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Abstract: Good packaging and quality product that matches the price often calls for repeated patronage from
consumers which enable the firm to stay in business. Good and attractive packaging of products creates readily
available market for the firm and may help to cut down on advertising cost. The study examines the effect of
good packaging of products on consumers’ buying choice as well as on impulse buying. Data were obtained
from the administration of 400 copies of a structured questionnaire to consumers who come for shopping at
market places, supermarkets and high traffic points across the metropolis using accidental sampling technique.
The bivariate regression results revealed that 79 and 81% of consumers’ decision to buy a particular product
as well as impulse buying was accounted for by the packaging style of the product, while the ANOVA results
indicated that attractive packaging influenced consumers’ buying choice and impulse buying (p<0.05). In order
to be sustainable and stay in business in the present day competitive and computerized market, the study
advised organizations to balance both packaging and the quality of their products to meet the level cost they
want as well as to build consumers’ confidence and loyalty, as consumers take product quality foremost and
would not compromise quality for anythingelse. 
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INTRODUCTION

It is an acknowledged fact that consumers’ perception
and preference of value of products is one of the critical
success factors that enables firms to thrive in a
competition driven market environment (Topoyan and
Bulut, 2008). Product packaging gives form to a product.
Usually, food engineers use preservatives and ingredient
tweaking to extend the shelf life of perishable products.
This results in the loss of certain natural flavours, tastes
and ingredients, often to the displeasure of consumers.
This perhaps has been resolved with the advancements in
packaging technologies which has helped to extend
product shelf life beyond limits previously considered
unfeasible. If not all, most buying decisions are based on
information sought by consumers either actively or
passively which includes product’s brand name,
manufacturer name, and country of origin, graphics, and
nutritional information (Peters-Texeira and Badrie, 2007).
However, when faced with a new buying situation,
consumers use information on product packaging for
choosing a product over competing products. This is
indeed true for package with vivid colours and pictures to
convey appeals to the consumers. Indeed, with the ever-
increasing competition in today’s computerized
marketing, it becomes imperative for firms to exhibit
distinctive competitiveness in almost all aspects of their
products and sales (Lifu, 2003). 

Good quality product that matches the price often
calls for repeated purchase or patronage from consumers
which enable the firm to stay in business. Good and
attractive packaging of products creates market for the
firm than its promotional activity. This is because
consumers most times are attracted at first sight to the
packaging style of a product (Terblanche, 2006) and
according to Best (2002), it creates value by helping
customers decision making process. If a firm’s product
packaging does not influence consumer buying decision,
then such a firm is wasting a lot of money. Companies
spend a lot more money on advertising than on packaging,
but packaging according to marketing scholars is
considered very important because among other benefits,
it serves as an advertising medium, thereby helping the
firm to cut down on advertisement cost. Packaging has
some influence on buyers and the experience with the
product determines whether a consumer comes back for
more or not (Lifu, 2003). Product packaging is therefore
an essential aspect of projecting a firm’s brand’s image,
which is sometimes designed to convey images of high
quality, while at other times signaling affordable price
(Ulrich et al., 2010). Though, product packaging is the
final stage of actual production, it is perhaps, a very
important aspect of production activities. No doubt, some
firms do not bother much about packaging because they
believe once the product is of good quality, consumers
will  buy.  This  belief  is  sometimes  erroneous  as poor
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packaging can dissuade customers from buying the
product irrespective of its quality (Lifu, 2003). Good and
attractive packaging in the view of Scott (2008) may add
value to the product and attract a trial from customers.
However, for a product to catch the attention of the
customers, it must be tactically packaged in such a way
that, at first sight, it should appeal to the consumer. A
product that is well packaged is self-advertising and
serves as a purchase appeal.

In addition, a poorly packaged product poses serious
problem to the salesmen, as it will require so many
explanations to persuade the consumers (Lifu, 2003).
Customers, who do not go after shabbily packaged
products, do so after being learnt of it from another user
for trial purpose. Sometimes, organizations are misled to
think that they can cut cost by going for cheap and
unattractive packaging. These categories of firms soon
realize after the costly mistake has been made that they
needed good and attractive packaging. In present day
marketing coupled with stiff competition and wide
application of marketing concept, it is important that
product permeates all aspects of marketing. The
attractiveness of a package also induces impulse buying
of a product which could be satisfactory or unsatisfactory
to the consumer as the case may be. Impulsivepurchasing
entails asaconsumer’sunplannedpurchasewhichisan
important part of buyer’s behaviour (Lifu, 2003). It
accounts for a greater percentage of supermarket sales and
much of all sales in certain product categories. Packaging
therefore establishes a direct link with the consumers at
the point of purchase as it can influence the perceptions
they have for a particular brand. The attention of the
customer is drawn to a product through an outstanding
packaging design. According to Vani et al. (2010), earlier
packaging considered only a container to put a product in,
but today, research focuses on packaging at the beginning
of the product to the development stage itself. 

