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AbstractAbstractAbstractAbstractAbstract

In this near saturation phase of Indian cement industry, it is worth evaluating
how well have the companies established their brand as per the  perceptions and
preferences of consumers. Three hundred consumers were interviewed to find
out their perceptions and preferences using exploratory research design. The
brand of cement preferred by consumers was Birla Plus, Binani and JK Nimbahera.
The results showed that the preference of consumers also differ significantly
from brand to brand. The most preferred brand based on attribute scores was
Ambuja. The results further concludes that brand preference exists among
consumers due to attributes even though cement is a homogeneous product.
This implies that  companies can introduce product differentiation using various
attribute.
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IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction

A brand conveys different aspects of a product or service offering to different
persons. In other words, perceptions and preferences of individuals concerning
a brand or any object, article, entity or anything else is different. Today, there
are a number of established brands of cement in the market. However, rising
noise levels in the media and extensive advertising by different companies may
lead to a clutter in the consumers mind for a brand. If brand awareness, knowledge
and recognition is good, the brand will fall in the consideration set of the
consumers. The brand positioning is central to consumer’s perception and
preference decision. There are various attributes attached to a product or service
offering. These attributes are perceived to make up the image or identity of the
product in consumer’s mind and help the consumer to choose or reject the product.
Eventually, the attributes which forms the product image in the consumer’s
mind also percolate in the consumer’s mind to form the brand image and hence
help the consumer to establish the preference for a brand. As the product in
consideration is cement which is a homogeneous commodity, therefore the
hypotheses formulated was that there is no preference among consumers for
different brands of cement. Also the objectives of the study were:-

(a)  To ascertain the brand preference of cement from consumers.

(b)  To critically evaluate the perception of consumers about various attributes
of cement for different brands.
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The design of the study was exploratory in nature. The study was conducted in
Udaipur division of the state of Rajasthan, India. Out of the six districts, three
viz; Udaipur, Banswara and Rajsamand were purposively selected. A total of 300
consumers, 100 from each of the three districts who had constructed their house
within past two years were purposively selected. Interview Schedule was
administered personally to collect data from consumers. A five point Likert
Scale was used to rate the attributes. The data was analyzed using SPSS Software
version 16. The statistical tests were carried out to test the significance (Malhotra,
2007).

The cement brands studied and number of consumers who had preferred and
used the brands for construction of their house are given in Table 1. The brands
of grey cement  more preferred by consumers were Birla Plus  (41.33 %) followed
by other leading brands were Binani and J.K.Nimbahera. These results show
that brand preference exists among the respondents even though cement is a
homogeneous and ISI marked product. Majority (60 %) of the consumers had
used brand other than the one they had preferred. Marketing managers of the
firms need to find out reasons as to why consumers prefer a particular brand but
use another (Table 1).

Table 1: Cement Brands preferred and used by the Consumers inTable 1: Cement Brands preferred and used by the Consumers inTable 1: Cement Brands preferred and used by the Consumers inTable 1: Cement Brands preferred and used by the Consumers inTable 1: Cement Brands preferred and used by the Consumers in
South RajasthanSouth RajasthanSouth RajasthanSouth RajasthanSouth Rajasthan

S.No. Name of Brand 
Total 

(n=300) 
Preferred Used Variation 

1 JK Nimbahera 48 37 21 
2 Birla plus 124 89 43 
3 Ultratech 12 18 18 
4 JK Shakti 8 17 21 
5 Shree Cement 2 10 8 
6 Binani 65 45 24 
7 Laxmi 0 7 7 
8 Ambuja  41 77 38 

Perception is the process by which organisms interpret and organize sensation
to produce a meaningful experience of the object (Lindsay and Norman, 1977)
whereas preference is selecting of someone or something over another or others
(www.answers.com). Perception and preference are related, inseparable and
affect each other. In other words, perception changes the preferences of an
individual. There are number of attributes perceived to make up the image or
identity of the product which percolates in the mind of an individual to form
brand image and helps to establish the preference for a brand. The preferences of
consumers were based on their perceptions of cement attributes. The results are
given in Table 2.
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Table 2: Attributes for Evaluation of Consumer preference andTable 2: Attributes for Evaluation of Consumer preference andTable 2: Attributes for Evaluation of Consumer preference andTable 2: Attributes for Evaluation of Consumer preference andTable 2: Attributes for Evaluation of Consumer preference and
corresponding selections on Likert Scale as well as their Meancorresponding selections on Likert Scale as well as their Meancorresponding selections on Likert Scale as well as their Meancorresponding selections on Likert Scale as well as their Meancorresponding selections on Likert Scale as well as their Mean

scores for South Rajasthanscores for South Rajasthanscores for South Rajasthanscores for South Rajasthanscores for South Rajasthan

