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ABSTR-\CT 

Dairy industry in Kenya ha, s en a h)t f 'hanges since its liberalization in 1993 .This 
made players in the industry t I\\\ fr m 1 to 4 by 2004. As a result of many entrants, 
competition bt..:camc stiff HH.t tirnL had t com~.: up with various competitive strategies, 
packaging being ont.: lll thun. l '~;;ntl. there has been an increase in the use of plastic 
packaging or pr Jduc.:t.: in the dairy industry. The objective of this research was to 
cstabli~h p rc.: pti )n f c nsumers on plastic packaging of dairy product in Kenya. 
DitT rent pe ple percei\e issues differently. This case also applies in packaging of 
product. 

This was a descriptive survey, which targeted consumers of dairy products in Nairobi. 
One hundred consumers were randomly selected from key retail outlets. A semi
structured questionnaire was used to collect primary data. Administration of the 
questionnaire was of personal interview. 

A total of 100 respondents were targeted but a response rate of 90% was achieved. Data 
was analysed using descriptive statistics, i.e. Frequencies, percentages, mean score and 
standard deviation. Plastic packaging was perceived by most consumers of dairy products 
as good based on the attributes above. Most of the consumers preferred plastic packaging 
compared to other packaging materials. As recommendations to the dairy firm in Kenya 
is to continue using plastic packaging and continue modifying its attributes to meet their 
con::,umer':s need. Therefore this acts a motivator the dair industry players to continue 
u ing pia tic packing as compared to other fom1s of packaging. 

TI1e main limit tion of this studv was um illinnne ·s of the consum~..:r to provide the • 0 

rt:quirt: in ormation and illiteracy. similar re earch should b • carried out [! ~.:u ing nn 
oth r in u trie and also a ca · study. 

' . 
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. C H.\PT[R ONE 

I. 'TROD TION 

1.1 B•u~kground 

According to Rude !ius ( 1 )l • 1h r .1r di\ 1..:r'l! factors int1uencing success of marketing. 
AI thou •h in l>rl!tmi:m i m.1rk tin 1 activitie · focuses on assessing and satisfying 
con:-;um~:r tll'i.!d • c 'Untl t th •r people. groups and forces interact to shape the nature of 
thl..! acth itk:. pn,duct packing being one of them. Marketing department works closely 
\\ ith other der artment · and employees to help provide customer-satisfying products 
r quircd for the or:=anization to service and proper (Rudelius. 1994). Packaging of a 
product i · one of the most important factors that contribute to the success of the 
organization. If a product is packed in an appealing packet, then it is going to attract 
cu tamers and if not. customers may not buy it no matter how good it is in terms of 
qualit;. or quantity ~Walker. 199-+). 

To a great extent. the customer first exposure to a product is the package. and it is an 
expensive and important part of marketing strategy (Rudelius, 1994). A grocery product 
package is especially important because packaging designer using eye cameras have 
disco\ ered that a t;. pi cal consumer e; e sweep of a grocery shelf is a mere 2.3 seconds 
(Walker. 1994). Today's packaging costs exceed $50 billion and an estimated 10 cents of 
e\ery dollar spent by a consumer goes to packaging. Firms have adopted various 
packaging material one of the being plastic all aimed at attracting consumers (Rudelius. 
1 q -+ . 

Ken_ a economy has · 'l!n a lot liberalization of vanou ~.;ctors example being 
phann euti al an dairy industry. Liberalization bring ~ \Vith it :stiff competition and 
firm that urvi\e re tho tudy r quiremcnts of the con urn ·rs and trive to mt:et tht:m 

' ·ithout hich th y m : nd up I ing down or ing taken up by \\er ul 

lizati n of the Ken; n ph" rm cuti 
in I an qui iti n m r r t m int in 

m titi In I milk t r . 



Ho,vev~r by year 2001, only ~6 proce~sor were till operational the rest ltavin~ been 
wiped out by stiff competition. 

It is very important for play rs in the industry t understand the consumer, tecb.nologic:1l 
changes and competitiv tr::n gi m1lo. ~.:d b. ther players in the industry in ordc1 '..O 
remain competitive. 

dairy sector so a~ w out i~) th ir '( mpctitors. These include: price. promotion, product. 
packaging and 1 )siti nin' . Thi ha seen the evolution of packaging from tetra pack to 
plastic material· and thi · pla tic packaging attracts different perceptions from different 
con ·umcr· of dairy pr duct . 

1.1.1 The concept of perception 

ccording to Loudon (1979), perception is the process of receiving and deriving meaning 
from stimuli present in an individual's internal and external up of several interrelated 
activities with results in the individual living environment. Loudon further states that to 
perceive is to see. hear. touch. taste smell or sense internally some thing, event or relation 
and to organize. interpreter and derive meaning from the experience. It i therefore a 
process made meaning to the environment from experience and varies from one person to 
another since different individuals "'see·' the same thing in different ways (Harold. 1978). 
Perception essentially consist:; of five processes, receiving, filtering. assigning. 
mterpreting and reacting to the stimuli. 

Kibera and Waruingi ( 1988). summanze perception as the process. which attributes 
meaning to incoming stimuli through the human senses. Therefore. it constitutes of two 
factor . the timuli and the individual factors. Knowledge of the perceptual pro e s is 
es ntial inc' the manner in '"hich users of a product or service interpret the information 

ffc L b their co1.miti e undastanding that th~.::v have e tabli hed in their minJ:s. . ~ - ~ 

urth r p rc ption i imp rtant pecially to market ... rs inct.: it invoh c the constitution 
b ut particular timuli and hdp in d' doping tr· tt!gh: tO\\ rd 

m tin th t hich th u p rc i a imp rtant j ro •c. _ ). 



1.1.2 Packaging 

According to Briston and eill ( 1996) packaging can be defined in three ways as 
follows; "Packaging is the art: tenc and technology of preparing goods for 
transportation and for ale. P k c.in~' ma\ a! ·o be defined as the means of ensuring the 
safe delivery of produ ts t the ultimat' consumer in sound condition at the minimum 
overall cost. Packn~'in, mu t al rotect what it sells and sell what it protects. In the 
standard rd\:r ·m.:~ '' rk ditcd y (Fre., 1994), packaging is defined in terms of the role 
it plays in mark tine.. 

Packaging can be di\ ided into \anous categories these include: Primary marketing, 
\\hich is the essential container enveloping the product (which remains) with the product 
from the time of its manufacture or preparation at least through distribution to retailer, 
and very often continues through entire life of the product. Another category is 
Secondary packaging. which refers to the addition of container at the point of sale. 
Displaying packaging is also another category of packaging intended for displaying the 
products at the point of sale. The last category of packaging is shipping packaging, which 
is intended primarily for protecting goods in transit and storage. 

All the above four categories of packaging are of major importance in marketing, bearing 
in mind that the manufacturer is concerned not only with protecting his goods until they 
are safely deli,ered to the final user. but also with his relationship with intermediaries in 
the channels of distribution and disposal of materials used. Well-designed packaging 
performs a number of distincti\e purposes, which will vary in importance for different 
persons in the distributive chain from ways in which the packaging rna) be used as both a 
actical and rategic variables in marketing mix. Packaging doe~ the following functions: 
ttra t. prot ct the consumer product. and it has to be cost effective and of di p able 

natur . The main con em of this stud: is the continu~.:d u e of plastic a p ck ging 
m t ri 1 b. dairy industry nd how communit perceives it ordon. 198- . 

du t of lem nt c r n that c n mol i int 
nn I C t m ni th ·ir 



packaging materials so as to un·ive m the current competitive and technologically 
dynamic environment. There are \ariou- ur es of plastic unlike the monopoly of tetra 
pack. 

