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ABSTRACT

The rapid growth of the diagnostic industry has transformed healthcare services into a patient-
centric retail model. This study explores the marketing approaches adopted by chain and standalone 
diagnostic laboratories, highlighting their competitive strategies within the framework of the 7Ps 
marketing mix. This study used a descriptive, analytical, and cross-sectional design. A total of 
270 decision makers from the sales and marketing departments were invited to respond to 38 
questionnaires encompassing seven constructs. Responses were received from 150 chain diagnostic 
laboratories and 50 standalone diagnostic laboratory managers. The Mann‒Whitney U test was 
employed as a statistical method to examine and compare marketing mix elements between these 
two types of laboratories. There was a significant difference in the marketing practices of chain 
and standalone diagnostic laboratories. A highly significant difference was found in the promotion 
and place elements, followed by physical evidence, processes, and products. From the perspective 
of price and people, both labs offer a competitive advantage. There was a significant difference 
between the marketing practices of chain and standalone diagnostic laboratories. Place and 
promotion are the elements with the greatest difference, and standalone labs use better pricing 
strategies to achieve a competitive advantage.
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1. Introduction
In recent years, the healthcare market has become 
more patient-centric than just disease-specific care. 
This has led to changes in marketing strategies 
and healthcare organizations that directly target 
consumers (Sunder & Thirumalai, 2023; Zhu et al., 
2022). Healthcare marketing generally consists of 
two types of activities: business to business-targeting 
clinicians and business to consumer-targeting 
consumers directly (Yoon & Kim, 2022). Consumers 
actively choose healthcare service providers on the 
basis of insurance coverage, distance travelled, and 
depth and width of professional services provided 
(Rao et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2022). Direct consumer 
marketing significantly impacts consumer decision-
making and fosters market competition. Patient 
choice in selecting healthcare service providers is 
increasingly recognized as an important aspect of 
patient-centered care and empowerment (Anshari, 
2019). A similar trend is visible in the diagnostic 
industry, which embraces change to become a value-
based patient-centric healthcare producer.

The Indian diagnostic industry is growing at a 14% 
CAGR and will be worth $28 B by 2028. Although it 
accounts for 5% of total healthcare expenditures, 
it influences the remaining 95% of expenditures in 
hospitals (NATHEALTH, 2016). There is a pluralistic 
nature of healthcare in India, and both private and 
public healthcare providers compete for patients 
(Rao et al., 2024). Government hospitals provide free 
or relatively economical treatment for patients. In 
contrast, in the private setup, payment is performed 
out-of-pocket or through insurance. There are 
over 1,00,000 laboratories in India, and they are 
categorized primarily as chain, standalone, or 
hospital-based medical laboratories (Tandon & Praxis 
Global Alliance, 2024). Large numbers of players and 
buyers, low entry barriers, and free and fair market 
competition exist. Hospital laboratories have captive 
customers and provide services to inpatient and 
outpatient departments (Agarwal & Singh, 2016). 
Chain and standalone labs operate the brick-and-
mortar model that patients visit to obtain samples. 
Online laboratories such as Healthians provide home 
collection services (Moorman et al., 2024). Clinical 
laboratories offer medical tests to screen for vitamin 
levels, food allergies, and colon cancer. Specialized 

laboratories and MedTech startups provide genetic 
tests to individuals. Consumers can access the 
services of these labs either inside the conventional 
healthcare system, wherein the tests are prescribed 
by the clinician, or through their own decision to 
undergo a health checkup. Like other retail sectors, 
clinical laboratories are divided into organized 
national or regional chain labs and unorganized 
standalone labs. In this segregation chain, labs 
account for 17%, and standalone labs account for 
48% of the total diagnostic market in India (Tandon 
& Praxis Global Alliance, 2024). Chain labs have 
economies of scale, deeper penetration, and more 
technological advantages. In contrast, standalone 
labs enjoy customer loyalty in the local market and 
provide personalized care. The competition between 
chain diagnostic labs and standalone labs is similar 
to the dynamics observed in retail sectors. Both labs 
compete with each other in the healthcare market 
with their own set of advantages and challenges. 
The competition between the two types of labs is 
multifaceted, with chain players having advantages in 
terms of economies of scale and brand recognition. 
On the other hand, local players leverage their 
understanding of local market conditions and 
consumer preferences. Product quality, pricing 
strategies and local market conditions can define the 
success of both types of players (Gabrielsen et al., 
2023).

The increasing private investment and entry of more 
organized players may adversely affect the prospects 
of the informal segment of a standalone lab. There 
is a need to evaluate the market practices of chain 
and standalone diagnostic laboratories and suggest 
pertinent changes required to be competitive in the 
market to standalone labs.