Level of Significance : F= 50.751*** P < 0.001

From the above table, it can be analyzed that brand name, strength of cement,
transportation facility and advertisement of the brand were the attributes
strongly liked by majority of the consumers whereas price, colour, fineness,
credit availability, advice of architect, contractor and known person, setting
time, on-site presentation by salesperson were liked by majority of the
consumers. On the other hand, attributes like setting time, on site presentation

IISUniv.J.Com.Mgt. Vol.5(1), 22-31 (2016)



2 52 52 52 52 5

and credit availability were not considered by a good number of consumers for
preference of a brand ( Table 2). Further, the mean scores calculated for the
attributes revealed  that brand name was the only attribute which scored more
than 4.5. Here also, the attributes liked (scored 4 or more)by the consumers were
somewhat similar as given in this paragraph above. This can be seen from the
mean values of the attributes. The availability of cement on credit purchase
(mean; 3.35), setting time (mean ; 3.79) and on-site presentation (mean; 3.99)
were the attributes which scored between liked to neither liked nor disliked,
which means these attributes may be contributing comparatively lesser towards
the preference of cement brand/s. The F value calculated (Table 2) revealed that
the attributes studied were significantly contributing towards consumers
preference for brands (P<0.001). These results suggest that degree of liking of
consumers varies from attribute to attribute. However, consumers do consider
various attributes together, at different degrees of liking, to establish their
preference for a brand. Also, the attributes around which advertising of cement
should revolve is evident.

Further the Post- Hoc Test was applied to find out the difference between the
attributes for preferring a brand revealed that brand name and strength attributes
scored significantly higher scores (P<0.05) than almost all the other attributes
(Table 3) .Credit availability, setting time and onsite presentation scored
significantly lower scores than almost all the attributes (P<0.05). These results
suggest that brand name and strength are relatively most important attributes
for preferring a brand.

Shahida et. al, (2008) reported that among the consumers of Bangalore city most
important attributes in purchasing branded cement were strength of cement,
followed by price, availability and color. The setting time and sand-cement-
water ratio were least important attributes.

Table 3: Post-hoc Analysis between the Attributes Studied:-Table 3: Post-hoc Analysis between the Attributes Studied:-Table 3: Post-hoc Analysis between the Attributes Studied:-Table 3: Post-hoc Analysis between the Attributes Studied:-Table 3: Post-hoc Analysis between the Attributes Studied:-

Attribute 
No. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. - * * * NS * * * * * * * * 
2. * - * NS * * * NS NS NS NS * * 
3. * * - NS * * NS NS NS NS * * * 
4. * NS NS - * * * NS NS NS NS * * 
5. NS * * * - * * * * * * * * 
6. * * * * * - * * * * * * NS 
7. * * NS * * * - NS NS NS * * * 
8. * NS NS NS * * NS - NS NS NS * * 
9. * NS NS NS * * NS NS - NS NS * * 
10. * NS NS NS * * NS NS NS - NS * * 
11. * NS * NS * * * NS NS NS - * * 
12. * * * * * * * * * * * - * 
13. * * * * * NS * * * * * * - 

Similarly in the present study also, brand name and strength of the cement were
the attributes preferred by the consumers for preferring a brand. This finding
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indicates that cement brands need to focus their marketing communication
predominantly on strength of the cement, as strength is the most important
attribute of cement.