1.1.3 The dairy indu. try in Kl'n~ :l 

With more than twn-thir I· r th dair) cattle in eastern and southern Africa found in 
Kenya, and p~:r ·a1 it·1 f n ducti n levels double those found anywhere else on the African 
continent (Daily n~ui n media. lOth February, 2004). Kenyan milk consumption is 
among ·t the highe ·t in the world. On average, each Kenyan drinks four times the average 
(-Skg per year) for sub-Saharan Africa. And, despite strong marketing within the formal 
sector. informal milk sales account for more than three-quarters of the milk market; 
bu; ing raw milk.. direct from farmers or local hawkers, is convenient even for wealthier 
households. and the high butterfat content is particularly valued for its taste and 
nutritional value. But with increasing pressure for regulation of the informal sector, can 
Kenya lead the way in reforming its dairy policies whilst maintaining the growth in 
smallholder production? 

~[ore than 600.000 smallholders, with between one and three cows, currently produce 80 
per cent of Kenya's milk. Most dairy consumption is as liquid milk, and the preference 
for raw milk is high even in urban areas; the exception is Nairobi, where consumers drink 
more pasteurized milk which is packed in containers which are mostly plastic (Daily 
nation media. 1Oth February. 2004 ). But, although milk consumption increases with 
income. latest research by the DFID-funded Smallholder Dairy Project shows that an 
increa e in raw milk prices is unlikely to dissuade poor people from buying raw milk or 
o reduc their consumption. Howe\er. a price increase in pasteuriz d milk would re ·ult 

in IO\\er-income groups buying less milk and could eriously affect levels of household 
malnutrition. particularly amongst children. if the alternative raw milk market were n t 
vail bl . Consumer cmand for raw milk therefore plays a signifi ant part in the 

continu ti n of th infom1 I it is unlikely that. in th, imm i tc uture. 
on urn i n I el of raw milk .. m eclin n In\.: m 



