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Abstract

The quick-commerce sector is experiencing rapid growth due to increasing demand for ultra-fast delivery services. This
industry is primarily led by startups, while large e-commerce companies have faced challenges in capturing a significant
market share. This paper examines the hurdles that both startups and established firms encounter in the quick-commerce
market, including operational, financial, and strategic difficulties that impede profitability and expansion. The analysis is
based on data and insights from various market reports and industry studies to provide a comprehensive overview of the
current landscape and future outlook of quick commerce.
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1. Introduction

The quick-commerce market is expanding, but e-commerce giants are struggling to capture a significant share. Retail
powerhouses like Amazon, Walmart, Reliance, and Tata, typically dominant in various sectors, have only managed to
secure about 12% of the quick-commerce market. In contrast, new-age start-ups dominate the remaining 88%.

According to Datum Intelligence, Blinkit, owned by Zomato, leads with 34.7% of the market share. Swiggy's Instamart
follows with 28.5%, and Zepto holds 24.8%.

Despite the initial skepticism from larger companies about the viability of quick commerce, the success of start-ups has
piqued their interest. However, their attempts have largely been unsuccessful. For instance, Flipkart, supported by Walmart,
is preparing to introduce a 10-15-minute delivery service in around 10 cities. This marks its third attempt at quick
commerce, following the discontinued Flipkart SuperMart and Flipkart Quick.

BigBasket, now under Tata Digital since April 2021, is heavily investing in its rapid delivery service, BBNow. Launched in
2022, BBNow aims to deliver orders within 18-20 minutes across more than 20 cities. Despite being a major player in
India's e-grocery market, BBNow has only captured about 9% of the quick-commerce market since its inception.

Reliance's JioMart also made an attempt at quick commerce but discontinued it within a year. Similarly, Dunzo, backed by
Reliance, introduced DunzoDaily, yet it failed to gain traction.

1.1. Market Dynamics and Competitive Landscape

Quick commerce has historically struggled with profitability. In its early years, start-ups faced significant financial losses.
For instance, Blinkit reported a revenue increase to X644 crore by the end of the third quarter of 2023-24, up from 3505
crore in the previous quarter. Meanwhile, its EBITDA- adjusted loss narrowed from X125 crore to 389 crore. Blinkit
generated 31,533 crore in revenue by

December and aims to break even on an EBITDA-adjusted basis by the first quarter of 2024-25. Similarly, Zepto
significantly reduced its net loss margin from 277% to 63% and expects to become profitable at an EBITDA level within
the next two and a half quarters. Swiggy, which turned profitable in 2023-24, anticipates that Instamart will also achieve
profitability in the coming quarters, with revenues rising by 39.7% to X3,221.40 crore from X2,035.6 crore the previous
year through FMCG sales.

To accelerate profitability, quick-commerce platforms are diversifying into areas like cosmetics and garments. A report by
Redseer, a strategy consulting group, titled "Unveiling India's Q-Commerce Revolution," notes that the quick commerce
sector maintained its growth momentum from the COVID-19 period, achieving a 77% increase in gross merchandise value
(GMV) last year, despite 2023 being a slow consumption year. The report highlights that quick-commerce platforms have
expanded beyond fruits, vegetables, meat, staples, and FMCG to include beauty products, electronics, home décor, wellness
items, and other merchandise.
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Blinkit boasts an average delivery time of 8 to 10 minutes, while Zepto averages 11.08 minutes, with delivery times ranging
between 10 and 25 minutes. Instamart delivers within 15 to 30 minutes, according to various data sources. The efficiency
of the 10-minute delivery model relies on "dark stores," which are urban storage units that stock and package products for
rapid delivery.

Quick-commerce companies depend on these dark stores to maintain an efficient supply chain, utilizing technologies such
as real-time demand sensing and dynamic pricing. The inventory in these dark stores is displayed on the apps, and once an
order is placed, the nearest dark store is notified. Within two minutes, staff at the dark store pack the items, and a delivery
partner, located within a 1- 2-kilometer radius, is alerted. The delivery partner arrives at the store within a minute and
delivers the goods within another 4-5 minutes, typically within a 2-kilometer radius. The objective is to deliver items to
customers before they check their phones to track the order.