2.1. Objective of the study:
1. To detect differences in marketing strategies, if 

any, in chain and standalone diagnostic labs.

2. To suggest optimum marketing strategies for 
standalone labs to withstand competition

3. Relative importance of marketing mix elements 
in both types of labs
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3. Literature review
3.1.	 Marketing	mix	in	clinical	laboratories
In any other service industry, customer satisfaction remains a critical factor for profitability and competitive 
advantage (Liu & Atuahene-Gima, 2018). It is well-established that marketing mix strategies positively impact 
customer satisfaction (Bora, 2024). The concept of the marketing mix in healthcare can be traced back to 
the 1960s when E. Jerome McCarthy first introduced the 4Ps (product, price, place, and promotion) in his 
book “Basic Marketing: A Managerial Approach” (Prasad & Purohit, 2023). Since then, the marketing mix 
has been widely applied and adapted to the healthcare industry. Many studies exist on the impact of the 
marketing mix on patients in hospital segments, but similar data are scarce in the diagnostic industry (Ahmad 
et al., 2013a). In addition, an attempt has yet to be made to identify differences in the marketing strategies 
of chain and standalone diagnostic laboratories in India. As shown in Figure 1, marketing mix strategies for 
clinical laboratories can be specifically tailored to reflect unique aspects of diagnostic services. The product 
element includes the variety and quality of the diagnostic tests. Price optimization has become crucial 
because diagnostic laboratories are often viewed as “cash cows” within healthcare organizations (Sahdev & 
Sen Gupta, 2023). The place element relates to the accessibility of laboratory services, whereas promotion 
involves educating both healthcare providers and patients about the available tests and their relevance. The 
people element highlights the importance of laboratory staff and technicians in delivering these services, 
while the process covers the entire patient journey from sample collection to reporting of results. Finally, 
physical evidence pertains to the laboratory environment and equipment used to deliver the service (Fadhilah 
& Katmini, 2023; Oktavia et al., 2016; Sahdev & Sen Gupta, 2023).

Figure 1 

Marketing mix of diagnostic labs

3.2.	 Literature	Review	on	Organized	Players	vs	Standalone	Retail	Shops
Informal providers represent a significant portion of healthcare delivery systems in low- and middle-income 
countries (LMCs). Standalone retail players have advantages in personalizing products or services according to 
customer demand. These players can reduce the price of services by efficiently using space and lowering other 
operating costs. Chain-organized players provide comprehensive menus and have structured new product 
initiatives. For healthcare retailers, product- and brand management-related instruments tend to have the 
strongest effects on outcomes such as store satisfaction and patronage intention. Price, communication, 
service and incentive management also impact select outcomes, whereas distribution management is of 
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secondary importance (Blut et al., 2018). In recent 
years, web-based purchases of medical services 
have increased significantly, leading to an increase 
in digital marketing expenditures by healthcare 
providers and healthcare producers (Moorman et 
al., 2024; Ren & Ma, 2022). Chain diagnostic labs are 
using technology effectively, and few labs in countries 
offer only online services, including the purchase and 
delivery of pathology services (Sahdev & Sen Gupta, 
2023). A substantial body of literature compares the 
marketing strategies of organized and standalone 
retail outlets across various industries. However, a 
notable gap remains in academic research focused 
specifically on similar comparative analyses within 
the clinical diagnostic industry.

4. Materials and Methods
This study employed a descriptive, analytical, cross-
sectional research design, which is appropriate for 
assessing the differences in marketing strategies 
between two distinct types of laboratories and 
examining the relationship between the marketing 
mix and patient satisfaction. The study population 
included sales, marketing, and centre managers 
of chain and standalone diagnostic laboratories. 
These people are decision-makers and decide on the 
appropriate marketing mix for sustainable growth 
in the organization. We used purposive sampling 
to select responders. The research instrument was 
developed based on previous research on similar 
topics (Abdillah, 2017; Abedi et al., 2019; Abedi & 
Abedini, 2017; Ahmad et al., 2013b; Akroush, 2011; 
Bahadori et al., 2016; Mayiya & Haabazoka, 2023). 
Owing to the limited literature on the marketing mix of 
laboratories, the questionnaires were adapted from 
studies on the marketing mix of hospitals and other 
related service industries. Feedback on the validity of 
the questionnaire was obtained from academics and 
industry experts. Feedback was incorporated, and a 
pilot study was conducted to confirm the validity of 
the research instrument.

