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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates the customer value of sbangmnong college students. The objective of thjgepés to
measure the customer value of shampoo through bematical model. Customer value is one of the mimeool
through companies acquire new customers and resagting customers. This study takes into accoigtitedimensions
under customer value. Five dimensions under bengf@rceived and three dimensions under sacrifie¥sejved.

Customer value is found out by the difference betwieenefits perceived and sacrifices perceived.
KEYWORDS: Benefits Perceived, Sacrifices Perceived, Matherablilodel

INTRODUCTION

The most valuable asset of any firm are their qusts. It costs more to acquire and retain custanégsia and
referrals play a significant role in acquiring aretaining customers. When customers are acquirstbcer equity
increases. This will enhance future cash flow gateer through his / her relationship with firm. Gumers may generate
direct network effect. Marketing cost will increatf® product price. Awareness is important for st@umer to know the

availability of a product. So when buying habite astablished the customer value will increase.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Hair plays a vital role in an individual's appeazanand has a strong social and cultural signifieanc
But in today’s busy & mechanical life taking oilthawith shikkakkai are gradually disappearing. écbmes essential to
have daily hair wash due to air pollution and Hohatic condition. Too many brands of shampoo ateoduced in the

market. Consumers are in a dilemma to choose athenigrand.. Hence the product shampoo is seleotatid study.

Girls in the age group of 20+ are chosen for thel\stas they are prepared for marital / work life ¥ehich
appearance and fresh look is a must. This is plesitbough shampoo bath. Study is made to findahit are the benefits

perceived and sacrifices perceived in the use ainploo to find out the customer value.
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
To measure the customer value by finding out tfferdince between benefits perceived and sacrifieeseived.
HYPOTHESIS
* There is no association between Age and CustomiereVa

* There is no significant difference betwabe marital status and customer value.
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e There is no significant difference between domieihel Customer Value.

e There is no significant difference betweagpe of family and customer value.

» There is no association between number of familynbers and Customer Value.

* There is no association between nature of suljearée and Customer Value

* There is no significant difference betwamannthly family income and customer value.

» There is no significant difference between brarefgrence and customer value

» There is no significant difference betwgmeriod of usage of brand and customer value

e There is no significant difference betwemminion regarding shifting of brand and customduea

e There is no association between reason for shiftingorand and Customer Value.

» There is no significant difference betwammmbers of times shifted the brand and customereval

* There is no significant difference betweecommendation of brand to friends / relatives eustomer value
METHODOLOGY

The pilot study was conducted with a sample of &pondents. Final questionnaire was prepared @&ti&ing
certain additions and the questionnaire was temted he average of Cronbach’s alpha for eight iéemof this research

are more than 0.70 which is more than the mearpéaigie alpha of (0.70).

The sample size is 600 respondents and converégenpling was followed based on the convenience ef th

respondents. The collected data had been clasaifiédabulated using Chi-square analysis, t-teioaeway annova.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Customer value is found out by the difference betwebenefits perceived and sacrifices perceived.

A mathematical model is developed for the same.
MATHETICAL MODEL
Maximize Customer Value = Z
Where Z =f (X) — g(x)
Heref (x) = u(x) + u (%) + U(x) +U () +U (%)
Where u(x) = Quality Value
u(¥) = Emotional Value
u(x) = Epistemic Value
u(¥) = Social Value
u(¥) = Conditional Value

(ie) f(x) =5
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2u(x)
i=1
And g (X) =v (x1) +V(x2) + V(X)
Where v () = Monetary Cost
v (%) = Time & Effort Cost
Vv (%) = Health Risk Cost
(le) g(x) =3
2V (¥
=1
Condition Z>0, if and only if
f(xX)—g(x)>0
(le) if f (x) > g(x)
5 3

(1) if X u (x) >3 v ()

=1 j=1
f(x)-g(x)>0
f(x) —g(x)

Table 1: Chi- Square Test Showing the Age in Compled Years and Customer Value

Low 80(56.3%)| 101(42.4%) 86(66.7%) 33(54.1
High 62(43.7%)| 137(57.6%) 43(33.30%0) 28(45.9p0)
Source: Compiled from primary data

P < 0.05 Significant

Table 1 depicts that Customer Value is high forrgepondents who have completed 21 years of agefoyand
low for the respondents who have completed 22yefiege(66.7 %). Chi-square result reveals thatetligrassociation
between age and Customer Value (0.000) since thelyg- (0.000) is less than 0.05. There is an astoni between

Age and Customer Value.