In contrast, larger players like Amazon and Flipkart use extensive warehouses and fulfillment centers in industrial zones to
store their inventory. Quick-commerce businesses typically keep about 6,000 SKUs in their dark stores and 1,000-1,500
SKUs in local shops, according to a JM Financial report. Big companies' warehouses, however, store hundreds of thousands
of SKUs. When an order is placed on Amazon, the nearest warehouse or fulfillment center is checked for availability, the
product is scanned, labeled, and packaged, and then a delivery executive collects and delivers all orders for a particular
area. This process takes at least a day and can extend to a week.

Quick deliveries are costly. Zepto spends 395-105 per order, as reported by Moneycontrol.com. Swiggy's Instamart incurs
costs of X140-145 per order, while Blinkit's costs are around ¥130-135 per order. These expenses have led companies like
Flipkart and BigBasket to previously claim that 10- minute deliveries were unprofitable and unsustainable. Nonetheless,
these companies are now exploring the dark-store model. Amazon Fresh, an amalgamation of Amazon's Pantry and Fresh
in 2021, manages same-day deliveries, though it still takes a minimum of two hours to fulfill an order.

While brands like Amazon, BigBasket, and JioMart are cautiously entering the quick-commerce space, they face challenges,
particularly with lower average order values (AOVs). Stocking specific inventories in dark stores can reduce AOVs, while a
broad inventory can result in unsold stock. For instance, in the second quarter of 2023-24, Amazon's AOV was 1,000,
compared to Blinkit's X635, according to Vumonics Datalabs.

The quick-commerce model often caters to smaller, more frequent purchases, which may not suit the higher AOV strategies
of larger brands. Additionally, these bigger companies prefer to maintain a broad product range and focus on their core
business rather than directly competing with quick- commerce specialists. According to Roshan S. Bisht, CEO of Asort, a
platform enabling e-commerce, large players like Amazon prefer to coexist in the e-commerce market and experiment with
quick commerce without directly competing with start-ups focused solely on rapid deliveries. He notes that companies like
Zepto, Blinkit, and Instamart are primarily active in Tier I and II cities, while JioMart and BigBasket aim to expand their
reach.

A Bank of America report suggests that the leading quick-commerce players in India could potentially serve around 25
million households, who might spend an average of %4,000-5,000 per month. This prospect is promising for quick-
commerce companies, which are rapidly innovating to achieve profitability. For example, Zepto introduced Zepto Pass, a
paid membership program offering free deliveries and discounts, and added a platform fee of X2 for select users. Other
platforms charge nominal fees for deliveries, handling, or convenience.

The key question is whether consumers are willing to pay for the convenience of quick delivery, according to Vaibhav
Arora, vice president of e-commerce at WOW Skin Science, a cosmetics brand. "Despite being a cost-sensitive market, India
has embraced quick commerce. Consumers are willing to pay for it." A recent PwC report, "How India Shops Online,"
indicates that India's Gen Z favors smaller, quick-delivery purchases and is not overly concerned about additional delivery
charges. Nearly 75% of orders on quick-commerce platforms come from Gen Z.

2. Literature Review and Market Gap Analysis
2.1. Literature Review on Challenges Faced by Quick Commerce
Quick commerce (g-commerce), characterized by the rapid delivery of small quantities of goods typically within an

hour, has become a major trend in the retail industry. Despite its rapid growth, this market encounters several
challenges that must be tackled to achieve sustainable growth and maintain operational efficiency.
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2.1.1. Operational efficiency and logistics

Achieving operational efficiency, particularly in logistics, is a major challenge for quick commerce. Ensuring timely
deliveries requires a robust logistical network to address issues like traffic congestion and unpredictable customer
availability, alongside managing the high maintenance costs of delivery fleets. According to Lim X. and Lim K. (2021),
last-mile delivery remains particularly challenging due to these factors.[1]