The survey instruments, which were delivered 
online to the respondents via the Zoho survey form, 
included demographic inquiries and 38 questions 
using a five-point Likert scale. The participants 
could select responses ranging from complete 
disagreement to complete agreement for each 

Likert scale item. For quantitative data analysis, 
SPSS version 20, a statistical software package, 
was used. Basic descriptive statistics, including 
percentages, means, and standard deviations (SDs), 
were calculated to address the study’s objectives. In 
this study, we selected the top six chain diagnostic 
labs on the basis of their market capitalization on the 
national stock exchange. We selected 15 standalone 
diagnostic labs from Delhi and Mumbai, which 
have been in operation for the last 25 years. In this 
research, only the opinions of decision-makers in 
the marketing field were important; therefore, the 
sample size was limited. However, as the senior 
managers involved in this research participated in 
determining the marketing strategy and marketing 
activities of the companies, most of their answers 
had to be obtained as top-secret information and 
only used in the academic environment. The validity 
of the questionnaire was established via Cronbach’s 
alpha test, and the value achieved was .95. Statistical 
analysis was performed via the Mann‒Whitney 
U test because the sample sizes of the two groups 
were small and unequal. The Mann‒Whitney U 
test is a nonparametric alternative to the t test for 
independent samples (Malara & Ziaeian, 2019; 
Milenovic, 2011). This method is frequently used to 
compare data from two groups in healthcare and 
marketing studies (Jannah et al., 2022; Kowalska, 
2020). The study also used cumulative voting 
(CV), also known as the hundred-point method, to 
prioritize the marketing mix elements used by chain 
and standalone diagnostic labs ((Malara & Ziaeian, 
2019).

5. Results
5.1.	 Descriptive	analysis
This section describes the sample characteristics. 
There were 150 respondents from chain diagnostic 
laboratories and 50 from stand-alone laboratories. 
In standalone labs, there are a limited number of 
dedicated marketing managers or product managers, 
and the center managers are in charge of marketing 
activities. All the respondents had more than 10 years 
of experience in the diagnostic industry, and most of 
them were postgraduates in the field of science or 
management (Table 1).
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  Chain Standalone
Sample size  150 50
Work Experience    
 10-15 Years 50 15
 15-20 Years 60 18
 >20 Years 40 17
Qualification    
 Bachelor’s degree 23 16
 Master or PhD 127 34
Position    
 Marketing managers/Product managers 47 8
 Sales managers 59 17
 Centre managers 44 25

Table 1 

Demographic profile of the respondents

The Mann‒Whitney U test shows that there is a significant difference between the marketing mix strategies 
of chain and standalone diagnostic labs. The greatest difference was found in the ‘place’ and ‘promotion’ 
elements of the marketing mix (Table 2).

Constructs Type of Lab N Mean Median SD P value

People
Chain Lab 150 21.21 22.00 3.89

0.000893
Standalone 50 19.92 20.00 2.75

Place
Chain Lab 150 23.29 24.50 2.94

< 0.000001
Standalone 50 18.16 17.00 3.02

Price
Chain Lab 150 20.55 21.00 3.93

0.124221
Standalone 50 20.14 20.50 2.17

Process
Chain Lab 150 25.91 27.00 4.11

0.000115
Standalone 50 24.02 25.00 2.97

Product
Chain Lab 150 22.71 24.00 3.33

0.000017
Standalone 50 21.26 21.50 2.54

Promotion
Chain Lab 150 30.38 31.00 4.79

< 0.000001
Standalone 50 19.66 19.00 5.49

Physical 
evidence

Chain Lab 150 21.91 23.00 3.59
0.000006

Standalone 50 20.10 19.00 2.27

Table 2 

Mann‒Whitney U test results for the 7Ps of the marketing mix

In the product element, standalone labs do not have a strategy for new test development, and their 
menus are also limited. Although laboratory technology and the accuracy of test reports are concerns, the 
difference is not significant. For the price element, both types of labs face issues owing to their high prices, 
but standalone labs have more flexibility in offering discounts and keeping their prices lower than industry 
standards. A significant difference was found in the ‘promotion’ element, where the difference in the mean 
was greatest (Standalone-19.66, chain-30.38). A detailed itemwise comparison is shown in Table 3. For the 
38 items, significant differences were observed for 28 variables; for the 10 variables, the difference was not 
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significant. Surprisingly, the mean values for item numbers P2, P4, P6, P10, P23, P24, P32, and P37 were 
higher in standalone labs. These observations are discussed in detail in this study.

Constructs Items Items Type of Lab N Items Mean Median SD P value

Product

P1
Your lab has a well-established 

strategy for developing new 
tests.

Chain Lab 150
0.95

4.51 5 0.8
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 3.56 4 1.2

P2 Your lab has the latest 
equipment.

Chain Lab 150
-0.13

4.39 5 0.9
0.6

Standalone 50 4.52 5 0.7

P3 Your lab provides a 
comprehensive test menu.

Chain Lab 150
0.69

4.73 5 0.6
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 4.04 4 1

P4 Your laboratory provides 
accurate test results always.

