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I. Introduction 

Cultural identities in India are formed on the bases of religion, region and ethnicity. Out of this religious identity 

is false indication expecting belief, forms of worship, and rituals are common to those who follow a faith. 

Culturally, Hindus and Muslims are not homogeneous. In India, regional cultures are distinctly with who are 

localized. These are not absolute but contextual; cultural parameters changes with the changing context of life, 

as we make interpretation. Culture in effect should be perceived as a dynamic succession of overlapping 

ideologies rather than a static unity. It is a flow with three stages; residual, dominant and emergent. Subculture 

emerged under the culture is cultural patterning that preserves important features of the dominant society 

(Chouhan, 2013).  Various subcultures exhibit different consumption patterns that differs them from other sub 

groups. Differences between people within any given nation or culture are much greater than differences 

between groups. Education, social, standing, religion, personality, belief structure, past experience, affection 

shown in the home will affect human behaviour and culture. There are differences in approach as what is 

considered polite and appropriate behaviours both on and off job.  

Cultural differences are must because it affects everyone. It encompasses the whole range of human experiences 

including, but not limited to, age, gender, racial classification Geographical location, political orientation, 

physical size, and appearance (Verma, 2014). Culture is important guiding force in individual’s lives and make 

world around them and the differences in various Cultures are the variation in the way of life, beliefs, tradition 

and laws between different states, religion, societies and people. Many people see culture as all-encompassing 

overview of large groups of people.  It influences the people in various ways in which people define and 

organize reality, guiding belief. Cultural differences shape the layout design within which people reside. 

Cultural differences provide the self-estimation, identity, validation and mutual help. In order to understand the 

multidimensional and multidirectional effects of cultural differences on decision making, we need to understand 

how individual, task, and contextual characteristics influence the fit between a people and task. Continuum from 

low to high task and context do not exceed an individual's decision making resources and abilities. In these high 

fit consumer situations, the likelihood of effective decision making is relatively greater. In order to manufacture 

the product each and every company need to know the consumer decision making process which is influenced 

highly by cultural differences thus there is need for companies to be consider the cultural differences while 

manufacturing the product, thus the study presents cultural views to be considered by consumer and the 

companies have been compelled to adopt these differences. Many marketers and companies which are working 

to manufactures the product the best suited to consumer requirement to recognise the cultural differences. Till 
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date, very less number of studies has been carried out impact of cultural differences on consumer decision-

making styles.  Although, no study has examined whether, this effect extends to the purchase of goods in 

general. In an increasingly globalized business environment, it is imperative that marketer learn about 

differences in consumer decision making and understand the importance of manufacturing a product which is 

best suited to customer as per their culture. This study deemed to be fit for investigating these differences by 

accommodating cultural differences. 

Objectives: 

The objectives of this paper are: 

1. To measure the variables responsible for cultural differences in FMCG Products. 

2. To measure the gap in decision making on the basis of the selected variables between the consumers of 

Rajasthan and Gujarat states. 

 

II. Review of Literature 

Ogden et.al, (2004) has reviewed the relationship between culture, specifically what has been termed ethnicity, 

and its impact on consumer purchase decision. Consumer acculturation is a socialization process in which an 

immigrant or marginalized consumer learn the behaviour, attitudes and values of culture that are different from 

those of this culture of origin. Ethnic groups are which is defined or set off by race, religion, or national origin, 

or some combination of these categories,” 

Carolyn Yoon et al. (2009), reviewed existing knowledge about older consumer and decision making. They 

discussed consumer adaptations and propose a number of research question related to the process underlying 

them in order to contribute to a better understanding of how they can lead to more effective consumer decision 

making for older adults. They further consider some pragmatic implications of the adaptations for marketing 

management and public policy. 

Donnel A. Briley and Michaewl et al. (2000) revealed that difference between Hong Kong Chinese and North 

American participant in the tendency to select compromise products emerged only when they were asked to 

explain their decision, with Hong Kong decision makers more likely and Americans less likely to compromise. 