The growth in Kenya's Dairy sector has be~n heralded as a great success story. and :et 
further gains in dairy production and mar\...~ting are constrained by a wide range of 
problems. These indude poor qunlit> fe~d. barriers to animal health services, slow 
development of breeding n 1 s : n i I ~)or access to credit and milk markets. Many 
existing dairy polki ·s ind 'J~o:nd~.:nce and tend to be discriminative, with 
standard bias d ll)\\ ·1r i th h m1al ~.:ctor. I Iowever, due to a lack of capacity and 
rcsoun;t:s. inq km~.·m~ni n '' legiJation and regulations is generally poor. For instance, a 
r 'cent sun c: hu · r und that \ ery little difference exists in milk quality (based on 
coliform count·) between licensed and unlicensed traders, which rather invalidates 
curr nt otlicial unwillingness to license small traders with no fixed premises. Road 
infra ·tructure also remains poor. and it is estimated that for every kilometer of poor 
feeder road farm-gate milk prices are reduced by three per cent. Yet, none of the cess 
~~~\ ied on milk i curreml: used to improve roads. 

Earlier before 1993 Kenya cooperative creameries (KCC) used to be the sole processor 
and distributor of dairy products in Kenya. But in 1993 the government liberalized the 
dairy sector hence opening avenues for other players. It is after 1993 that we find the 
number of player in the d:1iry industry increase tremendously to Thirty-four in year 
(Kenya Dairy Board. 2004 ). This has brought about stiff competition in the sector. 
Competition has forced firms to be innovative in their operation strategies else they loose 
their market share to the competitors. 

The first formulation of the Dairy De\ elopmem Policy for Kenya began in 199" after 
1i ernlization in the dairy indu try earlier the same year. The policy was later re i ·ed in 

- nd a_ain in 2000. And yet. e\ en after ''ide stakeholder consultations in 2000. the 
P li .' r vision has been slow and the proposed Dair: Act remains unrl.! ·olved. I o 

bate for policy refonn and implt!mentation. a c nsortium o partner has 
b n onned in ludin the • 1ini tr. Lh e t ck and · i hcrk D~.:v ·lopmcnt. nati nal 
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recent Dairy Policy Forum, and ·t L hoped that the ~.JGOs in particular Vd)Uld use tht:ir 
lobbying and advocacy roles to push fotwnrd the agenda tor dairy refor:11. ( SLasch. 2002). 

After liberalization the gro\'vth in h ~n.. ,1's dairy industry had been impressive but the time 
of deliberation for it futur h,\ i h'l 'l m' tc an c:nd. The potential for further gains to be 
achieved is po . ibk but nly it' th' promise of reform can be realized. (Daily Nation 
Media, ~004 ). 

1.2 tatcmcnt of Problem 

Duiry indu ·try play a great role in the economy in terms of employment, infrastructure 
impro,~ment. and educating the farmers. After the liberalization of dairy industry in 
Ken~ a in 1 C)Q3 there \\ere many players entering the market. As a result of the many 
players entering the market. stiff competition has been noted in the industry hence calling 
for dair: tirm to come up with competitive strategies such pricing, packaging strategies. 
po itioning strategies as well as new products development strategies. These companies 
have also resulted to lowering their cost of operations hence coming up with cheaper 
products. downsizing, and innovative products, these firms have also developed strategies 
for obtaining their products at lower prices from farmers. They are also using different 
marketing mix method one of them being packaging their products in low cost plastic 
containers. these plastic containers are attractive, easy to handle and convenient to use. 
Against this backdrop. manufacturers started to recognize the position of packaging as 
powerful tools for product differentiation and purchase motivation (Pilditch. 1973 J. 

longside these developments was the changing consumer perception of the pr duct::~ 
ofli red by dai tirm in Kenya and their packaging: they were perceived to be 
homogent.:ou an hence of the -arne func ional quality and perfommncc (Baker. I 98 ~ ). 
HO\\ \ r i r m consumer of dairy product have different p~::rception on pia tic 
p .. k ing of dairy produ t some \\Ould prefet pl stic pac · ging becau it i~ afTOrdabh.: 

th r perceiv it us a I w cl ammo it: packaging m th d. 'l hi hn 
th r rch\.:r t com in and arry ut r h on th perc pti 1 f 

f 



A study carried out in German~ b~ Stapton (1995), on packaging focused on the effects 
of plastic packaging on the environment. The findings of that ·tudy cannot be generalized 
to this study because Kenya is a deYeloping ow1try and there is no policy framework on 
disposal of plastic packaging unli\... 'rnun \ h~re the framework is well formulated 
and imph:mented. htrthennor thi stud: did not focus on consumer"s perception on 
plastic packaging. I s 1r ·h h'\Vl: b~.:cn carried out on dairy industry in Kenya but 
non~ focust:d on l'\)ll'>lll11 ·1 p ·r ~.: ti n of plastic packaging. Studies by Bett (1995), 

dt:dt: (2004). Kiari (ll1 ". Kenduiwo (1988) focused on the general marketing 
trat gi~ and p r:.ui .: f the Dairy industry in Kenya but not on plastic packaging of .. 

dairy product~. 

GiYen the need to remain competitive in the liberalized sector, firms in the dairy industry 
need to get feedback from consumers regarding their perception on the use of plastic 
pacbging .If this is knO\\TI they will be in a position to make decisions as to whether or 
not to continue packaging their products in plastic containers. The proposed study 
therefore sought to fill the gap by obtaining answers to the following question; 
V.. nat the perception of consumers is on use of plastic packaging of dairy products by 
Dairy Industn in Kenva? . . 

1.3 Objective of the tudy 

The objective of this stud; \Vas to determine how consumers perceive plastic packaging 
used by the Dairy Industr;.- products in Kenya. 

1.4 Importance of the tudy 

The r ul s of this tudy may be of great use to the following parties: 
i Finn in the indu tr .. to know the perception of consumers on th~.: pl. ·tic packaging 
nd thus d ci e \ he· her t ch n_ e to biodegradable materials or to continue packaging 

th ir pro u ts in pi ti c nt in r . 



(ii) To the policy makers, to know the likely effects of plastic packaging so that they can 
formulate policies to promote or to discourage pla tic packaging by various companies 
which use these as their packaging containers. 

(iii) To government and cspe i,1ll~ ministry of environment; to know the likely 
consequences of plasik pu~.;ka >in' t th, · icty and consumer perception toward plastic 
packaging. 

(iv) To th~ rt:s 'arch r. and academic community, the research can be used as stepping 
stone for further r ·earch especially on other sectors of the economy because the finding 
of thi' re ·earch c:.:umot be generalized to all sectors of the economy since different 
industrie produce different kind of goods and services which calls for different 
packaging methods and materials. 



2.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER T\VO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The marketing environm nt al" ys hanging (Rudelious, 1994). Alterations in 
technology, competitor an l t mp~titi\~o.: activity buyer demographics, the broader 
economic environmt.:nt, ·md th · r ''lllator environment related to waste disposal have 
transformed thl: in lustry l'ud liu . 1994). Anticipating change and responding to it is 
often ·pells the diiT r ·n emeen marketing success and failure. Companies have 
adopted \'ttri usc mp titi\ e trategies one of them being packaging. 

According to Buk.~r ( 1991 ). consumers demand packages that satisfy their information 
n~ed ·. Law. for example. statement of weight and composition of the product requires 
certain information. Further to this basic information, consumers favor a clearly marked 
price. information on how the product should or may be used, and preferably. some view 
of the contents themselves. All these aspects of the product are embodied on packs and 
labels (Baker. 1985). 

Peter and Donnelly (1991) contend that, distinctive packaging is one method of 
differentiating a relatively h0mogeneous product. The package must be capable of 
protecting the product through the channd of distribution to the consumer. In addition. it 
is desirable for packages to be a convenient size and easy to open. It should be attractive 
and capable of being used as an in-store promotion tool. According to Paine (1962), the 
brand name is perhaps the single most important element on the package because it 
serves to identify and differentiate the produc from others. A good brand name can 
evoke feelings of trust. confidence. security. strength. and many other desirable 
a sociation . Against this backdrop. manufacturers staned to recognize the po ·ition of 
pa ka ing as PO\ er ul tools for product differentiation and purchase motivation (Pilditch. 
1 T' . 



2.2 Packaging 

Even after a product is developed and branded, strategies must still be developed for 
other product-related aspect of th marketing mix. One such product feature, and a 
critical one for some product,, i pa kaging, which consists of all the activities of 
designing and producing the nt, in~.:r f \\!Tapper for a product. A package is the actual 
container or wrapper. 'l hus \ ka in i · a business function and a package is an item 
(Michael, 199_). 

Packaging and th r ·ulting package are intended to serve several vital purposes the first .. 
being to protect the product on its way to the consumer. A package protects a product 