Chain Lab 150
-0.21

4.61 5 0.8
0.17

Standalone 50 4.82 5 0.4

P5 Your laboratory understands the 
patient's needs thoroughly.

Chain Lab 150
0.15

4.47 5 0.9
0.14

Standalone 50 4.32 4.5 1

Price

P6 Price strategy is according to the 
competition.

Chain Lab 150
-0.54

3.88 4 1.2
0.01

Standalone 50 4.42 4 0.6

P7
Pricing your services based on 
what customers are willing to 

pay.

Chain Lab 150
0.32

3.86 4 1.1
0.02

Standalone 50 3.54 4 1

P8
You have different price levels 

according to the market 
segments.

Chain Lab 150
0.57

4.15 4 1
0

Standalone 50 3.58 4 1

P9 Your lab provides the test 
package at discounted rates.

Chain Lab 150
0.12

4.34 5 1
0.03

Standalone 50 4.22 4 0.6

P10

Your laboratory charges to 
conduct the required blood test 

are comparable with industry 
standard.

Chain Lab 150

-0.06

4.32 5 0.9

0.61
Standalone 50 4.38 4 0.6

Place

P11 Lab offers home collection 
services.

Chain Lab 150
0.57

4.83 5 0.6
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 4.26 4 0.7

P12
You have electronic distribution 
channels such as the internet to 

deliver your services.

Chain Lab 150
0.62

4.52 5 0.9
0

Standalone 50 3.9 4 1

P13 Your lab gives location benefits 
to its customers.

Chain Lab 150
0.71

4.49 5 0.8
0

Standalone 50 3.78 4 1.3

P14 Your lab has multiple branches 
to service patients.

Chain Lab 150
1.57

4.67 5 0.8
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 3.1 3 1.1

P15
Your lab has multiple 

distribution channels like B2B, 
B2C, hospital Lab management.

Chain Lab 150
1.65

4.77 5 0.7
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 3.12 3.5 1.4

Promotion
P16

Your lab is using Direct 
marketing methods such as 

telemarketing or direct mail or 
SMS or WhatsApp.

Chain Lab 150
1.02

4.26 5 1
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 3.24 3.5 1.3

P17
Your lab is spending a 

sufficient amount of money on 
promotion.

Chain Lab 150
1.47

4.07 4 1.1
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 2.6 3 1.1

P18 Your front desk staff is trained 
enough to promote tests.

Chain Lab 150
0.46

4.06 4 1.1
0

Standalone 50 3.6 4 1
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P19

Is your laboratory actively 
engaged on social media 

platforms such as Facebook or 
Instagram?

Chain Lab 150

1.75

4.49 5 0.8

< 0.000001
Standalone 50 2.74 3 1.1

P20 Your lab sponsors scientific 
conferences & CMEs.

Chain Lab 150
2.11

4.43 5 0.9
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 2.32 2 1.2

P21

Your laboratory maintains 
an active presence on the 
professional networking 

platform LinkedIn.

Chain Lab 150

2.2

4.58 5 0.7

< 0.000001
Standalone 50 2.38 2 1.3

P22
Your lab maintains and updates 

its website to provide other 
useful information.

Chain Lab 150
1.71

4.49 5 0.8
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 2.78 3 1.2

People

P23 Doctor is always available to 
answer patient queries.

Chain Lab 150
-0.36

4.02 4 1
0.07

Standalone 50 4.38 4 0.5

P24 Your lab has a doctor with 
excellent skills.

Chain Lab 150
-0.12

4.58 5 0.7
0.63

Standalone 50 4.7 5 0.5

P25 Your lab monitors customer 
satisfaction regularly.

Chain Lab 150
0.62

4.4 5 0.8
0

Standalone 50 3.78 4 1.3

P26
Your lab motivates its 

employees through incentives 
etc.

Chain Lab 150
0.59

3.87 4 1.2
0

Standalone 50 3.28 3 1.1

P27 Your lab provides extensive 
training to its employees.

Chain Lab 150
0.57

4.35 5 1
0

Standalone 50 3.78 4 0.9

Process

P28 Opening hours of your lab are 
convenient for the patient.

Chain Lab 150
0.16

4.46 5 0.8
0.37

Standalone 50 4.3 5 1

P29 Patient can track the status of 
their samples.

Chain Lab 150
0.83

4.15 4 1
0

Standalone 50 3.32 3 1.3

P30
The length of waiting time 
for customers in your lab is 

reasonable.

Chain Lab 150
0.33

4.41 5 0.7
0

Standalone 50 4.08 4 0.6

P31
Your lab has the proper 

blueprint of its service delivery 
in place.

Chain Lab 150
0.66

4.44 5 0.8
0

Standalone 50 3.78 4 1

P32
Your lab provides faster TAT 

(turnaround time) compared to 
other labs.