Studies abound on examining the effect of product
packaging on consumers’ buying choice as well as on
impulse buying. Across the globe, several studies have
been carried out to understand how product packaging
influences consumers’ buying decision (Silayoi and
Speece, 2004; Veloutsou et al., 2004; Peters-Texeira and
Badrie, 2007; Scott, 2008; Topoyan and Bulut, 2008;
Laforet, 2011). In addition, a considerable body of
literature in psychology and consumer behaviour has
examined consumer impulse/ unplanned purchase
behaviour (Rook and Fisher, 1995; Vohs and Faber, 2007;
Inman et al., 2009; Zhang and Wang, 2010; Bae et al.,
2011). However, these studies tend to examine consumers
buying behaviour in relation to their geographical
environment. In Cross River State, despite its position as
the flagship of tourism in Nigeria, it appears there are
scanty studies that have examined quantitatively the

influence of product packaging on consumers/tourists
buying decision of locally produced products. This
perhaps is necessary to enable organizations to know the
importance consumers who in most instances are tourists
attach to product packaging. This study based on the
background above intends to find out whether packaging
has any effect on consumer’s buying choice and impulse
buying in Calabar Metropolis, Cross River State.

Hypotheses: The study hypothesizes that:
C Attractive packaging influences consumers’-buying

choice and that
C Product packaging induces impulse buying 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Research design: The study employed the descriptive
cross sectional design to investigate the effect of product
packaging on consumers’-buying choice among
individuals from different socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Sampling technique: Since the exact number of
consumers in the metropolis cannot be estimated as there
are no existing data, the purposive sampling technique
was used to sample 400 customers/consumers in the area
who came to the market/shops for shopping, while the
accidental sampling technique was used to administer the
questionnaire. Since, it was difficult to gather the
consumers at a time, the researcher stood at strategic
positions or entrances to as well as exits from the market
and shops (supermarkets) to administer questionnaire to
individuals he came in contact with. The two already
existing markets in the metropolis (which are Marian
Market and Watt Market), ten supermarkets and six high
traffic points across the metropolis were used for the
survey. The researcher with the help of six field assistants
stood at strategic points to administer the questionnaire.
Two hundred and fifty copies of questionnaire were
administered to consumers that came for shopping in the
two markets, while the remaining 150 copies were
administered to consumers in selected shops and traffic
points across the metropolis. Watt Market had higher
number of respondents (150) than Marian Market (100)
due to its geographic extent and variety of products sold.
In all, 400 copies of questionnaire were successfully
administered and retrieved.

Data collection procedure: In order to attain a fair
representation of consumers’ perception on the subject
matter, respondents (consumers) were accidentally
intercepted in market places, supermarkets as well as in
high traffic areas, in accordance with literature on
consumer research (Veloutsou et al., 2004; Laforet,
2011).  In  order  to  avoid   loss  of  questionnaire, after
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Table 1: Demographic characteristics of consumers
Demographic variables Options
Age 20-30 year 31-40 year 41-50 year >50 year

129 (32.3) 145 (36.3) 92 (23) 34 (8.5)
Sex Male Female

177 (44.2) 223 (55.8)
Education No education Primary Secondary Tertiary Others

39 (9.8) 91 (23.8) 119 (29.8) 124 (31) 27 (6.8)
Occupation Student Trading Civil service Teaching Others

118 (29.5) 91(22.8) 88 (22) 66 (16.5) 37 (9.3)
Values in bracket are percentages

consent was got from the respondent, the questionnaire
was administered and collected at the spot. The
instrument (questionnaire) was divided into three sections.
Section A measured consumers’ demographic
characteristics, section B contained a number of questions
designed to measure the influence of attractive packaging
on consumers’ buying choice using a 5-point Likert scale
with responses ranging from Strongly Agree = SA (5);
Agree = A (4); Undecided (3); Disagree = D (2); and
Strongly Disagree = SD (1) respectively, while section C
had a set of questions that measured product packaging
and impulse buying using also a 5-point Likert scale with
responses ranging from Strongly Agree = SA (5); Agree
= A (4); Undecided (3); Disagree = D (2); and Strongly
Disagree = SD (1) respectively. The items in
questionnaire were coded with the use of scoring keys.
Sections A was scored nominally, while items in sections
B and C were scored as follows for positively worded
items.

