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The instant noodles 
with the banning ofthe ('{""l""; 

The reports affood ),"''''lInTn 

company 
whether association consumers 
perception 
brand changed 

discovery ofhealth the perception of 

what is the effect 
after the it is important to 

controversy on its closest competitior s 
consumer perception : ITC S J1ppee noodles. The findings show that 
consumer perception has controversy) 
to bad ( after controver~y). dent on the 

noodles: 

1. INTRODUCTION 


Nestle's 

was of. 
different product line ~instant 

market. 

According to the Instant Association, India 
UU'''~'H cups or noodles through 2014. It counts among the 
fastest growing markets in the world for the having almost UVll1Ul.IOU 

size since 20 I 0 when it accounted for units. is estimated 
to have a 70 per cent share ofthe market, contributes nearly 30 per cent to 
its parent's company Nestle's annual turnover. [1 ] 

For nearly three decades. Indians have shared an emotional bond with this 
product that goes beyond loyalty. It is solution to at any time of 
day or night. Thus our was more than in a of a UP's 
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Food 

canteens 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

minds ofthe consumers. 

are not new to India. 

and Coke Fiasco 

On 5th 
NGO in India issued a press release stating; '12 major 

around Delhi contain a 
the Cl{Y'!Pl11rnpl'lt 

of Consumer's 
the government's U""~J"!'''H the soft drinks revealed that 

most of the consumers were <VV'lU.lIJl and wouldn't risk their 
health till the made 

Fiasco 

same year, In testing of "-."UVI,.u chocolates in 
the presence of worms. 'LaUU'Ui 
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70% share of the chocolate market in India suffered a big blow as the 
consumer sentiment was on the downside to recent soft 
controversy. Though the reason the infestation was problems 
,yet the consumer trust was shaken up were hit by 30 % in the 
festive season. 

'Ina survey carried out in 2013 by SUD, a global and 
company, a total of 1 customers and 116 

businesses in India, it was that Indian consumers accorded 
importance to aspect ofthe product rather that brand 

According to the survey, around 90 ofthe consumers were willing to 
pay extra for safety assurance. [5] 

3, 	NEEDOFTHESTUDY 

has been the staple food our country and in light of the recent 
controversy, it is pertinent to know whether the perception of the consumers 
towards the company and the product changed and whether there has 
been a change in the consumption pattern of consumers. Our country had 
embraced this product like no other, so it is to determine whether 
there has been a change in the loyalty ofthe consumer base and to what extent 
the sales of other instant been affected by a ban on the country's 
favourite snack. There is a section of consumers who are vocalizing their 
support in the fonn ofvideos andjokes are some feel this is just 
a pUblicity stunt by the company to come the limelight. With 
opinion on the controversy, the authors are in knowing whether 
u,"'.~"U\." oftmst can be by allegations of harmful substances the 
product consumed and whether these allegations spill over to the competitors 
and affect consumers' perception related products. 

4, 	 OBJECTIVESOFTHESTUDY 

following were the objectives ofthe study: 

1. 	 To study the perception about Maggi pre - post controversy. 

2. 	 To study the substitution of:\1aggi controversy. 

3. 	 To the reasons for change in perception of post 
controversy 

5. 	 RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS 

1. 	 Perception about Maggi is in the pre-post controversy. 

2. 	 There is no significant difference between noodles & Yippee 
Noodles respectto perception ofthe consumer pre-controversy. 

3. 	 There is no significant difference between Noodles & 
Noodles with to perception afthe consumer after controversy. 
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6. 