Chain Lab 150
-0.23

3.85 4 1
0.09

Standalone 50 4.08 4 1

P33
Your lab takes proper measures 
to maintain the confidentiality 

and privacy of the patient.

Chain Lab 150
0.14

4.6 5 0.7
0.01

Standalone 50 4.46 4 0.5

Physical 
evidence P34

The accreditation certificates 
& awards are displayed in 

collection facilities.

Chain Lab 150
0.47

4.47 5 0.8
0

Standalone 50 4 4 1.1

P35
The brochures & flyers of 
healthcare packages are 

available in the waiting area.

Chain Lab 150
0.71

4.51 5 0.8
< 0.000001

Standalone 50 3.8 4 0.7

P36 Your front desk staff & 
Phlebotomist are well-dressed.

Chain Lab 150
0.54

4.42 5 0.8
0

Standalone 50 3.88 4 0.9
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P37 Your lab has modern 
infrastructure.

Chain Lab 150
-0.02

4.34 5 0.8
0.64

Standalone 50 4.36 4 0.6

P38 Your lab provides the smart 
report.

Chain Lab 150
0.12

4.18 5 1.2
0.16

Standalone 50 4.06 4 0.9

Table 3 

Mann―Whitney U test ― nonparametric test for comparing marketing mix components
On the basis of the answers to the questionnaires, it was possible to determine the prioritization of marketing 
mix elements by managers of both types of labs. It was observed that chain labs place more emphasis on 
promotion and place components of the marketing mix, and the least importance is given to people and 
price. On the other hand, standalone labs give more importance to the process and people’s elements of the 
marketing mix. The following radar diagram of the mean score shows the difference in prioritization in the 
marketing mix strategies of chain and stand-alone diagnostic labs.

Figure 2 

Radar diagram of the mean score of the marketing mix components

6. Discussion
Clinical laboratories play crucial roles in healthcare and significantly contribute to the diagnosis of diseases, 
decision-making, and adequate treatment of patients worldwide. Winning the marketplace and outperforming 
rivals are two key aspects of the strategy used to create a sustainable competitive advantage (BChabo et al., 
2021). In recent years, especially post-COVID-19, the demand for diagnostic services has increased. This is 
attributed to rising chronic illnesses such as cancer, the expanding middle class in the country, and growing 
health awareness among young working classes in society. However, the penetration of diagnostic services 
in India is lower than that in any other developed nation (Tandon & Praxis Global Alliance, 2024). Like other 
healthcare services, clinical laboratories must implement marketing mix strategies effectively. Chain diagnostic 
labs have the advantage of economies of scale, as they pool samples from different geographic locations and 
have standardized processes (Sahdev & Sen Gupta, 2023). They have more consistent marketing strategies 
across locations, strong brand recognition, and enhanced capabilities for price optimization and promotional 
efforts (Stavros et al., 2020). In contrast, standalone labs enjoy flexibility in customizing their marketing 
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mix as per the need for local market conditions 
and preferences. However, like other local players 
in different businesses, they face challenges, such 
as limited resources and market reach (Chowdhary, 
2024). Moreover, as part of the consolidation of 
diagnostic markets, chain labs are acquiring smaller 
labs to increase their footprint. This study revealed 
that both chain and standalone labs prioritize the 
elements of the marketing mix differently. Chain 
labs focus more on promoting labs through various 
media and targeting both clinicians and consumers. 
Chain labs have better infrastructure to increase 
their reach. However, standalone labs enjoy certain 
advantages, such as the local reputation of doctors, 
faster turnaround times (TATs), the ability to offer 
customized discounts, modern infrastructure, 
and high-quality reports. In addition, the direct 
connection between standalone laboratories and 
clinicians or patients, along with the availability of 
doctors, is an added benefit for these laboratories. 
The turning-around time and responsiveness of 
laboratories are among the crucial service points 
considered by clinicians (Ramessur et al., 2015). 
Chain diagnostic laboratories find it difficult to 
compete with standalone laboratories for these 
items from people and process constructs. This could 
be overcome by building a stronger logistics system 
and creating a window of communication between 
clinicians and laboratory doctors. A prominent 
limitation of a standalone lab is the underutilization 
of the promotion element of the marketing mix. 
This is due to a lack of knowledge and capabilities 
or limited marketing budgets. In general, standalone 
labs are run by doctors and tend to avoid or overlook 
the importance of marketing their services. Research 
indicates that only approximately one-fifth of small 
local businesses have an active presence on platforms 
such as Facebook, and many of these pages remain 
dormant (Jang, 2015). This reflects a broader trend 
of insufficient engagement with social media among 
small businesses. Platforms such as Facebook, 
Instagram, and Google My Business provide local 
businesses with valuable tools to promote their 
brands, improve customer satisfaction, and reduce 
costs (Kalinová & Kovaříková, 2023). Standalone 
labs should spend on digital marketing, hyperlocal 
marketing through Google’s business, and precise 
targeting through social media to give them brand 