Strongly Agree (SA) -5 points
Agree (A) -4 points
Undecided (U) -3 points
Disagree (D) -2 points
Strongly Disagree (SD) -1 point

The scoring was then reversed for all negatively worded
items as follows:

Strongly Disagree (SD) -5 points
Disagree (D) -4 points
Undecided (U)  -3 points
Agree -2 points
Strongly Agree (SA) -1 point  

Analytical technique: Data obtained from the
administered questionnaire were analysed using tables,
simple percentages and bivariate regression analysis.
Analysis was carried out using SPSS 17 software for
Windows.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Demographic characteristics of consumers: Table 1
gives information on the demographic characteristics of
consumers. Majority of the respondents were females

constituting 55.8%, while males constituted 44.2%. The
predominance of females to males is expected as they go
more on shopping for domestic and cosmetic among
others than their male counterparts. The table also shows
that majority of the consumers were within the ages of 20-
40 years (68.6%), while 21.4% representing 126
consumers were within the ages of 41 and above.
Information on the education of consumers depicts that
9.8% had no formal education, 23.8% had primary school
education, 29.8% had post-primary education, and 31%
had post-secondary education, while 6.8 had postgraduate
qualifications. This implies that majority (90.2%) of the
respondents are literates, as such are able to respond
effectively to the questions raised on the questionnaire.
The occupational information shows that students and
traders as well as civil servants dominated the market
environment. 

Attractive packaging and consumers’ buying choice:
Table 2 examines the effect of attractive packaging on
consumers’ buying choice. The table reveals that 80.3%
of the respondents strongly believed that their choice of
buying a product is determined by the packaging style of
the product, while 18.2% seemed not to be attracted to a
product by its package, but by its content. The perceptions
of respondents towards the value added to packaging
vary, as majority of the consumers representing 69.3%
believed that good and attractive packaging adds value
and quality to the product, while 28.3% refuted the
assertion (Table 2). On the issue of identification, 19%
strongly held the opinion that attractive packaging does
make product identification easier, while 80% strongly
opposed the assertion that attractive packaging does make
product identification easier. To this category of
consumers, the style of packaging of products makes
identification easier, mostly when people are informed of
the product or by chance come in contact with the product
somewhere and it appeals to them. They may forget the
name of the product, but are able to remember the product
when seen. Consumers who are illiterates buy products by
their package, which perhaps they are used to and are
easily identified when sighted from afar. In all, the
assessment of responses shows that 56.2% of the
respondents buy a product on mere packaging which adds
values as well as appeal to the consumers at first sight.
The  assertion  corroborates  those   of  Best (2002)  and



Asian J. Bus. Manage., 4(2): 186-191, 2012

189

Table 2: Perception of consumers on attractive packaging
Responses
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Questions SA A U D SD
My choice of buying a product is determined by its packaging style 127 (31.8) 194(48.5) 6(1.5) 45(11.2) 28(7)
Good and attractive packaging adds value and quality to the product. 142 (35.5) 135(33.8) 10(2.5) 63(15.8) 50(12.5)
Attractive packaging does make product identification easier 30 (7.5) 46(11.5) 4(1) 190(47.5) 130(32.5)
Total 100 (25) 125(31.2) 7(1.8) 99(24.8) 69(17.2)
Values in bracket are percentages

Table 3: Summary of bivariate regression result 
Coefficients
---------------------------------------------------

Variables b # t-value
Attractive packaging 0.74 0.89 39.10*
Test results
F- value 1528.531*
R 0.89
R2 0.79
Constant 1.16 15.68*
Std. error 0.54
*: Significant at 1% alpha level; SPSS Window Output Version 17.0

Terblanche (2006) that consumers most times are attracted
at first sight to the packaging style of a product which
perhaps creates value by helping customers decision
making process. 