OUf study was into two "54'''''''IP'' as 

V~JJJ"",", 1: 
",,'"JJI-''''' 2: (Female) 

Gender 

Percent Valid 

Male 29 453 45.3 45,3Valid Female 35 54,7 54,7 
Total 64 lOO.O 100,0 

100,0 

Gender 
Male 

Female 

was nnl1!""fl four were found as 
follows: 

V,",UJpH.. 2: (21 

"''''''Hf.n,... 3: 

4: (;;:;'41) 
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1 17. Percent Valid Percent n.t<."'ql..:..~y 

1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
Total 

18 
19 
13 
14 
64 

28.1 
29.7 
20.3 
21.9 

100.0 

28.1 
29.7 
20.3 
21.9 

100.0 

28.1 
57.8 
78.1 

100.0 

In next two samples 

1.00 

2.00 

3.00 

4.00 

were as 

Marital Status 

Male 

Female 
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In next two 

three were found 

Sample 3: 

1 : 
2: (Service) 

Percent Valid Percent Cumulati 
Percent 

Total 

Service 
Student 
Others 

Total 
System 

20 
5 

62 
2 
64 

57,8 
31.3 

7.8 
96.9 

3.1 
100.0 

59,7 
32.3 

8.1 
100.0 

59,7 
91.9 

100.0 

LOa 
Valid 2.00 

Total 

Total 

28 
33 
61 
3 

64 

Percent 

43.8 
51.6 
95.3 

100.0 

that were 

CumulativeValid Percent 
Percent 

45.945.9 
54.1 100.0 

100.0 
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""",pn,rl uuv,",,,,. 

INC-l 

1.00 

[J 2.00 

Missin 

to respondents and some 
face to face 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

15 '-"~J'-".'U"H'" who 
their feedback was 

the reliability of the data. 
0.741 that here 
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15 : 

per'ceIJtlon= Less than taB, 

= More than equal to 14 to 

Good perception =More than equal t022 and 

perception = More 

20.0 software. Asthe nmnbler 
UV'''U'~H J 

are more than 30, data 
tests can be applied(Centrai Limit 

were analyzed using the Social Sciences 

distributed and 

7. 

1. Co-efficient 

2. Paired, l'-test 

3. Test ofHomogeneity 

4. Arithmetic mean 

5. Regression analysis 

8. RESULTS 

t027, 

In this research, .nrf-'Tr'''' analysis was conducted to assess 
reliability ofthis 

Case 

a. List wise deletion based on aU variabJes in the procedure. 

Based on Standardized Items N of Items 

.864 28 

Pre-Post 

As in our 

RIJBR 

IS 

means Post- controversy 
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Paired Statistics 

N Std. Deviation td. Error Mean 

Pair 1 54 
54 

4.49536 
6.39204 

.61174 

.86985 

Paired Test 

Substitution 

Paired Differences Df 

Paired 

N td. Deviation Std. Error Mean Mean 

.590283.0526 38 3.63874Pair 1 

.650564.010301.1579 38 

Paired Test 

Paired Differences Df 

Pair 1 2.721 37 
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Pre-Post 

Paired Test 

Paired ..,amlJlleS 
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Paired Test 

Paired Differences Dr 

Mean Std. Std. 
(2-tailed) 

Devi­
ation 

Pair I 37 .000 

result we can say "c.1ntr.,.nl,C>,..,,, 

the of substitute 

59 59 58 57 58 58 
5 5 6 7 6 6 5 6 
3.7288 3.7797 33793 3.7895 4.0690 43793 2.9492 3.7414 
4.0000 4.0000 3.0000 4.0000 4.0000 5.0000 3.0000 4.0000 
4.00 4.00 2.00' 4.00 4.00 5.00 3.00 4.00 

modes exist. The smallest value is shown 

Table 2 


55 56 54 53 54 
~5 .19 8 10 11 10 

3.2182 2.4286 3.0000 2.5472 3.2963 2.8704 1.8571 2.254) , 
3.0000 2.0000 3.0000 2.0000 3.0000 3.0000 1.0000 2.0000 
3.00 2.00' 3.00 2.00 4.00' LOO 1.00 LOO 

modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
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9. 

10. LIMITATIONS OFTHE STUDY 

reSloe:nts so the 

3. 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
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