visibility and generate solid returns on investment. 
Digital engagement not only is limited to marketing 
but is also used for the transaction of services. The 
rise of digital transactions in healthcare has led to the 
development of websites and mobile applications 
that facilitate various services, such as registration, 
payment, result delivery, and even consultation 
(Christina & Hartini, 2020). Booking a test online and 
delivering a report are likely the two most important 
customer expectations of a clinical laboratory. 
Additionally, the availability of home sample 
collection services has increased the ease with which 
patients can access diagnostic services and drive their 
consumption. Chain diagnostic laboratories leverage 
digital adoption and build a robust digital framework 
for customer interactions. The results obtained from 
the study also indicate no significant difference in the 
quality of reports or the use of advanced technology 
and equipment between chain and standalone labs. 
Chain laboratories benefit from well-defined new 
product development processes and offer a wider 
range of tests, enabled by economies of scale and 
lower costs per test. If standalone labs enter strategic 
partnerships with chain labs to outsource certain 
tests, this challenge can be mitigated. Laboratory 
managers must tailor their products to fit customer 
requirements and provide value for money (Frimpong 
et al., 2023). In conclusion, for chain diagnostic 
laboratories, it is imperative to focus on improving 
the process, particularly by increasing turnaround 
times and ensuring the ability of doctors to address 
queries from customers and consumers swiftly.

7. Conclusion
This study aimed to investigate whether there are 
any significant differences in the marketing practices 
of chain and standalone diagnostic labs. In addition, 
we assessed whether standalone laboratories 
could withstand and compete with growing-chain 
diagnostic laboratories. Only chain and standalone 
labs were chosen for this study, and hospital labs 
were beyond the scope of this study. These findings 
reveal that both types of labs have competitive 
advantages. Stand-alone labs can perform better 
and compete with growing chain labs if they further 
strengthen their processes and people’s advantages 
and prudently use a promotion mix. Price is a segment 
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in which there is little scope for action in both types 
of labs and healthcare facilities.

8. Declaration
•	 Availability of data and materials

 The datasets used and/or analysed during 
the current study are available from the 
corresponding author upon reasonable 
request.

•	 Competing interests

 The authors declare that they have no 
competing interests.

REFERENCES

Abdillah, I. (2017). The Influence of Marketing Mix on 
Customer Loyalty in the Technical Implementation 
Unit of the Regional Health Laboratory of 
Lumajang Regency. https://repository.unej.
ac.id/handle/123456789/86870

Abedi, G., & Abedini, E. (2017). Prioritizing of marketing 
mix elements effects on patients’ tendency 
to the hospital using analytic hierarchy 
process. International Journal of Healthcare 
Management, 10(1), 34–41. https://doi.org/10.
1080/20479700.2016.1231435

Abedi, G., Malekzadeh, R., Moosazadeh, M., Abedini, 
E., & Hasanpoor, E. (2019). Nurses’ Perspectives 
on the Impact of Marketing Mix Elements (7Ps) 
on Patients’ Tendency to Kind of Hospital. 
Ethiopian Journal of Health Sciences, 29(2), 
223–230. https://doi.org/10.4314/ejhs.v29i2.9

Agarwal, A., & Singh, M. R. P. (2016). Service Quality 
and Patient Satisfaction: An Exploratory Study 
of Pathology Laboratories in Jaipur. Hospital 
Topics, 94(2), 23–32. https://doi.org/10.1080/0
0185868.2016.1146544

Ahmad, A. M. K., Al-Qarni, A. A., Alsharqi, O. Z., Qalai, D. 
A., & Kadi, N. (2013a). The Impact of Marketing 
Mix Strategy on Hospitals Performance 
Measured by Patient Satisfaction: An Empirical 
Investigation on Jeddah Private Sector Hospital 
Senior Managers Perspective. International 
Journal of Marketing Studies, 5(6). https://doi.
org/10.5539/ijms.v5n6p210

Ahmad, A. M. K., Al-Qarni, A. A., Alsharqi, O. Z., Qalai, D. 
A., & Kadi, N. (2013b). The Impact of Marketing 
Mix Strategy on Hospitals Performance 
Measured by Patient Satisfaction: An Empirical 

Investigation on Jeddah Private Sector Hospital 
Senior Managers Perspective. International 
Journal of Marketing Studies, 5(6). https://doi.
org/10.5539/ijms.v5n6p210