Analysis of the influence of attractive packaging on
consumers’-buying choice: The influence of attractive
packaging on consumers’-buying choice was tested using
bivariate regression analysis. Attractive packaging was
measured   using   the   second  item  in  Table  2,  while
consumers’ buying choice was measured with item 1. The
model is mathematically presented as:

y = a + bx

where,
y = Consumers’ buying choice
x = Attractive packaging
b = Regression coefficients
a = Y-intercept

The result of the bivariate regression analysis is
presented in Table 3. From Table 3, the result shows there
was a strongly positive association (0.89) between
attractive packaging and consumers’ buying choice. The
coefficient of determination (R2) indicated that 79% of
consumers’ decision to buy a particular product was
accounted for by the packaging style of the product. The
ANOVA result indicated that attractive packaging
influenced consumers’-buying choice. This decision is
consequent upon the fact that the calculated F-ratio of
1528.531 is greater than the p-value of 0.00 at 1%
significance level; with this, the hypothesis that attractive
packaging influences consumers’-buying choice is upheld.
In addition, the significance of the predictor variable
(attractive packaging) in influencing consumers’ buying
choice is significant (t = 39.10, p<0.01), meaning that

attractive packaging of product exerts significant impact
on consumers’ whim to use or purchase a product. The
strength of the predictor variable using value of the
unstandardized regression coefficients revealed that a unit
increase in product packaging would result in 0.74 or 74%
increase in consumers’ decision to buy the product. This
in essence entails that consumers’ buying decision is a
function of packaging style adopted by a firm.

Product packaging and impulse buying: Here, the study
examines the perception of consumers on product
packaging and impulse buying (Table 4). Information on
the effect of product packaging implied that 80.3% of the
respondents were of the opinion that they are first
attracted to a product by its nature of packaging; this
according to them draws their curiosity in wanting to
know what the product is all about and in so doing, they
are persuaded to buy, 18.4% had contrary view (Table 4).
This therefore implies that consumers at first sight are
most times attracted to a product by its package, mostly
newly introduced products. Likewise, 71.3% of the
respondents were attracted to a product that is appealing
and alluring as a result of its packaging designed, while
25.3% were not. On buying the wrong product, 58.2% due
to the attractive quality of a product sometimes buy
products they do not plan to purchase, while 36% were
not in any way dissuaded to purchase products they did
not plan for as a result of their attractive package. The
general assessment of responses reveals that majority
(70.1%) of the respondents sometimes are tempted to buy
a product or out of impulse purchase a product due to its
attractive package, which ensures durability and
preservation. The assertion confirms the finding of
Richert (1974) that nearly half the items bought in
supermarkets are taken from the shelves on impulse. He
further argued that when this happens, the consumers rely
on the attractive part of the product which only happens
from the packaging of such product. In a similar manner,
Stilley et al. (2010) also found a significant relationship
between individual impulsiveness and aisles shopped in
grocery trips.

Analysis of the influence of product packaging on
impulse buying: The influence of product packaging on
impulse buying choice was also tested using bivariate
regression analysis. Product packaging for the study was
measured using the second item in Table 4, while impulse
buying  was  measured  with  item  3.  The  result   of the
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Table 4: Perception of consumers on impulse buying
Responses
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Variables SA A U D SD
Product package attracts me first before anything else 127 (31.8) 194(48.5) 5(1.3) 61(15.2) 13(3.2)
Good packaging is appealing to me 107 (26.8) 178(44.5) 14(3.5) 80(20) 21(5.3)
I sometimes buy products I did not plan for because of 104 (26) 129(32.2) 23(5.8) 100(25) 44(11)
their attractive package
Total 113 (28.3) 167(41.8) 14(3.5) 80(20) 26(6.5)
Values in bracket are percentages

Table 5: Summary of bivariate regression result 
Coefficients
------------------------------------------------------

Variables b # t-value
Product packaging  1.03 0.90 41.05*
Test results
F- value  1684.794*
R  0.90
R2  0.81
Constant -0.42 -4.32*
Std. error  0.61
*: Significant at 1% alpha level; SPSS Window Output Version 17.0

bivariate regression analysis is presented in Table 5. From
Table 5, the result shows there was a strongly positive
association (0.90) between product packaging and
impulse buying. The coefficient of determination (R2)
indicated that 81% of consumers’ impulse buying of a
particular product was accounted for by good packaging
of the product. The ANOVA result indicated that product
packaging induced impulse buying. Again, this decision
is because  the  calculated   F-ratio of 1684.794 is greater
than the p-value of 0.00 at 1% significance level; with
this, the hypothesis that good packaging induces impulse
buying choice is accepted. In addition, the significance of
the predictor variable (good packaging) in inducing and
influences impulse buying is significant (t = 41.05,
p<0.01). The strength of the predictor variable implied
that a unit increase in product packaging would result in
1.03 or 103% increase in impulse buying among
consumers. The result obtained here further revealed that
good packaging and impulse buying phenomenon were
related. Hence, the result implies that companies or firms
that embark on good packaging style of their products are
in a better competitive edge than others who package their
products shabbily. Invariably, one way to easily sell a
firm’s product in the absence of promotion is to make its
package attractive and appealing at first sight to
consumers.