Content analysis of participant’s reasons confirmed that cultural differences in the frequency of generating 

particular types of reasons mediated the differences in the choices. 

Eric J. Arnoud et al. (2005) reviewed Past 20 years of consumer research and concluded in his study that past 

20 years have produced a flurry of research addressing the socio-cultural, experimental, symbolic, and 

ideological aspects of consumption. They offer a thematic overview of the motivation interests, conceptual 

orientations, and theoretical agendas that characterize this research stream to date, with a particular focus on 

articles published in the Journal of Consumer Research (JCR).  

Higgins (2006) has developed a series of theoretical proposition about the effects of promotion and prevention 

on consumer decision making process postulated by standard consumer behaviour theory (i.e., problem 

recognition, information search, consideration set formation, etc) and hope that the above will help revive 

consumer and marketing scholars’ interest in the motivational analysis of consumer decision making.  

Jacqueline J. Kacen  (2002) reviewed that Consumer decision is generated with the growth of e-commerce and 

television shopping channels, consumers have easy access to decision making opportunities.Their analyses show 

that both regional level factors (individualism-collectivism) and individual cultural difference factors 

(independent- interdependent self-concept) systematically influence impulsive purchasing behaviour. 

James R, Bettman at, el (1970) reviewed the theories and research on consumer decision making. They created 

a conceptual frameworks for understanding contingent consumer decision making and a review of relevant 

research on contingent processing are presented. Finally, methods for studying consumer decision making are 

discussed, and future research opportunities are outlined. 

Kartz, Idit et al. (2006) reviewed that psychosocial theories suggesting that cultural differences in the 

preference for independence or interdependence, education psychosocial Review can help us understand this 

issue. They revealed that Eastern individuals perceive themselves as being interconnected and interrelated with 

others in their social context. Thus, their focal point is not their inner self but rather their relationship with 

others. 

Kathleen Brewer Doran, (1994) revealed that there are a number of ways in which cultural factor such as 

overall orientation values, attitudes and beliefs may lead to models which represent alternatives to the classic 

models of consumer decision making. Possible points of divergence include nearly every phase of the consumer 

decision making process.  

Michel Tuan Pham et al. (2005) revealed  that there is more to consumer decision making than computer like 

mental processes, judgement heuristic, and preference construction. Consumers decision- which brand to 

purchase, a motivational vacuum these decision take place in the context of goals that consumer are pursuing, 

needs that they seek to fulfil, and drives that colour their though.  

Monga, alokparna basu, (2007) made consumers evaluate brand extension by judging how well they fit with 

the parent brand. They examine this process across cultures. They further predict that consumer from eastern 
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cultures, characterized by holistic thinking, Prescribe higher brand extension fit and evaluate brand extensions 

more favourably than do western consumers, characterized by analytic thinking which support the existence of 

cultural differences also provide support for styles of thinking (analytic Vs holistic) as the drives of cultural 

difference in brand extension evaluations. 

Richard, E. Nisbett at. el (2001) reviewed that attending to the entire field and assigning causality to it, making 

relatively little use of categories and formal logic, and relying on “dialectical” reasoning, they speculate that the 

origin of these differences is traceable to markedly different social systems. The theory and the evidence present 

call into question long-held assumption about basic cognitive processes and even about the appropriateness of 

the process content distinction. 

Sproles and Kendall (1986) revealed that consumer decision-making style is defined as a mental orientation 

characterizing a consumer’s approach to making consumer choices. They defined three types of approaches 

decision-making styles: psychographic approach, the consumer typology approach. 

 

III. Research Methodology 

The research methodology of this study is divided in following points: 

Source of data- The source of data collection is primary data which is collected from the 500 consumers in two 

states Rajasthan and Gujarat on FMCG products used in both states. 

