462 .625 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 34.346 3 11.449 29.313 .000
a
 

Residual 37.494 96 .391   

Total 71.840 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: familar brand of tea 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 6.123 .521  11.762 .000 

Age -1.229 .156 -.802 -7.878 .000 

Gender -.562 .171 -.275 -3.281 .001 

Occupation -.459 .052 -.819 -8.818 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: familar brand of tea 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 49.380 3 16.460 20.559 .000
a
 

Residual 76.860 96 .801   

Total 126.240 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension

0 

1 .625
a
 .391 .372 .895 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.259 .745  7.056 .000 

Age -.612 .223 -.301 -2.738 .007 

Gender .042 .245 .016 .172 .864 

Occupation -.551 .075 -.742 -7.399 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Tea/ Coffee (shelf Space) 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension

0 

1 .439
a
 .193 .168 .615 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8.675 3 2.892 7.642 .000
a
 

Residual 36.325 96 .378   

Total 45.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Taste of tea 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.702 .512  5.275 .000 

Age -.488 .154 -.402 -3.176 .002 

Gender -.330 .169 -.204 -1.956 .053 

Occupatio

n 

.046 .051 .104 .898 .372 

a. Dependent Variable: Taste of tea 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 40.872 3 13.624 14.252 .000
a
 

Residual 91.768 96 .956   

Total 132.640 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for tea 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.992 .814  7.358 .000 

Age -1.143 .244 -.549 -4.685 .000 

Gender -1.190 .268 -.428 -4.438 .000 

Occupation .019 .081 .025 .238 .812 

a. Dependent Variable: Suggestion for tea 

 

Model Summary 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimens

ion0 

1 .555
a
 .308 .287 .978 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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8.6.6 Regression Analysis for washing powder: 
 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .336
a
 .113 .085 1.163 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 16.472 3 5.491 4.062 .009
a
 

Residual 129.768 96 1.352   

Total 146.240 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: price for Washing powder 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.033 .968  2.099 .038 

Age .396 .290 .181 1.365 .176 

Gender -.689 .319 -.236 -2.161 .033 

Occupation .119 .097 .149 1.233 .221 

a. Dependent Variable: price for Washing powder 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Dimension0 

1 .731
a
 .534 .519 .586 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

Coefficients
a
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5.497 .488  11.259 .000 

Age -1.237 .146 -.813 -8.453 .000 

Gender -.787 .161 -.388 -4.898 .000 

Occupation -.012 .049 -.022 -.252 .801 

a. Dependent Variable: Always buy same Washing Powder 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 37.778 3 12.593 36.654 .000
a
 

Residual 32.982 96 .344   

Total 70.760 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Always buy same Washing Powder 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension0 1 .606
a
 .367 .347 .899 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 44.948 3 14.983 18.532 .000
a
 

Residual 77.612 96 .808   

Total 122.560 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: familar brand of washing powder 

 

 

  

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.373 .749  4.503 .000 

Age .040 .224 .020 .179 .858 

Gender -.196 .247 -.073 -.793 .430 

Occupation -.429 .075 -.586 -5.727 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: familar brand of washing powder 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension

0 

1 .541
a
 .293 .271 .989 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 
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ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 38.926 3 12.975 13.263 .000
a
 

Residual 93.914 96 .978   

Total 132.840 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: Washing powder (Shelf space) 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant

) 

4.891 .824 
 

5.937 .000 

Age -.413 .247 -.198 -1.671 .098 

Gender -1.513 .271 -.544 -5.579 .000 

Occupatio

n 

.107 .082 .140 1.296 .198 

a. Dependent Variable: Washing powder (Shelf space) 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimen

sion0 

1 .644
a
 .415 .397 .495 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 16.664 3 5.555 22.696 .000
a
 

Residual 23.496 96 .245   

Total 40.160 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: washing powder with high performance 

Coefficients
a
 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.507 .412  8.510 .000 

Age -.577 .123 -.503 -4.671 .000 

Gender .083 .136 .055 .615 .540 

Occupation -.317 .041 -.756 -7.685 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: washing powder with high performance 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

dimension

0 

1 .448
a
 .201 .176 1.095 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

ANOVA
b
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 28.910 3 9.637 8.038 .000
a
 

Residual 115.090 96 1.199   

Total 144.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Occupation, Gender, Age 

b. Dependent Variable: suggestion for washing powder 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.708 .912  4.066 .000 

Age -.631 .273 -.291 -2.310 .023 

Gender .582 .300 .201 1.938 .056 

Occupation -.327 .091 -.412 -3.586 .001 

a. Dependent Variable: suggestion for washing powder 