DISCUSSION

The result of this study reveals that attractive
packaging influences consumers’-buying choice. This is
apparent as the style of packaging of a product allures the
consumers, thereby resulting in spot purchase. Product
packaging is thus an important issue that must be taken

seriously when considering product design and decision.
Though, expensive packaging adds cost to the product,
but the benefits are enormous as such, it is an important
marketing mix that must be looked into seriously if a
company wants to remain in present atmosphere of
competitive market. Silayoi and Speece (2004) see
packaging as an important element in the marketing mix
and that most non-durable shopping decisions are made at
the point of purchase. They further argue that packaging
is a key factor in the consumer purchase decision.
Nevertheless, irrespective of the benefits inherent in
packaging in terms of persuasion, the cost and benefit
must be compared when the cost exceeds the benefit, such
packaging should be discouraged. On the other hand, if
the benefit exceeds the cost, then it is worthwhile, hence,
should be executed. No doubt, the study observes that
attractive packaging appeals to consumers’ buying choice.
This is further confirmed by the finding of Scott (2008)
that good packaging helps consumers feel comfortable
with the new product, lower their perceived risk, thereby
reinforcing the decision to buy. Hence, attractive
packaging could reduce advertising cost. This in essence
means that a company or organization that embarks on
attractive packaging can engage sales outlets where the
products are displayed conspicuously such that consumers
could easily see them to attract their attention. In this
regards, the organization does not require so much
advertisement since the product can stand out clearly in
the shop or exhibition centre.

The study further reveals that product packaging
induces impulse buying, which perhaps leads to the
purchase of products not initially planned or estimated for
(Stilley et al., 2010; Laforet, 2011). It is a recurrent
phenomenon to hear consumers complain of over
purchasing, which in most cases makes them stranded due
to unplanned estimation. Impulse buying is however more
evident when a consumer is lured to buying a new product
without pre-shopping intentions. However, most of the
purchases may result in dissatisfaction and regret.
Though, impulse buying is a very common phenomenon
(Zhang and Wang, 2010), but negative evaluations of the
product may reduce customers’ loyalty and may affect
repeat purchase if the firm concerned does not pay enough
attention to the quality content of the product. Zhang and
Wang (2010)   in  their  studies   found  consumer  to  be
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satisfied generally with the product after the impulse
purchase, while Wood (1998) concluded that a common
ground among definition of impulse purchase in some
past researches was that there were dissatisfaction and
regret after purchase. Bae et al. (2011) allege that
customers are more likely to purchase on impulse when
they discover a product by chance with a price promotion
or a bundling/multi-unit packaging offer. Stilley et al.
(2010) also found a significant relationship between
individual impulsiveness and aisles shopped in grocery
trips. It is indeed obvious from the study that consumers
take product quality foremost and would not compromise
quality for anything else. Consumers buy products at
times for trial purpose with the intention for continuous
patronage, but the impression they get from the first
purchase and consumption of the product would
determine their repeated patronage of the product.
However, to sustain consumers’ patronage and stay in
business, organizations must aim to balance good
packaging of their products with quality.

CONCLUSION 

From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that
attractive packing of products significantly influences
consumers’ buying choice and impulse buying. It serves
as advertising to the consumers, which therefore means
that when organizations embark on good and attractive
packaging without compromising product quality, they
could cut down on advertising cost particularly in this era
where most consumers shop in supermarkets. However, in
order to sustain impulse buying from consumers, firms in
the light of the present fierce market environment have to
ensure quality of their products and not just packaging to
encourage repeated purchase from consumers. In addition,
while embarking on good and fanciful packaging, the
quality of the product must as well be made paramount
and sustained at an appreciable level. Therefore, to be
sustainable in the present day competitive and
computerized market, firms should be able to balance both
packaging and quality to meet the level cost they want as
well as to build consumers’ confidence and loyalty. They
should as a matter of necessity make packaging and
quality of product a major policy decision.
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