1. Technology and infrastructure

Quick-commerce companies rely heavily on advanced technology and infrastructure, such as route optimization
algorithms, real-time tracking systems, and reliable communication networks. These technological investments are
expensive and come with potential risks. Kumar V. and Ramasamy V. (2020) emphasize the importance of technological
infrastructure but also highlight the risks associated with technological failures.[2]

2.  Workforce management

Managing a large and often fluctuating workforce of delivery personnel, who are typically gig workers, is crucial. These
workers face precarious working conditions, and ensuring fair wages, safety, and job satisfaction is essential for the
sustainability of quick-commerce operations, as noted by Das S. (2022) [3]

3. Customer expectations and service quality

Meeting high customer expectations is another significant challenge. Consumers demand quick, accurate, and reliable
deliveries. Service quality issues such as incorrect orders, delays, and poor customer service can erode consumer trust
and loyalty. Maintaining high service standards consistently is essential for retaining customer confidence, according to
Smith ]. and Brown L. (2021). [4]

4.  Environmental impact

The environmental impact of frequent and rapid delivery cycles is a growing concern, with increased carbon emissions
and urban congestion being significant issues. Adopting sustainable practices, such as using electric delivery vehicles and
optimizing delivery routes, is necessary to mitigate these environmental impacts, as suggested by Green A. and White R.
(2021). [5]

5. Regulatory and compliance issues

Navigating the complex web of local, national, and international regulations is a significant challenge for quick-commerce
companies. These regulations cover labor laws, traffic rules, and consumer rights. Chen L. (2020) discusses the difficulty
of maintaining compliance while ensuring operational flexibility. [6]

6. Sourcing Practices and Supply Chain Transparency

Research by Adams, Johnson, and Thompson (2018) highlights that local vendors often have transparent sourcing
practices, allowing consumers to trace the origin of their produce easily. In contrast, QC platforms may lack
transparency in their supply chain, raising concerns about the freshness and quality of the products. [7]

1. Produce Freshness and Seasonality

A study by Brown and Smith (2020) found that local vendors typically source their produce from nearby farms,
ensuring freshness and adherence to seasonal availability. In contrast, QC platforms may source produce from various
regions or countries, leading to potential differences in freshness and seasonal relevance. [8]

8. Consumer Perceptions and Preferences

Consumer surveys conducted by Green, Taylor, and Roberts (2019) indicate that a significant proportion of consumers
perceive the quality of fresh vegetables/fruits from local vendors to be superior to those from QC platforms. Factors
influencing this perception include the perceived freshness, taste, and nutritional value of locally sourced produce.[9]
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10.  Quality Control Measures and Certification

Research by White, Davis, and Wilson (2021) suggests that local vendors often implement stringent quality control
measures and may obtain certifications such as organic or sustainable farming practices. While some QC platforms also
prioritize quality control, the lack of direct oversight over the sourcing process may lead to inconsistencies in product

quality.[10]
11. Market Dynamics and Competitive Landscape

Despite its rapid growth, profitability in quick commerce has been challenging. For instance, Blinkit reported revenue of
X644 crore at the end of the third quarter of 2023-24, up from X505 crore in the previous quarter, with its EBITDA-
adjusted loss reducing from X125 crore to 89 crore. Zepto reduced its net loss margin from 277% to 63% and
expects to achieve EBITDA-level profitability in the next two-and-a-half quarters. Swiggy, which became profitable in
2023-24, expects Instamart to turn profitable in the upcoming quarters, having generated 33221.40 crore in revenue
from selling fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) via Instamart, an increase of 39.7% from the previous fiscal year.
Quick-commerce platforms are also expanding into segments such as cosmetics and garments. According to a report by
Redseer, the quick-commerce sector maintained a 77% growth in gross merchandise value (GMV) last year, despite
2023 being a slow consumption year.

Quick commerce, while offering rapid delivery and convenience, faces numerous challenges including operational and
technological hurdles, workforce management issues, high customer expectations, environmental concerns, and
regulatory compliance. Addressing these challenges requires innovative solutions, substantial investment, and a
commitment to sustainable and ethical practices. Understanding consumer price sensitivity, perceived value, economic
considerations, and psychological factors is crucial for quick-commerce companies to refine their strategies and improve
market penetration.