Table 2: T-Test Showing the Marital Status and Cusimer Value

Married (n=47) 68.47] 16.92(
Single (n=553) 71.22 15.072
Sourc&€ompiled from primary data

P > 0.05 Not Significant
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Table 2 states that Customer value is high forlsifmean value = 71.22) and Customer value is mwfarried
(mean value =68.47). T- Test result shows thatetliemno significant difference betwethre marital status and customer

value since the p- value(0.235) is greater thah.0.0

Table 3: Chi-Square Test Showing the Domicile and @stomer Value

Overall Domicile
Customer Rural Semi Urban Urban P Value Statistical Inference
Value (N=250) (N=134) (N=216)
Low 129(51.6%)| 65(48.5%) 119(55.1%) 474 2=X.492
. Df=2
0, 0, 0,
High 121(48.4%)| 69(51.5%) 97(44.9%) P > 0.05 Not significant

SourceCompiled from primary data

Table 3 reveals that customer value is low for orbespondents (55.1%) and high for semi-urban reputs
(51.5%). Chi-square analysis shows that there sigmificant association between domicile and austiovalue as p-value

(0.474) is greater than table value.05.

Table 4: T-Test Showing the Type of Family and Cusimer Value

Overall Customer Value | Mean S.D P Value Statistical Inference
Nuclear (n=524) 70.82] 14.916 .445 T=-763
Joint (n=76) 72.25| 17.274 P > 0.05 Not Significant

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table4 states that Customer value is high for joint fgrinean value = 72.25) and Customer value is low f
nuclear family (mean value =70.82). T — test reshtiws that there is no significant difference lestatype of family and

customer value since the p- value(0.445) is grehtar 0.05.

Table 5: Chi-Square Test Showing the Number of Farly Members and Customer Value

Overall No. of Family Members Statistical Inference
Customer Small Medium Large P X?=.539
Value (1to 3) (4t05) (6 & above) | Value Df=2
Low 181(51.4%) | 109(52.4%) 23(57.5% 764 P >0.05 Not
High 171(48.6%) 99(47.6% 17(42.5% Significant

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 5 explains that Customer value is high in Ibfisanily (1to3). Customer Value is high for senrban
respondents (51.5 per cent). Whereas the CustoraéireMis low for rural respondents (51.6 per cemt)l airban
respondents (55.1 per cent). Chi-square result shbat there is no association between domicile @nstomer Value
(0.474) since the p-value (0.764) is greater th@h.0

Table 6: T-Test Showing Nature of Subject / Coursand Customer Value

Subject Nature Mean S.D P Value | Statistical Inference
Overall Customer Value T=2195
Arts (n=300) 72.36| 16.52Q .029 P <005 éignificant
Science (n=300) 69.64 13.70F '

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 6 reveals that Customer value is high fas aubject (Mean value = 72.36) and Customer valuew for
science subject (Mean value =69.64). T — test restubws that there is a significant difference ketwnature of

subject / course and customer value since thelpe{@029) is less than table value 0.05
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Table 7: Oneway Showing the Monthly Family Income ad Customer Value

Income Mean | S.D SS Df MS " Sl
Value | Inference

Overall Customer Value
Between Groups 4493.883 5 898.777 .001
Less than Rs.10000 (n=255) 73.13 15.951
Rs.10001 to 20000 (n=151 67.87 13.714 F=3.973
Rs.20001 to 30000 (n=86) 67.95 14.108 P <0.05
Rs.30001 to 40000 (n=42) 72.19 11.110 Significant
Rs.40001 to 50000 (n=26) 71.15 15.107
Above Rs.50000 (n=40) 75.40 18.8H8
Within Groups 134392.110 594 226.249

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 7 indicates that Customer value is high smitttome group of above Rs. 50,000 (mean value.40y%&nd
Customer value is low in the income group of betwRs.30001 to 40000 (mean value =67.55). One wag\anexplains
that there is a significant difference betweeonthly family income and customer value sincepghealue (0.001) is less

than 0.05.

Table 8: Oneway ANOVA Showing the Brand Preferencand Customer Value

Brand Mean | S.D SS Df MS P Sl
Value Inference
Overall Customer Value
Between Groups 5732.306 14 409.450 0.035
Clinic all clear (n=55) 71.78 14.004
Clinic plus (n=85) 67.60 14.818
Sunsilk (n=76) 72.12 17.083
Chik (n=33) 67.64] 14.502
Garnier (n=7) 74.57 18.036
Dabur (n=6) 72.33 21.57% F=1799
Head & shoulders (n=51) 71.90 12.294 P < 0 05
Dove (n=53) 73.87 13.041 Signifiéant
Pantene (n=111) 72.5p 16.109
Himalaya (n=21) 70.33 14.818
Meera (n=38) 67.68 13.71P
Karthika (n=29) 66.86 11.89%
Amway-Santique (n=15) 79.73 21.717
Nyle (n=4) 54.75| 3.948
Others (n=16) 75.2% 16.957
Within Groups 133153.688 585 227.613