Sample size- as per the objectives of the research the data were collected from organised retail and qualified 

respondents were gathered from various districts of both states. The selections were selected randomly 253 from 

Rajasthan and 247 from Gujarat state as representative sample.  

Sampling technique- The sampling technique used is convenient sampling. 

Hypothesis- as per the nature of the research two hypotheses were developed and shown under the head of data 

analysis. 

VI. Data Analysis 

As per the research objective of the paper the data were collected from consumers of both states.  The 11 

independent variables were included to identify the cultural differences, subsequently following hypothesis were 

developed in step first: 

H0: The attributes configuring for cultural differences on various dimension has not influenced by culture of 

consumers. 

H1: The attributes configuring for cultural difference on various dimension significantly influenced by culture 

of consumers. 

To analyse the data and significant of the hypothesis Multivariate Regression Analysis of were conducted with 

SPSS-19 software in table-1 as under: 

Table 1: Multivariate Regression Analysis on dimensions of cultural differences 
Descriptive Statistics 

Variables 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 
Variables 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 

CUL_DIFF_PUR 2.1980 1.20237 500 BRAND 1.8380 .37421 500 

MILk 1.6760 .48113 500 INF_SOU 1.8700 1.09339 500 

FAST_FOOD 1.6540 .47617 500 GO_SHOPP 1.8060 1.02296 500 

CLOTH 1.2880 .45328 500 FEATURE 2.5020 1.04699 500 

SOAP 1.0120 .10899 500 PROMOTION 3.4520 1.69039 500 

COSMATIC 1.0400 .19616 500 IMP_FACT 2.3240 1.49247 500 

Correlations 
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CUL_DIFF 1.000            

MILk -.131 1.00           

FAST_FOOD -.290 .516 1.00          

CLOTH .002 .070 -.0 02 1.00         

SOAP .104 .074 -.0 74 .133 1.00        

COSMATIC -.051 .053 .0 41 .028 .352 1.00       

BRAND -.33 4 .164 .326 .205 -.0 01 .061 1.00      

INF_SOU .044 -.11 8 -.0 40 -.0 17 .013 .080 .012 1.00     

GO_SHOPP .171 .047 .022 .021 .093 .109 .090 .151 1.00    

FEATURE -.03 9 .069 .060 -.0 27 .052 .195 .065 .155 .205 1.00   

PROMOTION .073 -.13 5 -.1 12 -.0 05 .068 .096 -.2 64 -.0 2  .047 .055 1.00  

IMP_FACT -.047 -.03 8 -.0 70 -.0 37 .075 .065 -.0 13 .033 .115 .279 .236 1.0 

S
ig

. 
(1

-t
a
il

e
d

) CUL_DIFF .            

MILk .002 .           

FAST_FOOD .000 .000 .          

CLOTH .484 .058 .485 .         

SOAP .010 .049 .049 .001 .        

COSMATIC .129 .120 .179 .266 .000 .       
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BRAND .000 .000 .000 .000 .488 .086 .      

INF_SOU .163 .004 .184 .350 .385 .036 .394 .     

GO_SHOPP .000 .147 .309 .317 .019 .008 .022 .000 .    

FEATURE .190 .062 .091 .277 .121 .000 .074 .000 .000 .   

PROMOTION .051 .001 .006 .452 .063 .016 .000 .309 .145 .110 .  

IMP_FACT .147 .200 .058 .201 .048 .073 .382 .229 .005 .000 .000 . 

N  500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .334a .111 .110 1.13451 .111 62.478 1 498 .000 

2 .390b .152 .149 1.10915 .041 24.036 1 497 .000 

3 .434c .188 .184 1.08642 .036 22.007 1 496 .000 

4 .443d .196 .190 1.08221 .008 4.875 1 495 .028 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, b. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, c. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, 

FAST_FOOD, d. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, FAST_FOOD, IMP_FACT 
 

ANOVAe 

Selected Model (only) Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

4 Regression 141.669 4 35.417 30.241 .000d 

Residual 579.729 495 1.171   

Total 721.398 499    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, b. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, c. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, 

FAST_FOOD, d. Predictors: (Constant), BRAND, GO_SHOPP, FAST_FOOD, IMP_FACT ,e. Dependent Variable: CUL_DIFF_PUR 

Coefficientsa 

Selected Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Correlations Collinearity 

Statistics 

Zero-

order 

Par tial Part Tole 

rance 

VIF 

B Std. 