during shipment. Furthermore. it can prevent tampering with products, notably 
medications and food products, in the warehouse or the retail store. The second purpose 
being to provide protection after the product is purchased. Compared with bulk (that is, 
unpackaged) items, packaged goods generally are more convenient, cleaner, and less 
susceptible to losses from evaporation, spilling, and spoilage. Also, "childproof' closures 
thwart children (and adults!) from opening containers of medications and other 
potentially harmful products (Gordon, 1985). 

The third purpose is that packaging is part of a company's trade marketing program. A 
product must be packaged to meet the needs of wholesaling and retailing middlemen. For 
instance, a package's size and shape must be suitable for displaying and stacking the 
product in the store. An odd-shaped package might attract shopper's attention, but if it 
doesn't stack well. the retailer is unlikely to purchase the product. Packaging must also be 
part of a company's consumer marketing program. It helps identify a product and thus 
rna. pre ·em sub~titution of competitive products. At the point of purchase-such as 
supennarket aisle-the package can serve as a "silent sales person". In the case of 
middlem n· brand ' hich typically are not advertised heavily, packaging must serve as 
th m an of communication with shopper . Furthem10re, the promotional copy on the 
P ck '111 t a lon the product is u e in its packaged om1 ( lich d, 199_), 



Ultimately, a package may become a product's differential advantage, or at least a 
significant part of it. In the cases of convenience goods and operating suppliers, most 
buyers feel that one well-kno\\TI brand i about as good as another. Thus these types of 
products might be differentiatt:d by tl:atun: of the package (Rudel ius, 1994). 

Historically, pn~:ka 'in' w 1 · int~.:ndcd primarily to provide protection. Today, with its 
marketing ·igniti.cun c full. r c gnized, packaging is a major factor in the competition 
for cu ·tom~;:r·. Ther f re. full responsibility and authority for packaging should reside in 
a finn· s mark ting department. Recent developments have prompted even greater 
attention to packaging. \Vith shelf space at a premium, its' not easy for manufacturers to 
get their products displayed in a retail outlet. If other marketing-mix elements ·are 
comparable. retailers are likely to purchase and display products having attractive, 
functional packaging. 

A particular challenge for packaging is to deter shoplifting. Further the widespread use of 
self-service selling and automatic vending means that the package must do the selling job 
at the point of purchase. In addition, the public's growing concerns about safeguarding 
products until they are purchased must be considered in packaging. Once the product is 
purchased. the package may still play a role. Many food products are now packaged so 
that they can go straight from the shelf or freezer into a microwave oven. Continuing 
deYelopments call for management' s scrutiny. We see new packaging materials replacing 
traditional ones. uncommon shapes. innovative closures, and other new features 
(measured ponions. metered flow). All are intended to provide benefits to middlemen 
an or consumers and. as a result, selling points for marketers (\\.''alker, 1994). 

To manage th~.: packaging of a product, executi es must make the following strategic 
d cisions. The first strategic deci ion can be packaging the product line. A compan must 
d ci \ h th r do de elop a family r s~mblance when packaging r lated product . 
· mily P ither highl; similar packa e or all produ t or package with a 
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instance, uses virtually identical pa kaging on all its images associated with established 
products extend to the new ones (Donnelly, 1997) 

Family packaging make, t.:n '' h~.:n th~.: products arc of similar quality and have a 
similar usc. The labels forth~..: line l f t mstock pic fillings (such as apple, pumpkin, and 
mincemeat) w~..:r~.: r~d~..: i •nt: I tl h l k alike and resemble a billboard as they span a 
supcrmarkctshdt'tllud liu .l 4. 

Tlu: ·c~ond pa~kaging trategy is multiple packaging. For many years there has been a 
trend toward multiple packaging. the practice of placing several units of the same product 
in one c ntJ.iner. Dehydrated soups. motor oil, beer, golf balls, building hardware, candy 
bar·. towd -. and countless other products are packaged in multiple units. Test after test 
has proved that multiple packaging increases total sales of a product. The third is 
packaging strategy is changing the package. A firm may need to correct a poor feature in 
an existing package. Or it may want to take advantage of new development such as the 
aseptic container. made of laminations of paper, aluminum foil, and plastic. This airtight 
container keeps perishables fresh for five months without refrigeration, and it costs about 
one-half as much as cans and one-third as much as bottles. Already used for many drink 
products. future applications of aseptic containers seen boundless. Howe er, growth of 
this form of packaging might be slowed because it is not biodegradable. 

To increase sales volume. many companies find it costs much less to redesign a package 
than to conduct and expensive advertising campaign. The Kroger supermarket chain 
boo ted sales of its own brand of ice ream by 20 percent in one year simply by changing 
the photo and printing on the package. nd \\hen P~;pperidge rarm lnc. redesigned the 
p ck e of it Old-Fashioned cookie line, sal s jumped almost 30 percent C1 homp on. 
1 - . In line \ ith p cka ing trate ie is th~:: different packagin mat rial u ed the c 
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promoting the new package design. StilL a redesign may cost less than the charge for an 
ad in a national magazine or a commercial on a popular network TV show. Also, the cost 
can be spread over the life of the n~\\ package design, typically several years 
(Taylor, 1999). 

2.3 Criticisms of packa •inn 

Packaging is tht: public ) t day, largely because of environmental issues. Specific 
concern~. un.: that tir·t. packaging depletes natural resources. This concern has been 
addr · · d thr 1ugh the use of recycled materials in packaging. A point in favor of 
d1\!ctive packaging is that it minimizes spoilage, thereby reducing a form of resource 
wa te. econdly Packaging is viewed to be expensive. Even in seemingly simple packing, 
such a for soft packaging reduces transportation costs and spoilage losses. Some forms 
of pla ·tic packaging and aerosol cans are health hazards. Government regulations banned 
Se\ eral suspect packaging materials, notably chlorofluorocarbons used as aerosol 
propellants. Just as important, a growing number of companies are gradually switching 
from aerosol dispensers to pump dispensers. 

Another concern of packaging is that it is deceptive. Government puts greater integrity 
on the pan of business firms regarding packaging, which have alleviated this concern to 
some extent. Csed and discarded packaging contributes significantly to the solid-waste 
problem. Perhaps the biggest challenge facing packagers is how to dispose used 
containers. However. this problem is not necessarily the fault of business. Consumers· 
desir~.: for convenience in the form of throv.away containers contlicts with their stated 
desir for a clt:an em ironment. sing biodegradable materials in packaging can ease this 
probl m. nether partial solution is use of less packaging. or simpler packages. as 
describ d in then arby bo: Rudelius. 1994 . 

1 rk tin . cuti r challenged to addre s these criti i m . t tht: arne tim • th~.: . mut . 
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can they do? A number of companit>s tum to downsizing--reducing the amount of 
product in a package whiling maintaining tht! price others opt to change their 
technological packaging meth J - to -uit the plastic packaging (Gordon, 1985). ls 
downsizing ethical? Docs ~ ur rinil n d~.:pcnd on whether the company informs 
consumer about the r du d l1l nt. r th~.: packages? 
In lines with this risin' · t f pa -ka• ing, there are three levels of physical packaging. 
The first level is th · prim~tr: a ka 'C, the materials that envelop the product and hold it. 
This could be '-'nid~ r · candy bar \Happer or a Coca-Cola can. The secondary package is 
pm:k.aging that h ld.: the primary package for transportation of display. A cardboard box 
that hold- a medicine bottle (of Bayer aspirin) is a secondary package. As is a plastic bag 
that holds a pound of indi\ idually \Happed candies. The tertiary packaging is the bulk 
packaging-a cardboard box or pallet-that holds secondary packages for shipments. 

ometimes the primary, secondary and tertiary are combined, and usually at least two 
lewl of packaging are used (Donnelly, 1997). 

Management must first decide what strategic and support roles its packaging should 
occupy. \vbat functions should be performed, and in what degree, by the three types of 
packages? ~lanagement may decide to aid new product strategy. Some packaging is such 
an integral part of the product that it becomes a major part of new product strategies. 
Aerosol deodorants versus the non-aerosol spray packages are good examples (Wood, 
1996). Management may also decide to provide access to Channels. Packaging can open 
up ne\v distribution channels, such as through vending machines. Characteristics of 
P ckaging-protection against pilferage, ease of shelf stacking, and convenient price 