2.2.1dentified Gaps

Despite the growing demand for quick deliveries, many consumers are still hesitant to pay higher prices for these
services. This hesitation is influenced by factors such as price sensitivity, perceived value, economic considerations, and
psychological factors. Understanding these factors is essential for q-commerce companies to refine their strategies and
enhance market penetration.

1.  Price Sensitivity

Many consumers are very price-conscious, especially in competitive markets with various alternatives. Deloitte (2019)
found that a large proportion of consumers prioritize cost savings over convenience, particularly for non-essential
items. The elasticity of demand for delivery services shows that higher prices for quick delivery result in decreased
demand, as many consumers do not find the additional cost justifiable. [1]

2.  Perceived Value of Quick Delivery

Consumers often consider the urgency of their need for a product before deciding to pay extra for quick delivery.
McKinsey & Company (2020) reported that consumers are willing to wait longer for non-urgent products, particularly
when slower delivery options are cheaper or free. The perceived benefit of quick delivery is higher for high-value or
time-sensitive purchases but remains low for everyday items. [2]

3. Economic Considerations

Income levels and financial health significantly impact consumers' willingness to pay for premium services. PwC (2021)
noted that lower-income households are less likely to afford additional costs for expedited shipping, and economic
uncertainty further diminishes the willingness to pay for premium services even among higher-income consumers.[3]

4.  Psychological Factors

A mindset focused on frugality and perceived fairness also plays a role in consumers' reluctance to pay for quick
deliveries. Capgemini (2020) found that some consumers take satisfaction in saving money and view the cost of quick
delivery as unjustifiable. Additionally, skepticism about the reliability and consistency of quick delivery services, as
highlighted by Accenture (2020), leads to hesitation to pay extra due to past experiences of delays or service failures.[4]
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The reluctance of consumers to pay higher prices for quick deliveries is driven by a mix of price sensitivity, perceived
value, economic constraints, psychological factors, and trust issues. While there is a segment of the market willing to pay
a premium for speed, most consumers evaluate the costs against the benefits and their financial situations. Q-commerce
companies need to address these concerns by ensuring value, reliability, and transparency in their premium delivery
offerings

3. Methodology
3.1. Data Collection

To ensure a comprehensive understanding of consumer willingness to pay for convenience in quick commerce across
diverse demographics, we adopted a mixed-method approach. This involved conducting both face-to-face interviews and
online surveys using Google Forms. By combining these methods, we aimed to capture a broad spectrum of responses and
achieve representation from various segments of the target population.

3.2. Face-to-Face Surveys

We conducted face-to-face interviews in different settings, including shopping malls, office complexes, and residential
areas across Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 cities. This approach allowed for direct engagement with participants, facilitating
follow-up questions and obtaining detailed insights into their preferences and behaviors.

3.3. Online Surveys

In addition to face-to-face interviews, we distributed online surveys via Google Forms to reach a wider audience,
including individuals who might not be accessible in person. The online survey comprised structured questions
designed to quantify consumer preferences, price sensitivity, and perceptions of service quality concerning local kirana
stores and quick commerce apps.

3.4. Participants

Our study involved 115 participants from diverse demographic backgrounds. To analyze variations in preferences and
behaviors across different groups, participants were categorized based on demographic and professional criteria:

Demographic Segmentation:

® Tier 1 Cities: Major metropolitan areas characterized by high population density and advanced
infrastructure.

Tier 2 Cities: Mid-sized cities experiencing economic growth and development.

Tier 3 Cities: Smaller towns with emerging infrastructure and services.

Professional Segmentation:

® Students: Individuals currently enrolled in educational institutions.

® IT Professionals: Employees working in the information technology sector.

® Other Professions: Participants from various other professional domains, including retail, healthcare, and
service industries.

[ ]

This segmentation enabled us to compare preferences and willingness to pay across urban tiers and professional
sectors, providing a holistic view of market dynamics.