Error Beta 

4 (Constant) 4.475 .280  15.964 .000      

BRAND -.921 .137 -.287 -6.702 .000 -.334 -.288 -.270 .887 1.128 

GO_SHOPP .250 .048 .212 5.212 .000 .171 .228 .210 .978 1.022 

FAST_FOOD -.523 .108 -.207 -4.851 .000 -.290 -.213 -.195 .889 1.124 

IMP_FACT -.072 .033 -.090 -2.208 .028 -.047 -.099 -.089 .982 1.019 

a. Dependent Variable: CUL_DIFF_PUR 

 

The final Regression model with 4 independent variables (BRAND, GO_SHOPP, FAST_FOOD, IMP_FACT) 

explains almost 19% of the variance of Cultural differences. Also, the standard errors of the estimate has been 

reduced to 1.08221, which means that at 95% level, the margin of errors for any predicted value of Cultural 

differences can be calculated as ± 2.1211 (1.96 X 1.08221). The four regression coefficients, plus the 

constraints are significant at 0.05 levels. The impact of multi colinerarity in the 3 variables is substantial. They 

all have the tolerance value less than 0.982, indicating that only over 2 % of the variance is accounted for by 

the other variables in the equation. 

 

ANOVA Analysis 

The ANOVA analysis provides the statistical test for overall model fit in terms of F Ratio. The total sum of 

squares (721.398) is the squared error that would accrue if the mean of Cultural differences has been used to 

predict the dependent variable. Using the values of BRAND, GO_SHOPP, FAST_FOOD, IMP_FACT these 

errors can be reduced by 19.64% (141.669/721.398). This reduction is deemed statistically significant with the 

F ratio of 30.241 and significance at level of 0.000. With the above analysis it can be conclude that four 

variables i.e., BRAND, GO_SHOPP, FAST_FOOD, IMP_FACT explains the Cultural differences among the 

consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat states. 

In the second stage as per the objective of the study of the perception of consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat 

states about the importance of attributes of their FMCG product preferences and its differences, the agreement 

related with the various attributes selected in first stage were checked. The purpose of it is to identify difference 

between consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat states with the broader hypothesis. 

The key variables identified with the result of multivariate regression analysis in Phase-1 have been further 

extended to test the significance of gap of consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat states and their perception. The 

detailed scales items correspond to each parameter have been enlisted in Table 2. 

The following variables were used for measuring difference: 

BRAND: Preferred Brand for FMCG product  

GO_SHOPP: Where to go for shopping 

FAST_FOOD: branded or non-branded Fast food is required  

IMP_FACT:   the most important Factor in selection of a product 
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The following hypothesis was developed: 

H1: The level of perception remains same between the consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat states on select 

variables of their preferences of FMCG products  

To test the hypothesis independent T test has been used to measure the significance of gap between the 

categories of identified variables. The details of the test are given under table-2 as under:  

 

Table-2: Independent sample T test 
Group Statistics 

 State N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

BRAND 1.00 253 1.7233 .45701 .02873 

2.00 247 1.9555 .20670 .01315 

GO_SHOPP 1.00 253 1.9051 1.14039 .07170 

2.00 247 1.7045 .87751 .05583 

FAST_FOOD 1.00 253 1.5455 .49892 .03137 

2.00 247 1.7652 .42475 .02703 

IMP_FACT 1.00 253 2.1621 1.53576 .09655 

2.00 247 2.4899 1.43097 .09105 

 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

F Sig. Lower Upper 

BRA 
ND 

Equal variances assumed 326.03 .000 -7.288 498 .000 -.232 15 .03185 -.294 72 -.16957 