marking-determine whether or not distributors will agree to handle the product. bel f 
li[! is al o often etermined by the t_'pe of packaging (Wood, 1996).Thirdly management 
m .' supp n pri ing strateg_. Package ize decisions such as offering 7-or 16-ounce drink 
c n • 1 n rei te to pri e po itioning decisions. Premium quality and design 

blc to a k a pr mium price. 
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Advance consumer testing of packaging is often conducted, it part to evaluate the image 
it portrays. Packages are often eye- atching, th~y create awareness, and they are 
informative. Key product attribut s ar ft~n highli~hted on packages to encourage trial 
purchase. Otto Roth & o di ·tribut r u ~:m. Villages cheese, found in research that 
most consumer. did not umi ·r t, nd thl dift~rent typl.!s of premium cheeses, such as Brie, 
Gouda and t\1u ·nst~.:r. It th t li.'t d \ l pcd special packaging with descriptive labels to 
help tak' awny thl' Ill) t r. tichael. 1992). Packaging also provides protection and 
contuinm~,;nt. Prob 1 ly the mo t basic of packaging functions is protection. Virtually all 
product· ne d pr tection. even bags of potting soil in garden centers. Another basic 
ftmction of packaging is to hold products in specified quantities for transporting. Physical 
distribution considerations are vital to marketing success. Finally packaging provides 
information to Customers. Packaging usually provides important information to 
customer regarding use. misuse, guarantees, and ingredients. This provides yet another 
opportunity to be of assistance to customers and thereby enhance the product (Rudelius. 
1994). 

2A Packaging decisions 

The basic packaging strategy is that of deciding how much weight to give each of the 
above roles and provides a foundation for tactical decisions. The packaging strategy 
must, of course. complement the overall product and marketing strategy and be carefully 
targeted to well-defined and well-understood target markets (Gordon, 1985). Packaging is 
often a very important element of the marketing mix, and its role in strategy should be 
xplicitl. defined. For the mo ·t part, the way packaging decisions are made parallels the 

n w product development process. The following steps are usually required to d~.:velop a 
specific com in r de ign. 

he fi et organized. Be au c o man. organizational areas arc involved in 
i ion • th y are t coordin t d at higher I vel. rath r than ol ly in th~.: 
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agencies. distributors. and specialized engineers may be involved. H is therefore 
important for top management to giYe coordination a strong endorsement (wood, 
1996).The second step is to condu t pa bging re-earch. Formal and informal marketing 
research if often ne d d t hdp ~..-·ition the product, brand, and package among 
compctiti\c offering . dHrti in ani imngc-rdated research may be carried out, as may 
package u. ag~: h:st . I' ·hni al und enPint:ering tests may be required. Colgate 
toothpast~:' · "1 ump" 1 1 ·ku 'C had to be carefully tested. The third step is to develop 
graphic · und cop~ . I r. illu trations, and copy wording must be consistent with the 
overall image d ·ir d. Orville Redenbacher popcorn, for example, has a package with 
old-fashi ned rrinting and homey coloring and is personalized with Redenbacher's 
picture. 

The founh step is to develop physical package. The container itself must meet the needs 
of customers and distributors. The physical design includes shape, size, materials, and 
color. Like graphics. the physical design must be functionaL yet reflect the image desired. 
Package design can sometimes be patented or trademarked (Michael, 1992). The fifth 
step is to test the design in the market. Marketing research using in-store tests or indirect 
psychological methods or obtaining distributor feedback is often appropriate before going 
to market with a packaging design. To obtain valid information, the tests must usually be 
subtle and indirect. rather than forth-rightly asking customers which design is preferred. 
Packaging testing is sometimes part of an overall product concept test or test market. 

The final step is to do an environmental check. Environmental factors can constrain as 
\~ 11 a dictate marketing decisions. Throughout the above steps. attention must be given 
o consumer and legal issues. including packaging -afety. disposable packaging (e.g. 

bi degradable). h quantit~ of packaging, littering. and 'oidance of mi ·kading labding 
nd n unr ali tic impre ion o the quantit. purcha ed Parson. 1983 . 
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slowly dying out due to the cost of me ai as packaging material. Tetra pack is another 
dominant packaging method which is a bit expensive compared to plastic and has a 
monopoly production aspect becaus inK n a it is only provided by one company. 

2.6 Plastic Packagin•• 

Plastics have had a n.: mark:.tbl · im .1 t on our culture; it has become increasingly obvious 
that lh~rt.: ts u n to be paid for their use (Wood, 1996). 
The iir·t c ntr \ e in the late 1950s and early 1960s. There were a number of 
incident' wh r mall children crawled into plastic bags used by launderers to cover 
clothing. and ·uffocated. The plastics industry managed to fend off trouble by launching 
ama ivepublic-educationcampaign. By the late 1960s, plastics were increasingly seen as 
a symbol of an outdated 1950s consumer culture. The term "plastic" became an insult, 
used to describe someone thought of as soulless. At the end of the 1960s, the Beatles 
would even sing of "Polyethylene Pam," a "go-getter" who would do anything to get 
ahead (Woodruff, 1996). This was partly just a fashion statement, since plastics remained 
in widespread use anyway, and in many cases were much more effective and 
environmentally benign than alternative materials. However, this led to a problem as 
\Vell. since the consumption of massive amounts of plastic goods led to a massive 
problem with litter and waste disposal (Wood.l996). 

Plastic was almost too good, as it was durable and degraded very slowly. In some cases 
burning it could release toxic fumes. There was also the problem that manufacturing 
plastics often created large quantities of nasty chemical pollutants, and depleted the 
Eanh· ~bounded suppl of fossil fuels (Donnelly.! 997) 

Bv the 1990s, plastic recycling programs were common in the nited tates and 
h r . 1 hcnnopla tic can be re-melted and reu ~ed, and thermo set plastic can b 
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items, the Plastic Bottle Institute of the ociety f the Plastics Industry devised the now
familiar scheme to mark pla tic bottles by plastic type. A recyclable plastic container 
using this scheme is marked with , triangll! with three "chasing arrows" inside of it, 
which enclose a numb ·r givin th phsti t pt!: PETE, HDPE, PVC, LDPE, PP, PS, and 
OTHER (Donn lly, l q 7). 

nfortunutdy. r ~y ·lin • plu ti proved difficult. The biggest problem with plastic 
rl!cyding is that it i · difficult to automate the sorting of plastic waste, and so it is labor
int~:n ·i\'e. Whil c ntainer are usually made from a single type and color of plastic, 
making them relatively easy to sort out, a consumer toy like a cellular phone may be 
made of man: small parts consisting of over a dozen different types and colors of 
plastics. As the value of the material is low, recycling plastics is unprofitable. For this 
reason. the percentage of plastics recycled in the US is very small, somewhere around 5% 
(Donnelly. 1997). However research has been done on "biodegradable" plastics that 
break do\\n with exposure to sunlight. Starch can be mixed with plastic to allow it to 
degrade more easily, but it still doesn't lead to complete breakdown of the plastic. Some 
researchers ha\'e actually genetically engineered bacteria that synthesize a completely 
biodegradable plastic, but this material is expensive at present. (Wood 1996). 

According to \\'ood (1996). plastics have proven too costly and limited for general use. 
and critics have pointed out that the only real problem they address is roadside litter, 
which is regarded as a secondary issue. When such plastic materials are dumped into 
landfills. they can become "mummified" and persist for decades even if they are 
suppo d to be biodegradable. There have been some success stories. The Courtald 
cone m. the original producer of rayon. came up with a re ised process for the material 
in th mid-1980s to produce "tencel." Tencel has man. superior properties to rayon. but 

till pro uc d from ''biomass" feedstock. and its manufacture is e. traordinarily ch::1n 
by h tan ard of plastic production. \\ hetha the u c of pla tic can b~.: m d~.: 
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2.6 Packaging and Consumer Perception 

Packaging has increasingly gained p pularity a a competitive marketing weapon. In a 
crowded market place, packaging an pre.: ~t!ntation at the point of sale may be the sole 
means of attracting attcnti n nd pun: ha. on equently, the need for continuous 
innovation is obvious (Pildit ·h. }l 7 ). 

According t Irwin ~I \l ) • it i t the marketer's advantage to understand that the most 
acute pac kagi nc. r p 'Cti \ e is that of the consumer. Very often, to even the 
di ·criminating. \\ell-educated consumer. the package is viewed as the product. It is 
c rtainly the con umer' s primary source of information about the product. It discloses 
the contents. the quantity, the convenience or positive features, the value, the use 