Key for Attribute No :

1. Brand Name 2. Price

3. Color 4. Fineness

5. Strength 6. Credit Availability

7. Transportation facility 8. Advertising

9. Advice of Architect 10. Advice of Contractor

11. Advice of Known persons 12. Setting time

13. Onsite presentation

Level of Significance : NS= Non Significant ,  * P < 0.05

Again the mean ±SE scores for each attribute were calculated with respect to
brands preferred to find out the  relative importance of different brands based
on different attributes es es es es (Table 4). The mean scores ranged from 4.31 (Brand name)
to 3.00 (on site presentation) for J.K. Nimbahera; 4.44 (Brand name) to 3.68 (on
site presentation) for Birla plus; 4.40 (Brand name) to 3.00 (on site presentation)
for Ultratech; 4.60 (brand name) to 2.72 (credit availability) for Binani and 4.93
(Brand name) to 3.4 (credit availability) for Ambuja. The attribute brand name
scored highest in all the brand types. The overall mean scores for each brand
considering all the attributes ranged from 4.33 for Ambuja to 3.77 for J.K.
Nimbahera. Ambuja brand scored mean e” 4.00 for all the attributes except for
credit availability & setting time and between first to third ranking for most of
the attributes in comparison to other brands. J. K. Nimbahera scored mean
between 3 to 4 for most of the attributes which indicates that consumers were
comparatively having lesser liking for this brand. F ratio calculated revealed
that the attributes studied were significantly (P<0.05) affecting the preference of
consumers for each brand (F value 9.537 for J.K. Nimbahera, 11.719 for Birla
plus, 3.295 for Ultratech, 34.992 for Binani and 14.817 for Ambuja). These results
suggest that consumer’s preference towards a brand is affected by several factors.
The F value was also calculated to find out the difference in brand preferences of
consumers which revealed that the preference of consumers differ significantly
from brand to brand (F = 8.154).

Further  the CD values were also calculated to find out the attributes which were
contributing significantly towards a brand preference. The critical difference
value revealed that preference of consumers for J.K. Nimbahera brand was
affected by brand name, price, strength and advice of known persons whereas
Birla plus was preferred mainly due to its brand name and strength, Ambuja
brand of cement (scored more than four for most of the attributes) was preferred
by consumers due to brand name, price, color and strength. Ultratech and Binani
brands were preferred due to their brand name, strength, advice of contractor,
advice of known  person; in addition Ultratech was also preferred due to its
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price, fineness and advertising and Binani due to transportation facility (Table
4). These results suggest that firms producing different brands of cement may
consider preference of consumers while advertising their brands.

The effect of each attribute for the preference of a brand out of the eight brands
studied was tested by calculating F value (Table 4). The results revealed that
liking of a brand is being affected by majority of the attributes except advice of
a contractor, advice of known person and setting time (P < 0.05). Further the Post
hoc test was carried out to find out the effect of  liking of an attributes between
two brands (Table 5). It was found that Ambuja brand of cement was liked by the
consumers because of its brand name, price, color, strength and on site
presentation by sales person. J.K. Nimbahera was preferred due to its color,
fineness, strength, and advertisement. The remaining brands were preferred
due to significant contribution of one or two attributes. These results reveal that
attributes due to which a brand is preferred vary from brand to brand.

The post hoc analysis results on overall mean scores for different brands
considering all the attributes revealed that Ambuja brand was preferred over
most of the other brands and J.K. Nimbahera was the least preferred brand
(Table 5) by the consumers studied.

Burange and Yamini (2008) also found that Ambuja cement Ltd. scored highest
amongst the seventeen firms of cement industry studied on the competitiveness
of the firm index. They constructed     a composite competitive index to evaluate
the competitiveness of the firms indicating their areas of superiority and the
domains of weaknesses. Seventeen firms having at least 90 percent of the overall
market share of the industry and firms having greater than 1 percent of share of
the industry were included in the study. Ten main indicators i.e. productive
performance, financial performance, cost effectiveness, sales and marketing
strategy, stock market performance, consumer satisfaction, technology and
environmental indicators, human resource development and social indicators,
foreign trade measures and lastly growth variables and potential; consisting of
a number of sub indicators of each of the main indicators were included to build
an index. The results reflected the relative competitive position of the sample
firms and also the overall picture of the industry. Performance of eight firms
was above the industry scores of overall competitive index. Ambuja cement Ltd.
scored highest in the group mainly because of its consistent performance in both
financial and non financial indices. This was followed by Grasim Industries
which scored second rank due to better non financial performance in terms of
sales and marketing strategy etc. The ranking differed a lot as some firms perform
better in one than the other indicator. In the regional rankings, Northern, Western
and Eastern markets were dominated by Ambuja Cement Ltd. whereas south
and central regions by Grasim Industries Ltd.
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Table 5: Post hoc analysis between the Brands for each attribute toTable 5: Post hoc analysis between the Brands for each attribute toTable 5: Post hoc analysis between the Brands for each attribute toTable 5: Post hoc analysis between the Brands for each attribute toTable 5: Post hoc analysis between the Brands for each attribute to
ascertain the Brand Preferenceascertain the Brand Preferenceascertain the Brand Preferenceascertain the Brand Preferenceascertain the Brand Preference