Akroush, M. N. (2011). The 7Ps Classification of 
the Services Marketing Mix Revisited: An 
Empirical Assessment of their Generalisability, 
Applicability and Effect on Performance-
Evidence from Jordan’s The 7Ps Classification 
of the Services Marketing Mix Revisited: An 
Empirical Assessment of their Generalisability, 
Applicability and Effect on Performance-
Evidence from Jordan’s Services Organisations. 
In Jordan Journal of Business Administration 
(Vol. 7, Issue 1). https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/349771276

Bora, A. (2024). Discriminant analysis of marketing 
mix factors influencing patient satisfaction in 
eye treatment. In Futuristic Trends in Social 
Sciences. (Vol. 3, Book 9, Part 4, Chapter 3, pp. 
78-93). IIP Series. e-ISBN: 978-93-5747-378-1.

Anshari, M. (2019). Redefining Electronic Health 
Records (EHR) and Electronic Medical Records 
(EMR) to Promote Patient Empowerment. 
IJID (International Journal on Informatics 
for Development), 8(1), 35. https://doi.
org/10.14421/IJID.2019.08106

Bahadori, M., Teymourzadeh, E., Ravangard, R., Nasiri, 
A., Raadabadi, M., & Alimohammadzadeh, 
K. (2016). Factors contributing towards 
patient’s choice of a hospital clinic from the 
patients’ and managers’ perspective. Electronic 
Physician, 8(5), 2378–2387. https://doi.
org/10.19082/2378

Blut, M., Teller, C., & Floh, A. (2018). Testing Retail 
Marketing-Mix Effects on Patronage: A Meta-
Analysis. Journal of Retailing, 94(2), 113–135. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JRETAI.2018.03.001

Chabo, B., Makengo Matendo Mabela, R., & Mavoko 
Hypolite, M. (2021). Clinical Laboratory 
Customers’ Loyalty. https://doi.org/10.38207/
jcmphr20210038

Chowdhary, C. L. (2024). Marketing Mix of Rattan 
Business in Nepal. https://doi.org/10.20944/
preprints202406.0623.v1

Christina, C., & Hartini, S. (2020). JKBM (JURNAL KONSEP 
BISNIS DAN MANAJEMEN) The Impact Of 
Service Innovation On Customer Satisfaction In 
Prodia Health. 7(1). https://doi.org/10.31289/
jkbm.v7i1.4434



82 / Ashish Kumar Sahdev and Syed Hameedur Rehman Zaini 

 Journal of Management and Entrepreneurship, 19 (1), 2025: 72-83

Fadhilah, W. K., & Katmini, K. (2023). Analysis of 
Marketing Mix Relationships on Patient 
Satisfaction and Loyalty in the Laboratory Unit 
of X Hospital in 2022. Asian Journal of Health 
and Applied Sciences, 2(1), 20–26. https://doi.
org/10.53402/ajhas.v2i1.180

Frimpong, F. K., Kweku Hope, E., Obeng Acheampong, K., 
Kwame, J. A. J., & Puttick, C. P. (2023). Evaluating 
The Impact Of Marketing Communication 
Mix On Customer Satisfaction: The Mediating 
Role Of Service Quality Delivery. International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Knowledge, 11(2), 
67–88. https://doi.org/10.37335/ijek.v11i2.202

Gabrielsen, T. S., Johansen, B. O., & Straume, O. R. 
(2023). National pricing with local quality 
competition. Journal of Economics and 
Management Strategy, 32(1), 48–74. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jems.12494

Jang, C. Y. (2015). The (Lack of) use of facebook by small 
businesses. ACM International Conference 
Proceeding Series, 2015-July. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2789187.2789197

Jannah, A., Irwandy, I., Pasinringi, S. A., Maidin, 
M. A., Noor, N. B., & Nasruddin, N. (2022). 
Comparison of Ananda Mother and Child 
Hospital (RSIA) and St. Khadijah 1 Mother and 
Child Hospital in Terms of Marketing Strategy, 
Patient Culture, and Maternity Care Interest 
(RSIA) Muhammadiyah Makassar. Journal of 
Community Health Provision, 2(3), 197–205. 
https://doi.org/10.55885/jchp.v2i3.163

Prasad, K. T. S., & Purohit, Dr. H. (2023). The Impact of the 
Marketing Mix on the Healthcare for Boosting 
Sales. International Journal of Advanced 
Research in Science, Communication and 
Technology, 52–55. https://doi.org/10.48175/
ijarsct-9471

Kalinová, E., & Kovaříková, H. (2023). Using social 
networks in business. SHS Web of Conferences, 
160, 01013. https://doi.org/10.1051/
shsconf/202316001013