instructions and most definitely, the point of difference from other products. To the 
consumer. a package is to a product what a book is to words. One simply does not exist 
without the other. For the marketer, the package assumes additional identities. It is the 
most economical. efficient. and desirable vehicle to move the product to the point of 
consumption. preserving the product as nearly as possible in its condition at the moment 
of production (Baker, 1991 ). The optimal package must at the same time dispense 
product while protecting it from destructive influences. It must support or enhance the 
quality of the product. stimulating the desire to purchase (Desmond, 2003). 

The basic function of any package is to protect its contents in transit, in storage, and in 
use. This criterion plays a major role in determining the shape. size and materials used in 
developing the pack (Borden. 196 -). The pack design depends largely on the nature of 
the contents in terms of their value. physical composition and durability. It is also 
1mponant to consider the h!ngth of the distribution channeL and hence the amount of 
handling the p kagt: ' ill receive. and variations in climatic conditions encountered 
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frequently used to measure retail producti ·it). Consequently, retailers will avoid packs, 
which occupy a disproportionate amount f 'pa t> relative to their value (Baker, 1991). 

Through the adoption of a distim:ti\ ~: pa ·k. and brand name, manufacturers are able to 
differentiate th ir produ t · ·u th' l int f sale, and to develop advertising and 
promotional stratl:gi · · d · ·i •n • t reate consumer preference for their products (Dean & 
Tulazyk, 197 _ ). l·urth ·r. ) ackaging the product himself, the manufacturer is able to 
cxcrci · much gr at r c ntr l o\er the conditions in which the ultimate consumer will 
receive it. and s m id di atisfaction arising from poor storage and packing at the retail 
level. lany competing products are incapable of differentiation on the basis of objective 
criteria. and in such instances. packaging often constitutes the sole distinguishing feature 
upon which the product's success or failure depends (Borden, 1965). 

Paine ( 1962) argues that, manufacturers can mcrease demand for their products by 
offering the consumer a variety of different sizes. In addition to catering for variations in 
household size and usage rates, a range of pack sizes enables the manufacturer to reach 
consumers with limited purchasing power. Many products are not consumed 
immediately the package is opened but are used over varying periods of time. To prevent 
spoilage. such products must be packed in resalable containers, the most familiar of 
which are the screw-top bottle and jar. and lever-lid can. These packaging designs aid in 
the preservation of the products (Briston & 1 'eill, 1972). 

Visual appeal is also an equally important aspect of pack design, particularly in the case 
of luxury or semi-luxury products where the pack itself may add to the image of the 
product quality. which the manufacturer is seeking to create (Kotler. 2000). Bes1de . 
consum r demand packages that satisfy their information ne~ds. Law. for e. ·ample. 
tat m nt o \eight and comp ition of the product require certain information. In 
d ition to thi b ic infonn tion. consum rs favor a cl arty marked pri c. int rmution 
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Marketing executives ar.;; be· Jtning inc rea ingl~ con •inced that packaging is a key 
ingredient in the marketing mi. ·. The rea ·on is the impact of brand imagery, a primary 
function of design (Frey, 196 -). \\'tth th~ proliferation of product categories, it is 
acknowledged by mark t r , nd dL i~n~r· that the function of the package is to target 
specific consumer gn ups \\ ith 1 r \ul't. that of!~r minute advantages or differences. This 
idea carri~:-; further. 'l h · It, nl in 1 ·r~ e tabli hcd by the package transcends its physical 
origin. lkyond n c ·rt1in I~ im. the consumer does not think simply of the package, but 
rath~r f the image 1rigin ing with the package and conveyed through a multitude of 
other prom tional media (Pilditch. 1973 ). This imagery, an outgrowth of what advertising 
ngencie · call the "unique selling proposition", becomes the perception of the product in 
the con ·umer' mind and the single most important motivator of purchase. Thus, for all 
marketing purpose:. the brand imagery conveyed by the package becomes the product 
until the purchase is made and the consumer opens the package. At this point, the value 
of both the brand imagery and the product depend on the consumer's satisfaction which 
in tum can be enhanced by the package and its design (Irwin, 1986). 
Therefore it is upon the marketers to use packaging consultants and marketing research to 
develop up-to date. visual marketing strategies based on consumers perception towards 
packaging (Kumar. 1998). 

urn mary of literature review 

· ccording to various \vTiters packaging plays a great role in the competition and winning 
of consumers in the dynamic and competiti\e environment. They also describe packaging 
a tirst impression he consumer has on the product and hence it is through the packaging 
h l the consumer decides whether to buy or not buy a product. Furthermore pla::;tic 

ka::.in_ i s n. a::; a co t reduction trategy by many authors and by {.ht!;:ren 
or anizations. It is an , venue for gaining compe itive advamaul!. Though plastic i not 
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3.5 Operational dimension~ of pia tic packaging in the dairy industry 
The attributes of plastic packing ha' ~ bl!t'n opcrntionaliz ·dun the table below 
A five point liJ..ert cak has t 1.. n 'I~ i to determine how consumers perceive the 
packaging on the gh en 1ttril tt\1.::-;, 

Table ~. t: Opl'rational dim en ·ion of plastic packaging 
;- .. 

Relevant i sues ttributc of Relevant questions 
pht ·tic 

packaging 

Attractiveness a) Colour (1) 

b) Shape (2) 

c) Copy pattern (5) 

d) Photography (6) 

e) Smoothness (7) 

f) Roughness (8) 
g) Finishing (22) 

Convenience a) Legibility of instructions (3) 
I 

b) Font size (4) 

c) Ease of handling (9) 

d) Ease of carriage (1 0) 
I 

e) Size of the container (12) 

f) Fase of pouring out the content (13) 

g) How people look at you (29) 
. h) T ransparcncy of the plastic (26) 

container 

i) Availability of usage (2"') 

instructions (24) 
j) \ailability of dispo al 

in truction · (25) 
k v il bilit. f c:piry 

in onn ti n 



r· 

a) Storage --Durability (11) 

b uality of pia ' tic (14) 

') unlit) 'lf content (15) 

! uantity of content (16) 
-· 
1 Jygiem l) Ch:anlinl:SS of plastic ( 18) 

E. ·posure of content (19) 

c) Ease of leakage (20) 

d) Ease of spillage (21) 

Disposability a) Environmental impact of plastic (27) 

b) Ability to re-use the container (29) 

Cost a) Price of product packaged 111 

plastic compared to other (17) 

packaging materials 

b) Cost of disposing the container 
(30) 

to the environmentalists 

·---

3.6 Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were be used to analyze the data. Data on the general information 

was analyzed using frequencies and percentages. Data on perception of the consumer wa. 

analyzed using the mean scores and standard deviation. The analyzed data was then 

presented on tables and charts. 



4.1 Introduction 

CH: PTER FOUR 

DATA A ALYSIS 

This chapter pres nt mal_ is nd findings of the research. Out of a 100 respondents 

chosen by thl' 1 s · u~h~.:r nly 90 re ·ponded, representing 90% response rate, which the 

resL·archL'r dL'l'lll ·d adequate and sufficient for the study for purposes of data analysis. 

This compar · fav rably \\ith other studies by Karemu (1993) and Lagat (1995). Whose 

re ponse rate with the same population were 55% and 62% respectively. 

-t2 Demographic profiles of the respondents 

The demographic characteristics of the respondents considered in this research included 

age of this respondents, level of education income levels and whether one was a parent or 

not. 

Table 4.1: Age of respondent 

Age ( in years) Frequency Percent 
10-20 I ~ 9 10 
21-30 69 77 
31-40 12 13 
Total 90 100.0 

~lost of the respondents were of age of 21-3 0 as shown by 77%, other were between 1 0-

20 years. 10.1% and between 31-40 years. 13.3%. This is a good proof of validity of data 

because most of consumers of dairy products lie in the age of majority. 

Table 4.2: Level of education 

Level of education Frequencv I Percent 
Secondary 40 444 -

University 29 32.2 
Any other 21 23.3 
Total 90 l 00.0 



A bi g number of the respond nts were of Secondary level of education 44 .4% this is a 

clear indication that most of th r spond~nts understood the researcher interest. Others 

were 32.2% uniw rsity gradu. tt s and 2 . ~% of the respondents were of other levels of 

education (primary l v 1 n l 1n t )ratt.: lt.:vel). 

Table 4.3: lncomr I ·v ·I per month 

Level of income Frequency Percent 
Less than l 0000 29 32.2 
10001-20000 36 40.0 
20001-30000 11 12.2 
Above 30000 1.4 15.6 
Total 90 100.0 

32.2% of the respondents earn less than Kes 10,000, 40.0% earn between Kes 10001-

20000, 12.2% earn between Kes 20001-30000 and 15.6% earn above Kes30000.This is a 

clear indication that most of the respondents can afford dairy products. 

Table4.": Whether a parent or not 

Variable Frequency Percent 
Yes 39 43 .3 
No 51 56.7 
Total 90 100.0 

:V1ost of the respondents were not parents as shown by table 2-5 above. 56.7% were not 