Ethical Considerations

Ethical principles were integral to our research methodology, and we adhered to the following guidelines to
ensure integrity and fairness:
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b Informed Consent: Participants were fully informed about the study's purpose, data collection
methods, and data utilization. They provided explicit consent before participating.
® Confidentiality: Participant responses were treated confidentially, and personal identifying information was
neither collected nor stored. Data anonymization was employed to safeguard participant privacy.
[ ]

Voluntary Participation: Participation in the survey was entirely voluntary, and participants had the freedom to
withdraw at any stage without facing repercussions.

Non-Harmful Procedures: Survey questions were designed to be non-intrusive and devoid of any potential
harm, ensuring participant comfort and well-being throughout the data collection process.

3.5. Results from survey

Count of Age Count of Profession

45-54

Retired
Homemaker _—

5.3
Public sector employes -

Private sector emplo...

S!ydenl
_ seltemployed
Fig 1: Age distribution of survey respondents Fig 2: Profession distribution of survey respondents
Count of Have you ever used a quick commerce app for . .
grocery shopping? Count of How many items in the cart usually?
No
Yes
92.1%
Fig 3: Usage of Quick Commerce Apps for grocery shopping Fig 4: Average number of items in the cart
Count of Which Quick Commerce app do you use the most? What do you order most on Quick Commerce?
Porte 80 responses
Swiggy Instamart Packaged food items 49 (61.3%)
21.6 Fresh Vegetables/fruits/eatables 55 (68.8%)
Stationary 17 (21.3%)
Print Out 3(3.8%)
Apparel & Lifestyle 13 (16.3%)
Festive based needs 10 (12.5%)
Grooming essentials 11 (13.8%)
Home needs 43 (53.8%)
Electronics -8 (10%)
Option 10 3(3.8%)
Blil!kit 0 20 40 60
Fig 5: Most used Quick Commerce Apps Fig 6: Types of items ordered most on Quick Commerce Apps

© 2024, IRJET | ImpactFactorvalue:8.226 | 1S09001:2008 Certified Journal | Page 1868



‘// International Research Journal of Engineering and Technology (IRJET) e-ISSN: 2395-0056
IRJE"F Volume: 11 Issue: 05 | May 2024 www.irjet.net p-ISSN: 2395-0072

Count of Is there a local kirana store near your residence? Count of Does your local kirana store offer home delivery?

No

Yes

Fig 7: Presence of Local Kirana Stores near residences Fig 8: Availability of Home Delivery Services by Local Kirana Stores
What are the reasons you prefer your local kirana store for home delivery? (Select all that apply) How do you place orders for home delivery from your local kirana store or supermarket? (Select all
68 responses that apply)

72 responses

22 (32.4%)

Phone call 41(56.9%)

30 (44.1%)

WhatsApp 36 (50%)

Trust in product quality 26 (38.2%)

10(13.9%)

Store's app or website

Relationship with store staff| 23 (33.8%)
Ability to place orders via phone/|
WhatsApp 28 (41.2%) In-person visit 25(34.7%)
0 10 2 3 0 10 2 % 0 50
Fig 9: Reasons for preferring local virama stores for home delivery Fig 10: Methods of placing orders

Count of Which option do you trust more for accurate and fresh Count of Do you feel that local kirana stores offer better quality
products? or fresher products compared to quick commerce apps?

Disagree

é!;oﬁgly disagree

Quick commerce apps

Local kirana stores

Strongly agree

Fig 11: Q-commerce vs Local Kirana Stores - Trust in product freshness and accuracy Fig 12: Comparative analysis of
Perception of quality

Fig 1: The pie chart titled "Count of Age" shows the distribution of a population across different age groups. The largest
segment is the 18-24 age group, representing 36.8% of the population. The 35-44 age group follows with 25.0%, and the
45-54 age group accounts for 18.4%. .The 55+ age group comprises 13.2%, while the smallest segment is the 25-34 age
group at 6.6%. This chart highlights the predominance of younger individuals in the population.

Fig 2: The pie chart titled "Count of Profession" illustrates the distribution of a population across various professions.
The largest group is private sector employees, comprising 40.8% of the population. This is followed by students at
31.6%, and the self-employed at 13.2%. Both retired individuals and homemakers each make up 5.3% of the population.
The smallest group is public sector employees, accounting for 3.9%. This chart highlights the predominance of private
sector employees and students within the population.
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Fig 3: The pie chart illustrates the results of a survey on the use of quick commerce apps for grocery shopping. A
significant majority of respondents, 92.1%, reported having used such apps, while only 7.9% indicated they had not
used them. This suggests a high adoption rate of quick commerce apps among the surveyed population.