Equal variances not assumed   -7.347 352.799 .000 -.232 15 .03160 -.294 29 -.17000 

GO_S 

HOPP 

Equal variances assumed 10.515 .001 2.202 498 .028 .20068 .09115 .02159 .37978 

Equal variances not assumed   2.208 472.372 .028 .20068 .09087 .02212 .37925 

FAST_ 

FOOD 

Equal variances assumed 89.207 .000 -5.297 498 .000 -.219 73 .04148 -.301 23 -.13822 

Equal variances not assumed   -5.307 488.98 .000 -.219 73 .04140 -.301 08 -.13838 

IMP_ 
FACT 

Equal variances assumed 3.009 .083 -2.468 498 .014 -.327 82 .13282 -.588 79 -.06686 

Equal variances not assumed   -2.470 496.92 .014 -.327 82 .13271 -.588 57 -.06708 

Levene's Test for Equality of Variances has been used with assumptions that the variances for the two groups’ 

viz. Consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat are equal. For First 3 variable the gap between two defined categories 

is statistically significant (F = 326.03, 10.515 and 89.207, p=0.000; .001;.000<05) which connotes that 

significant difference exist between consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat group on Cultural differences with 

selected construct. Thus, equal variance not assumed row is selected for conducting the Independent sample T-

Test. While for Variable 4(IMP_FACT) the gap between two defined categories is statistically insignificant (F = 

3.009, p=.083>.05) which connotes that no significant difference exists. 

For variable Brand the Independent sample test results at 352.799 degree of freedom t352.799 = -7.347, p = 0.000 

<0.05. Therefore, the difference between Consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat on Brand construct is statistically 

significant at 5% level of significance. The Consumers of Gujarat perceive the Brand more than the consumers 

of Rajasthan (µ Rajasthan= 1.7233<µGujarat=1.9555). For variable GO_SHOPP the Independent sample test results 

at 472.372degree of freedom t472.372= -2.208, p = 0.028 <0.05. Therefore, the difference between Consumers of 

Rajasthan and Gujarat on GO_SHOPP construct is statistically significant at 5% level of significance. The 

Consumers of Rajasthan perceive the GO_SHOPP more than the consumers of Gujarat (µ Rajasthan= 

1.9051>µGujarat=1.7045). For variable FAST_ FOOD the Independent sample test results at 488.98 degree of 

freedom t488.98= -5.307, p = 0.000 <0.05. Therefore, the difference between Consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat 

on FAST_ FOOD construct is statistically significant at 5% level of significance. Thus, the Consumers of 

Gujarat perceive the FAST_ FOOD more than the consumers of Rajasthan (µ Rajasthan= 1.5455<µGujarat= 1.7652). 

For variable IMP_ FACT the Independent sample test results at 498 degree of freedom t498= -2.468, p = 0.014 

<0.05. Therefore, the difference between Consumers of Rajasthan and Gujarat on IMP_ FACT construct is 

statistically significant at 5% level of significance. Thus, the Consumers of Gujarat perceive the IMP_ FACT 

more than the consumers of Rajasthan (µ Rajasthan= 2.1621<µGujarat= 2.4899). 

 

V. Conclusion 

This study unrevealed that only four factors were responsible for the purpose of measuring the cultural 

differences in FMCG products between Rajasthan and Gujarat. It includes Preferred Brand for FMCG product, 

Where to go for shopping, branded or non-branded Fast food is required and the most important Factor in 

selection of a product. On these four variables it has further been found that the inclination of the Guajarati 

people wants to use more branded products, Fast food and importance of selection in a product while the people 

of Rajasthan would like to buy more products from the shop. Hence the companies who wish to prepare and sale 

their products in these two states must develop the strategy as per the requirements of the culture of the people 

in the geographical area which they wish to operate. 
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