parents \vhereus 43 .3% were parents. 

4.3 Perception of consumer towards plastic packaging of dairy product 

The respondents were to rate the extent to which the the_ percei 'e plastic packaging to 

intlu nc • their purchasing of dair; products based on attractivene~s. onv~:mentl:. 

durability hygicnt..:. dispo ·ability, and cost this ~a mcasur d on a live point Iikert ~ale. 

-:verv large extent. 4=larg~:: c:tent. 3= orne c. tent. 2= small ~:tent. 1 = 1 1o 

xt m. nth following v ri blc ~ \\ re con idcr d. ttr cti , n~ \\hh:h h. dl ·\ crag 
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standard deviation of0.61) Du·ahilit) at plastic packaging as a factor had a mean of 3.64 

and standard deviation of 0.6 . h)gien~ hnd a mean of 3.83 and a standard deviation of 

0.71 Disposability had a mcnn of _.49 .md ·tandard deviation of 0.68 and cost had a mean 

of 3.29 and u tandar i de\ iattt)n r 0.64. Disposability had the least mean, which 

indicates that plastil' in l rm · ( f disposability influences purchasing of dairy products to a 

small extent. llygi ·n had the largest mean of 3.83 thus plastic packaging of dairy 

product· is perc ·iv d t be hygienic to a large extent this is shown by Table 2-6 

Attribute· of pla ·tic packaging at the end of chapter four. 

-t3.1 Attractiveness 

Different people perceive plastic in terms of how it attracts and captures their eyes. 

There are several attributes that influence attractiveness. 

Table 4.5 Attractiveness 

Attractiveness Mean Std dev 
The colour of container is aQ£ealing 3.86 0.59 
The shape is attractive 4.02 0.60 
Copy pattern on plastic container are excellent 2.87 0.59 
Plastic has good,eye catching photography 3.96 0.59 
Plastic has smooth texture 2.73 0.59 

~P~la~st~ic~ha=s~r~o~u~Q=h~te=x~t~u~re~~~~----~--------r-~3~.70~3---r--~0~·~59 __ _J 
~~ ~P~la~st~ic~~p;ac~k~a~Q~e~m~a~t~en~·a=l~t~in~i~sh~i~n~gi~s_ex_c_e_ll_e~n~t------t-~2~.7578 __ ~--~0~.5~ ___ -J 

Average 3.29 0.59 ! 

To a large extent. the respondents felt that shape of plastic packaging influence their 

purchase of dairy products (4.02). photography had a mean of (3.96) followed by colour 

\hich had (3.86). However texture of plastic packaging contributt.:s to small extent 

purchase of dairy products (2. 73 ). Plastic packaging material finishing is .., 1ewed as 

excellent to a small e:tcnt (2.58). However standard deviation was less than one. \\hich 

hO\ow d that m t of the rc ·pon cs revoh ed around thl: mt.:an. 
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4.3.2 Convenience 

This measures whether plastic pa~kaging inh!rf res with one·s comfort 

Table 4.6 Convenience 

Attributes Mean Std dev 
~structions on plustic container are legible 3.20 0.59 

Font ·izt..: and l!raphic desiun are good 
1-- 3.17 0.59 

Plastic containers are easy to handle 4.17 0.60 
Plastic containers are easy to carry 4.04 0.60 
Plastic well displays usage instructions 4.06 0.60 
Plastic is perceiYed to be of high class _Qe~le 3.51 0.61 
Size of the container is good 3.17 0.62 
Plastic is transparent thus one can see level of content 4.14 0.63 
It is easy to pour out the content of the container 4.00 0.63 
Average 3.75 0.61 

Ease of handling, carriage and display of usage instructions, attracts purchase of dairy 

products packaged in plastic containers to a large extent of 4.17, 4.04, 4.06, 4.14 and 4.0 

respectively. Legibility of instructions, Font size of graphic design, perception by people, 

and size of plastic containers influence purchase of dairy products packaged in plastic 

containers to an extent (3.:2:, 3.17, 3.51, and 3.17 respectively). 

The standard de~iation was around 0.61 from the mean, this shows that in terms of 

convenience plastic packaging did not have a great variation from the mean. 

4.3.3 Durability 

This is a measure of life of plastic container and the content of the container. 

Table 4.7 Durability 

Attributes Mean ~tan dev 
Plastic is of good quality ... '1_2 0.65 ..). __ 
Content of container is deemed to be o(_g_ood quality 3.24 0.67 ---
Plastic allows easy storage of product 4.06 

--------

0.61 
Plastic containers cam· hil!hguantitv 4 04 0.70 
\vcra~e .___ .64 0.66 J 



Plastics a good storage material to a large extent l4.06), it carries high quality to a large 
extent (4.04) the content of the container is d em~::d to be of good quality to a moderate 
extent (3.24) and plastic i fpc r 1ualit~ to a moderate extent (3.22). The standard 
deviation was kss than n~.:. 0.< () \\ hich how that variables revolved around the mean. 

4.3.-t llygil'llC 

This is u m~a ·ur of a ·e f contamination of content of dairy product packaged in plastic 
container·. 

Table ~.8 hygiene 

Attributes Mean Std dev 
Plastic is of high cleanliness standards 3.94 0.73 
Exposure of the product is not easy 3.07 0.74 
Plastic containers are easy to store 4.17 0.62 
Plastic is transparent thus one can see level of content 4.14 0.74 
Average 3.83 0.71 

In terms of hygiene plastic containers are deemed to be easy to store at large extent ( 4.1 7) 
the are also transparent thus one is able to see the level of the content at a large extent( 
4.14). Exposure of product to contamination influences peoples perception on dairy 
products packaged in plastic containers to moderate extent (3.94). Plastic in terms of 
cleanliness influences purchase of products packaged in plastic containers to moderate 
extent (3.07). The standard deviation of attributes ofhygiene was the highest at 0.71 but 
below one. This show that most variables lied around the mean and that response was 
more or less the same. 

~.3.5 Di po ability 

This focused of the impact of plastiC to the environment. 

Tahlc 4.9 Di po ability 

Man 
2.47 



Thr? ab\1 i1y to rt>cycle plastic m;1kcs it pr t~rabk to J sn all e. tent (2 -+ 7) as a packaging 

material of dairy product, AI ·o the al ilit) to u~t' the container for other purposes makes 

people prefer products packngt:d in p\,1stic contain~r at a small extent (2.51 ). The 

standard deviation was abL) I ' th:111 one: (0.6 ) hence showing t5he closeness of the 

'ariubks to tht: mt:un. 

4.3.6 Cost 

This is th pric i.illd cost of plastic on product and from aspect of recycling of plastic. 

Table 4.10 Co"t 

Cost Mean Std Dev 
Plastic packaging make product affordable 4.07 0.73 
Cost of recycling plastic is low 2.52 0.54 
Average 3.29 0.64 

Plastic packaging makes the product affordable to a large extent ( 4.07). However cost of 

recycling plastic makes people to prefer products packaged in plastic containers at small 

extent (2.52). The standard deviation was 0.64 hence variables were around the mean. 

Table -tll attributes of plastics packaging 

I Attributes of plastic packaging Mean Std dev 
Attractiveness I 3.29 0.59 
Con\enience I 3.75 0.61 
Ourabilitv I 3.64 0.66 I 

Hy!!iene 3.83 0.71 
Disposability 2.49 0.68 
Cost 3.29 0.64 

Thi · is a table of average of averages of attributes of plastic packaging. 



CH PTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION. , CO CLl1, ION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

The chapter ummariz~.:s th · tinding · a well as the conclusion gathered from analysis of 

the datu. Fimlincs hU\ cc.-:n ·ummarized alongside the objectives of the study, 

conclusion· ha,· b n drawn from the study and the recommendations are given. 

5.2 Discussions 

From the analysis it is apparent that plastic packaging of dairy products has been on 

increase. Most of the respondents were of majority age and some were parents who have 

children of between 1-2 years. This represents a good representative sample of the 

highest consumers of the dairy products. Furthermore these respondents were of high 

education standards because 76.6% of the respondents were of 0 level of education and 

above.98.8% of the respondents takes dairy products hence a clear indication of the 

knowledge about dairy product by the respondents. 

Plastic packaging is perceived by most consumers of dairy products as good based on 

different attributes of plastic as packaging material. These attributes are attractiveness 

(3.29) convenience (3.75), Durability (3.64), Hygiene (3.83), Disposability (2.49) and 

Cost (3.29). 

ttractiveness captures people· s perception at large extent, durabi I ity also captures 

people· perception on plastic packaged dair. products at large extent, hygiene also 

attracts people at large extent, Disposal captures people perception at moderate extent 

while cost captures people perception about plastic packaging at large extent. 



5.3 Conclusion 

From the above discussion it an b clear\) een that, vanous attributes of plastic 

packaging captures pt.:opl : p~.:n:~ ti '~n at difl~·rent extents with hygiene of plastic 

package product leading toll)\ ~d b~ conv~.:nicncc, durability, attractiveness, cost and the 

last attribute being di p sal ility fpla tic materials. 

In terms of hygit:n plasti' packaged products are seen to be of high hygiene standard by 

peopk to a large extent thus influencing them to purchase dairy products packaged in 

plastic container·. Convenience is also a factor that most people do value at a large extent 

when purchasing products packaged in plastic containers. 

5.3 Recommendation 

From the study findings it is clear that various elements contribute to people's perception 

on plastic packaging of dairy products. These attributes are attractiveness, convenience, 

durability. cost and disposability of plastic containers. Disposability and cost are seen to 

influence people's perception about dairy products at a small extent; therefore dairy firms 