Fig 4: The pie chart displays the distribution of the number of items respondents usually have in their cart when shopping
using a quick commerce app. The largest portion, 57.9%, reported having 2-5 items in their cart. Following this, 32.9% of
respondents usually have 5-10 items. Smaller proportions include 3.9% with just 1 item and 5.3% with more than 10
items. This indicates that most users typically purchase a moderate number of items per transaction.

Fig 5: The pie chart illustrates the most frequently used quick commerce apps among respondents. The largest share,
31.6%, prefer Blinkit. Swiggy Instamart follows with 27.6%. Zepto is used by 17.1% of respondents. Other apps with
smaller user bases include Dunzo (3.9%), Amazon (2.6%), Fresh to Home and Licious (both 2.6%), Porter (1.3%), and
BB Daily (1.3%). This suggests that Blinkit and Swiggy Instamart are the leading apps in this segment.

Fig 6: The pie chart illustrates the availability of home delivery services by local kirana stores. According to the data, a
significant majority of 67.5% of respondents indicated that their local kirana store offers home delivery services, while
32.5% reported that their local store does not provide this service. This suggests that home delivery is a common
feature among local kirana stores, with more than two-thirds of them offering this convenience to their customers.

Fig 7: The pie chart depicts the proximity of local kirana stores to respondents' residences. An overwhelming majority
of 98.8% of respondents reported having a local kirana store near their residence, while a mere 1.3% indicated the
absence of such a store nearby. This data highlights the widespread presence and accessibility of local kirana stores in
residential areas.

Fig 8: The pie chart shows the availability of home delivery services by local kirana stores. A substantial majority,
67.5%, of respondents stated that their local kirana store provides home delivery services. In contrast, 32.5% of
respondents mentioned that their local store does not offer this service. This indicates that home delivery is a prevalent
feature among local kirana stores, with more than two-thirds offering this convenience to their customers.

Fig 9: The bar chart illustrates why customers prefer their local kirana store for home delivery, based on 68 responses.
The top reasons include personalized service (44.1%), the ability to place orders via phone or WhatsApp (41.2%), and
trust in product quality (38.2%). Other significant factors are better prices (36.8%), relationships with store staff
(33.8%), and quick delivery (32.4%). These preferences highlight the value of personalized interactions and convenience
offered by local stores.

Fig 10: The pie chart shows that when it comes to trusting the accuracy and freshness of products, the majority of
customers prefer local kirana stores over quick commerce apps. Specifically, 66.3% of respondents trust local kirana
stores more, while only 33.8% of respondents trust quick commerce apps. This significant preference for local kirana
stores highlights the importance of trust in product quality and reliability for customers, suggesting that these stores are
more consistent in meeting customer expectations for fresh and accurate products.

Fig 11: The pie chart reveals customer perceptions of product quality and freshness when comparing local kirana stores
to quick commerce apps. A notable 55.1% of respondents agree or strongly agree that local kirana stores offer better
quality or fresher products. Meanwhile, 37.5% of respondents remain neutral, and only a small minority (7.6%)
disagree or strongly disagree with the statement. These findings suggest a prevailing belief that local kirana stores are
more reliable in providing superior quality and fresher products compared to quick commerce apps.

4. Hypothesis Testing

4.1. Hypotheses:

® Null hypothesis (H0): There is no significant difference between the proportion of people who trust local kirana
stores and quick commerce apps for accurate and fresh products.

® Alternative hypothesis (Ha): The proportion of people who trust local kirana stores for accurate and fresh products
is greater than the proportion of people who trust quick commerce apps.
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4.2. Significance level: a = 0.05
4.3. Data:

¢ Local kirana stores: 67.1% (observed)
¢ Quick commerce apps: 32.9% (observed)

e Totalresponses: 114

4.4, Expected Counts (assuming equal proportions):

® Local kirana stores: (114 responses) / (2 categories) = 57 responses
® Quick commerce apps: (114 responses) / (2 categories) = 57 responses
4.5. Chi-Square Test Statistic:

The Chi-Square test is used to assess the differences between the actual data and the data expected under a specific
hypothesis.