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 8 states that Customer value is high fobtlaad Santique (mean value = 79.73) and low fobthed Nyle
(mean value = 54.75). One way annova result sagfsthiere is a significant difference between brpreference and

customer value since the p- value (0.035) is leas table value 0.05.
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Table 9: Oneway ANOVA Showing thePeriod of Usage of Brand and Customer Value

Between Groups 2617.292 g 523.458 0.045

Less than 2 yrs (n=294) 70.24 15.699

2to 4 yrs (n=117) 72.26 14.150 F=2.282
4 to 6 yrs (n=93) 74.5% 15.070 P <0.05
6 to 8 yrs (n=34) 70.09 15.420D Significant
8 to 10 yrs (n=19) 64.32 10.848

Above 10 yrs (n=43) 68.77 15.408

Within Groups 136268.701] 594 229.409

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 9 explains that Customer value is high fer pleriod of usage between 4 to 6 years (mean vali®e55)
and low for a period of usage between 8 to 10 yghtsan value = 64.32). One way annova result levibat there is a
significant difference betwegqueriod of usage of brand and customer value sime@+value (0.045) is less than 0.05.

Table 10: T-Test Showing Opinion Regarding Shiftingpf Brand and Customer Value

T=-1.819
Yes (n=196) 69.38 15.708 .069 P <0.05
No (n=404) 71.79| 14.945 Not Significant

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 10 shows that Customer value is high for thepondents who have not shifted their brand.
(Mean value = 71.79) and Customer value is lowtlier respondents who have shifted their brand. (Medue =69.38).
T - Test result indicates that there is no sigaific difference betweewpinion regarding shifting of brand and

customer value since the p- value (0.069) is grehsa 0.05.

Table 11: Chi-Square Test Showing the Reason for 8ting the Brand and Customer Value

Low | 28(60.9%)| 4(80%)  9(36%) | 4(57.1%) 4(44.4%) 46P6R) | 14(46.7%)| 204(50.5% XDﬂs?Sl
High | 18(39.1%)| 1(20%)  16(64%)| 3(42.9%) 5(55.6%) 3788%)| 16(53.3%)| 200(49.5% PS?ggigfa':?t

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 11 depicts that the Customer Value is hightlie reason attractive and interesting advertisihgheir
brands (64 per cent). Chi-square result shows tthere is no association between reason for shiftiveg brand and
Customer Value (0.210) since the p-value is grefiten 0.05. There is no association between refmsoshifting the
brand and Customer Value.
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Table 12: Oneway Showing the Number of Times Shiftethe Brand and Customer Value

Number of Times Statistical
Shifted the Brand HEE | i) =9 B S - el Inference
Between Groups 529.501 4 132.375 718

Once (n=80) 68.86 16.359

Twice (n=78) 69.51 14.736 F=.531
Three (n=10) 64.40 14.826 P >0.05
Four (n=8) 70.88] 20.441 Not Significant
Five (n=20) 72.85 15.928

Within Groups 47584.800 191 249.185

Source: Compiled from primary data

Table 12 says that Customer value is high wherettiee brand is shifted five times (mean value =FR&#hd
Customer value is low when there the brand is esthifbree times. (Mean value =64.40). One way annesalt says that

there is no significant difference betwemmmbers of times shifted the brand and customerevsihce the p-value (.713) is
greater than table value 0.05.

Table 13: T-Test Showing Recommendation of Brand tEriends / Relatives and Customer Value

Recommendation of Brand

to Friends /Relatives
Yes (n=378) 73.63 14.798 .000 T =5.653

No (n=222) 66.53| 14.933 P < 0.05 Significant
Source: Compiled from primary data

Mean | S.D P Value | Statistical Inference

Table 13 says Customer value is high when the bimnecommended to friends/ relatives (mean valt@.63)
and Customer value is low when the brand is natrmmeoended to friends/ relatives. (Mean value =66.%3}est result
shows that there is a significant difference betwesommendation of brand to friends / relatives anstomer value

since the p-value is less than 0.05. Customer viadubigh when the brand is recommended to friemd#dtives

(mean value =73.63).
SUGGESTIONS

Company should give importance to Quality Valuejaality conscious customers do not mind paying fpidbes
for shampoo.

Advertising focusing on negative emotions can badad.

Multipurpose shampoo including conditioners canneduced.

Easy availability of shampoo should be given dtendion.

Enhance social status as college students areindéd through friends.

Harmful effects on the products can be eliminatedwstomers are nowadays health conscious.

CONCLUSIONS

Firms should market their product and measure @ustd/alue regularly as a process and not aa andésin.
Value guarantee customer satisfaction and custéogalty. Therefore company should maximize the fiem@erceived

and minimize the sacrifices perceived. On the whtle Customer Value of Shampoo is good as pesttity.
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