Attrib
utes 

Brands Brands 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 

1 - NS NS NS NS * * 
2 NS - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - NS NS NS * 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS * 
6 * NS NS NS NS - * 
7 * * * NS * * - 

2 

1 - NS NS * NS NS * 
2 NS - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - * NS NS * 
4 * NS * - NS NS * 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS * 
6 NS NS NS NS NS - * 
7 * * * NS * * - 

3 

1 - * NS NS NS * * 
2 * - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - NS NS NS * 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS * 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * NS NS NS NS - * 
7 * * * * NS * - 

4 

1 - * NS * NS NS * 
2 * - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - NS NS NS NS 
4 * NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 NS NS NS NS NS - * 
7 * * NS NS NS NS - 

5 

1 - * NS * NS * * 
2 * - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - * NS * * 
4 * NS * - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * NS * NS NS - * 
7 * * * NS NS * - 

6 

1 - * NS NS NS * NS 
2 * - NS NS NS * NS 
3 NS NS - NS * NS NS 
4 NS NS NS - NS * NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * * * * NS - * 
7 NS NS NS NS NS * - 
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7 

1 - NS NS NS NS * NS 
2 NS - NS NS NS * NS 
3 NS NS - NS NS * NS 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * * * NS NS - NS 
7 * NS NS NS NS NS - 

8 

1 - * * NS NS * * 
2 * - NS NS NS NS * 
3 * NS - NS NS NS NS 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * NS NS NS NS - NS 
7 * * NS NS NS NS - 

9 

1 - NS NS NS NS * * 
2 NS - * NS NS NS NS 
3 NS * - NS NS * * 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * NS * NS NS - NS 
7 * NS * NS NS NS - 

10 

1 - * NS NS NS NS * 
2 * - * NS NS * NS 
3 NS * - NS NS NS * 
4 NS NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 NS * NS NS NS - * 
7 * NS * NS NS * - 

Over
all  

1 - * NS * NS * * 
2 * - NS NS NS NS * 
3 NS NS - NS NS NS * 
4 * NS NS - NS NS NS 
5 NS NS NS NS - NS NS 
6 * NS NS NS NS - * 
7 * * * NS NS * - 

Key  for attribute No:

1. Brand Name 2. Price

3. Color 4. Fineness

5. Strength 6. Credit availability

7. Transportation 8. Advertising

9. Advice of Architect 10. On site presentation

IISUniv.J.Com.Mgt. Vol.5(1), 22-31 (2016)
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Key for Brand No.

1. J.K. Nimbahera 2. Birla plus

3. Ultratech 4. J.K. Shakti

5. Shree Cement 6. Binani

7. Ambuja (None of the consumers preferred Laxmi brand)

Level of Significance : NS = Non Significant, * <0.05

The result on preference and perception of consumers conclude that even though
cement is a homogeneous product,   companies can introduce product
differentiation using brand name, strength, price, fineness, etc. in advertisements
or elsewhere.

Conclus ionConclus ionConclus ionConclus ionConclus ion

All the attributes were significantly contributing towards the preference for a
brand. Brand Name and strength attributes were found to be relatively most
important attributes in preferring a brand. The overall mean scores for each
brand considering all the attributes ranged from 4.33 for Ambuja to 3.77 to JK
Nimahera. All the attributes studied were significantly affecting the preference
of consumers for each brand. Likewise the preference of consumers also differ
significantly from brand to brand. The most preferred brand based on attribute
scores was Ambuja. The results conclude that brand preference exists among
consumers due to attributes even though cement is a homogeneous product.
This implies that  companies can introduce product differentiation using various
attribute.
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