need to be very cautious when packaging their products in plastic containers. Attributes 

such as convenience, hygiene and durability are of great influence on peoples perception 

about plastic packaging of dairy products and therefore firm need to improve on these 

factors so as to capture more people to purchase their products packaged in plastic 

containers. 

SA limitation of the study 

A limitation for the purpose of this research was regarded as a factor that was present, 

and contributed to the researcher getting either inadequate information or responses or if 

othen\ ise the response given would ha\ e been totally different from \\hat the researcher 

recei\ed. The following was cited as the main limitation(s) in this research. 

Low response rate. Respondents had to continually be reminded and at times soft spoken 

in order to resp nd. 'ometime the. did not see the use or the bendit of uch an exerci e. 

was also a limitation becau e some of the respondents could not und~;:r t, nd 

nd thus th r earcher h d to t, k lot r tim~; to e. ·pl in to th~;:m \\ h t 

kin'· 



5.5 Suggestions for future research 

There is still a big gap of kno\\ led6e especially in the field of consumer perception on 

plastic packaging anJ specifi ally\\ h~n it come· to the question of environmental impact 

of plastics. There i m: \ llw tunh 'r re ·carch on plastic packaging across vanous 

industries. A modd cun al · l ' di.!\doped in dairy industry by categorization, 

classification or othcrwis '. 1 h~.: di.!gree to which various consumer of products prefer 

plastic packaging c mpared to other forms of packaging can also be determined. 



5.5 Suggestions for future research 

There is still a big gap of knO\\ ledge especially in the field of consumer perception on 

plastic packaging and specificall) \\hen it me to the question of environmental impact 

of plastics. There is need for funhcr r 'l':.wch on plastic packaging across various 

industries. A model can als hl' d \ lop~d in dairy industry by categorization, 

classification or otherwis · 1 h d~.:~rcc to which various consumer of products prefer 

pia tic packaging c mpur d t ther forms of packaging can also be determined. 
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APPE t DICES 

APPENDIX I: LETTER OF I TRODl CTION TO RESPONDENTS 

University ofNairobi, 

School of Business. 

P.O Box 30197, 

Nairobi. 

Dear respondt>nt. 

RE: COLLECTIO~ OF RESEARCH DATA 

I am a postgraduate student at the University of Nairobi, school of business. I am 

undertaking a management research on 'a survey of perception of consumers towards 

plastic packaging used by firms in the dairy industry in Kenya'. 

You have been selected to form part of this study. This therefore, is to kindly request you 

to assist me collect the data by filling in the accompanying questionnaire. The 

information pro\ ided will exclusively be used for academic purposes and will be treated 

with utmost confidence: , ·either your name nor any other details shall appear in my 

report. 

Your co-operation is high!~ appreciated. 

Yours faithful!\. 

Kiurah K. 

( ' tud nt) 

l.Ombock 

( upervisor) 



APPENDIX !I: QUESTIONAIRRE 

The information provided here will onl~ be u rd for ac;ldcmic purpose and will be 

treated with maximum confidentialit) 

Part A: Demographic infonuati(Ht 

1 Name of the rc pond ·nt ( pti nal) ..................................... . . 

2 Area of residence .......................................................... . 

3 Age of the respondent (tick) 

1 0 and below Years [ ] 

11-20 [ ] 

21-30 [ ] 

31-40 [ ] 

41-50 [ ] 

Above 50 years [ ] 

4 What is your level of education (Tick)? 

c Primary [ ] 

- Secondary [ ] 

ni\ersity [ ] 

C Any other (specify) ............................................................ . 

5 What is your average level of income per month kes (Tick)? 

b 

0 Less than l 0000 

:J 1 o o 1- _oooo 

....... _ooo I-3oooo 

0 bov 00 0 

[ ] 

( ] 

·r i k 



PART B SPEC:Hi'[C 

6 Do you take dairy products (Tick)? 

Yes [] No [ ] 
7) Please indicate on the scale of 1 t -. b~.lo th!.! xtcnt to which the following 

attributes of plastic packaging int1m 11\: . • lll ·hoic or dairy product as you perceive 

them. 

Please Tiel' a · (~) nppropn.tl b 1 • 

--,------ -
Attribute Yt1 Large Moderate Small No 

Large Extent Extent Extent Extent 
Extent 

(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 
--

colour of the I 1 The 
con ramer ' 

-
shape of the \ 

') The 
container 

..., Legibility of the J 

instructions on the 

container 

4 The font size of the 

graphic designs 

5 The copy pattern of the \ 

container 

6 The photography of the 

container 
---

7 The smoothness of 

plastic package 

I 8 
The roughness of plastic 

\ I packaging mat ·rial 

-9 E se of h ndling the \ I c ntain r 

10 Ease f am 1f th I 
c nt incr -- )f th 11 -;Ease t r 



--.------ -· . 
container l 

-----
12 The size of the container 

13 Ease of pouring out the 

content 
----

14 The quality of the pl tic 

package -15 The quality of the c mt ·nt 

of the contain~:r 

16 The quantity of the I 
content of the plastic 

1 

package I 
17 The price of the plastic 

packaged dairy product 

18 Cleanliness of plastic 

package 

19 The exposure of the 

content inside 

20 The ease of spillage of 

the content 

21 The ease of leakage of 

the content 

22 The manner of finishing 

of plastic packaging 

material 
.., ... _ _, The availability of u age 

instruction on pla tic 

p ckagin 

24 Th ' il bilit of 

I p 1 in onn tion on 

pi tic p ' m 



r---~----~-------------~----~.~~--------~---------~-------~---------25 The availability of 1 

storage duration 

information on plastic 

packaging 
~-+---:----::-:-:-:-·-··-------:--l:----f----4------l--------+--------1 26 The ability to cc the 

content inside the 

package 

27 How plastic p llut s th 

environment 

28 Ability to re-u e the 

29 

30 

plastic 

compared 

container 

to other 

packaging materials 

How people look at you 

when carrying plastic the 

container compared to 

other containers 

Cost of disposing the 

plastic package t.e. 

Recycling cost to the 

environmentalists 

8) tate any other reason which may make you like plastic container compared to other 
packaging materials. 

······················································································· ... ············ ······ 
·············································································· ....................... . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ................................. ................. 0 ...... 0 • 0 •••••••••• •••••••••••••••••• 

································································································ 
1 hank you for your cooperation! 



Appendix III: Table of plastic parkaging attributes 

------
Std I 

Variable Frequencv core Mean dev 
Attractiveness 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1 I 
The colour of container js ~eating 25 15 f7 - -40 .., 1:?.5 160 45 14 3 3.86 0.59 

30 · ~ - 22 3 r- 0 - --The shape is attr~ctivc J~ 150 140 66 6 0 4.02 0.60 --r-------· copy pattern on plastic containt·r nr 
excellent .. 0 14 16 24 6 100 56 48 48 6 2.87 0.59 
plastic has good/eye cuh.:hing 
photograEh~ 41 _5 9 8 8 205 100 27 16 8 3.96 0.59 
plastic has smooth tcxtur~ 15 12 25 20 8 75 48 75 40 8 2.73 0.59 
plastic has rough textur~ I 16 14 31 15 14 80 56 93 30 14 3.03 0.59 
plastic package material finishing i 

12 1 10 excellent 22 30 6 60 40 66 60 6 2.58 0.59 
Average I I 3.29 
Convenience I 
Instructions on plastic container are 

\ 20 I 15 legible 30 13 12 100 60 90 26 12 3.20 0.59 
font size and graphic design are good 15 15 35 20 5 75 60 105 40 5 3.17 0.59 
plastic containers are easy to handle 42 124 22 1 1 210 96 66 2 1 4.17 0.60 
plastic containers are easy to carry I 40 I 22 24 2 0 200 88 72 4 0 4.04 0.60 
plastic well displays usage 
instructions 40 25 15 8 2 200 100 45 16 2 4.03 0.60 
plastic well displays disposal 
instructions 40 25 16 8 1 200 100 48 16 1 4.06 0.60 
Plastic is perceived to be of high class 
people 20 22 32 14 4 100 88 96 28 4 3.5 1 0.61 
size of the container is {!ood ~ 15 15 35 201 5 75 60 105 40 5 

1--
3.17 0.62 

plastic is transparent thus one can see I --
I 

l tevel of content 38 ! 30 20 1 1 190 120 60 2 1 4.14 0.6" 
' It is easy to pour out the content of 

3 I 195 

f-

the container 39 25 16 7 100 48 14 3 4.00 0.6" 
Average I 1_1 3.75 
Durabilitv I 
plastic is of trood qual itv 

., - 24 11 I 16 I 4 p - 96 .., .., 
" '1 4 3.22 ~5 _ ) _ ) .).) .)_ 

cont nt of container is deemed to be 
of good qualitv _o 15 30 17 8 100 60 90 34 8 3.24 0.67 
plastic allows easy storage of product 40 26 15 7 2 200 104 45 14 2 4.06 0.61 
plastic containers carry hliib quantity 40 22 24 21 0 1200 88 72 4 4.04 -

0 0.70 
A\·eraee 3.b4 
lh·giene 
pi tic i of hi h le lin 
standards 36 -3 .. 5 2 4 180 92 75 4 4 3. 0.7 
Exposure of the product is not easy 15 12 35 20 8 75 48 \05 40 8 '~ 

.7 



Plastic containers are easy to store 42 24 22 1 1 210 96 66 2 1 4.17 
Plastic is transparent thus one can see 
level of content 38 30 20 1 1 190 120 60 2 1 4.14 
Average 3.83 
Disposability 

~· 

Plastic can be easily recycled 1 L 18 20 30 50 48 54 40 30 2.47 -
22 14-f-Plastic can be used for oth r purp 't;-'='- L2 10 32 60 40 66 28 32 2.51 :--

Ave~e 2.49 r---· 
Cost 

1----- --
Plastic packugin ' m·tk · pr )du t 
affordable 41 25 14 9 1 205 100 42 18 1 4.07 
Cost -o~ r_'~yc linlU1lustic is low 11 11 20 20 28 55 44 60 40 28 2.52 
Average 3.29 