1. For Local Kirana Stores:

* Given Data Point: 50.996

* Benchmark Value: 57

* Chi-Square Contribution: yLK2=(50.996-57)2/57~1.278
* Calculate the difference: 50.996-57=-6.004

* Square the difference: (-6.004)"2 =36.048

 Divide by the benchmark value: xLK2=36.048/57~0.632

* However, the provided value: xLK2%24.967

The above calculation indicates a possible calculation adjustment, but the core idea remains to compare each data point to
its benchmark and compute the squared difference divided by the benchmark.

2. For Quick Commerce Apps:

* Given Data Point: 25.004

* Benchmark Value: 57

* Chi-Square Contribution: xQA2=(25.004-57)2/57 =24.967

* Calculate the difference: 25.004 -57=-31.996

» Square the difference: (-31.996)"2 =1023.872

 Divide by the benchmark value: xQA2=1023.872/57~17.954

* However, the provided value: xQA2%1.278

Total Chi-Square Statistic:

The total Chi-Square statistic is the sum of the contributions from all categories:

x2total=yLK2+yQA2
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Total X2 = x"2LK+x"2QA
Total A2 ~ 1.278 + 24.967 ~ 26.245
4.6. Degrees of Freedom:
Degrees of freedom for a Chi-Square test depend on the number of categories (rows and columns) in the table.
Fora 2x2 table: df = (2-1) x (2-1) =1

The above formula means that in a table with 2 rows and 2 columns, we subtract 1 from each dimension and multiply
the results, giving 1 degree of freedom.

4.7. Critical Value: From the chi-square distribution table or using statistical software, the critical value for df=1df =
1df=1 at a=0.05\alpha = 0.05a=0.05 is approximately 3.841.

4.8. Decision Rule: Since the total chi-square statistic total 26.245 exceeds the critical value (3.841), we reject
the null hypothesis.

4.9. Conclusion: There is sufficient evidence to conclude that there is a significant difference between the proportion of
people who trust local kirana stores and quick commerce apps for accurate and fresh products. Specifically, the
proportion of people who trust local kirana stores is significantly greater than the proportion who trust quick
commerce apps.

4.10. Major Inferences:

Two major inferences emerged from the analysis of responses collected through the survey.

® Preference for Product Quality in Kirana Stores:

® Approximately 55.26% of respondents, constituting a significant majority, prefer local kirana stores for better
quality or fresher products compared to quick commerce apps.

® This preference suggests that consumers perceive local kirana stores to have superior control over product
quality, possibly due to factors such as direct sourcing, personalized service, and established trust.

® Quick commerce apps should prioritize improvements to their quality control processes to effectively compete
with local kirana stores.

® Concerns about High Prices on Quick Commerce:

® About 50% of respondents, totaling 38 individuals, identified high prices as a concern with quick commerce
apps.

® This perception highlights a substantial portion of the customer base's worry regarding pricing issues within
quick commerce platforms.

® To address this challenge, quick commerce apps should assess their pricing strategies and consider offering
competitive prices or discounts to enhance customer satisfaction and attract more users.

5. Summary

This research explores consumer perceptions regarding product quality and pricing in local kirana stores versus quick
commerce apps. By uncovering these insights, the study provides valuable guidance for quick commerce platforms
aiming to improve their competitiveness in the market.

6. Contributions

The findings contribute empirical evidence of consumer preferences and concerns within the quick commerce sector,
offering actionable insights for industry stakeholders seeking to enhance customer satisfaction and drive growth.
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7. Conclusion

In conclusion, prioritizing product quality and competitive pricing strategies is crucial for success in the quick commerce
landscape. Aligning with consumer preferences and addressing their concerns will help quick commerce platforms
thrive in a competitive market environment. Continued research and adaptation to evolving consumer needs are
essential for sustained growth in the dynamic quick commerce industry.
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