Kowalska, M. (2020). SME managers’ perceptions 
of sustainable marketing mix in different 
socioeconomic conditions—a comparative 
analysis of Sri Lanka and Poland.  Sustainability 
(Switzerland), 12(24), 1–23. https://doi.
org/10.3390/su122410659

Liu, W., & Atuahene-Gima, K. (2018). Enhancing product 
innovation performance in a dysfunctional 
competitive environment: The roles of 

competitive strategies and market-based 
assets. Industrial Marketing Management, 
73, 7–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2018.01.006

Malara, Z., & Ziaeian, Y. (2019). Model marketingu w 
globalnych przedsiębiorstwach : projektowanie 
i zarządzanie. Przegląd Organizacji, 23–30. 
https://doi.org/10.33141/po.2019.06.03

Mayiya, B., & Haabazoka, L. (2023). Effectiveness of 
the Marketing Strategies Used By the Medical 
Scheme Service Providers in Zambia. A Case 
of Medlink Services Limited. The International 
Journal of Business Management and 
Technology, 7. www.theijbmt.com 

Milenovic, Z. M. (2011). Application Of Mann-Whitney 
U Test In Research Of Professional Training Of 
Primary School Teachers.  Metodički obzori. 
11(6). 73-79.

Moorman, C., van Heerde, H. J., Moreau, C. P., & Palmatier, 
R. W. (2024). Marketing in the Health Care 
Sector: Disrupted Exchanges and New Research 
Directions. Journal of Marketing, 88(1), 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222429231213154/
ASSET/IMAGES/LARGE/10.1177_002224292 
31213154-FIG1.JPEG 

Nathealth. (2016). Expanding the Reach of Diagnostics: 
The Digital Advantage. FICCI. 

Oktavia, S., Sudirman Sudirman, & Kadri, A. (2016). 
The Relation of Marketing Mix with Customers 
Loyalty In Laboratory Clinical of Prodia 
Palu. 6(1). Fakultas Kesehatan Masyarakat, 
Universitas Muhammadiyah Palu. https://doi.
org/10.56338/pjkm.v6i1.6 

Ramessur, V., Hurreeram, D. K., & Maistry, K. (2015). 
Service quality framework for clinical 
laboratories. International Journal of Health 
Care Quality Assurance, 28(4), 367–381. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJHCQA-07-2014-0077 

Rao, K. D., Mehta, A., Noonan, C., Peters, M. A., & Perry, 
H. (2024). Voting with their feet: Primary care 
provider choice and its implications for public 
sector primary care services in India. Social 
Science & Medicine, 340, 116414. https://doi.
org/10.1016/J.SOCSCIMED.2023.116414 

Ren, D., & Ma, B. (2022). Combined effects of cues 
influencing patients’ purchasing behavior in 
online health-care communities: qualitative 
comparative analysis based on cue utilization 
theory. BMC Medical Informatics and Decision 



Retail Marketing Dynamics in Healthcare Diagnostics: A Comparative Study of Chain and Standalone Clinical Laboratories  / 83 

 Journal of Management and Entrepreneurship, 19 (1), 2025: 72-83

Making, 22(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1186/
S12911-022-02023-0/FIGURES/3 

Sahdev, Dr. A., & Sen Gupta, Dr. S. (2023). Perspective of 
Marketing Mix Elements in Health Care Services 
– A Review. International Journal of Life Science 
and Pharma Research, L14–L20. https://doi.
org/10.22376/ijlpr.2023.13.5.l14-l20 

Stavros, K., Melfou, K., & Papaevangelou, O. (2020). 
Global Marketing Strategic Approaches on Multi 
National Companies Product Development. 
International Journal of Scientific Research and 
Management, 8(12), 2084–2090. https://doi.
org/10.18535/ijsrm/v8i12.em08 

Sunder, S., & Thirumalai, S. (2023). Hospital Portfolio 
Strategy and Patient Choice. Journal of 
Marketing, 88(1), 53–76. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00222429231204247

Tandon, A., & Praxis Global Alliance. (2024). Defining 
the future of diagnostics. Praxis Global Alliance. 
https://www.praxisga.com/PraxisgaImages/
ReportImg/defining-the-future-of-diagnostics-
Report-3.pdf 

Yoon, T. J., & Kim, T. T. (2022). The Role of Advertising in 
High-Tech Medical Procedures: Evidence from 
Robotic Surgeries. SSRN Electronic Journal. 
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.4098217

Zhu, M., Chakravarti, D., & Ni, J. (2022). Emerging 
Marketing Research on Healthcare and Medical 
Decision Making: Toward a Consumer-Centric 
and Pluralistic Methodological Perspective. 
Journal of the Association for Consumer 
Research, 7(2), 133–140. https://doi.
org/10.1086/719268/ASSET/IMAGES/LARGE/
FG1.JPEG 


