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ABSTRACT

The traditional marketing mix is the blend of fé@s” namely, Product, Place, Price, and Promotiom each
the user community. The marketing mix refers tetatvariables that can be used by a library torppte its services and
resources to users. 47 central universities in énaiie taken up for the study. Nearly 460 questimesavere distributed
among the library professionals situated in 6 regimf which 373 (81.09%) were responded. A totdl6¥ariables for
four components such as Product, Place, Price, Rramotion were taken up for the study. The antigenaorrelation
matrix test has been administrated to identify dldequacy of the samples indicates the sufficiefidiieo sample. The
Cronbach alpha value of the Reliability test indesthat the 16 variables taken up for the studyeveeceptable. The
respondents were given preference for Evaluati@miépation and New Product in the case of Prod&imilarly, in the
case of Price, the preferences were Free Serviee, Barrier, and Minimal Cost. In the case of Platee order of
preferences was Distribution Channel, Technoloighdvancement and Inconvenience. As in the cagrarhotion, the

orders of preferences were Utility, Orientation addman Contact.
KEYWORDS: Marketing Mix; Central Universities; Sample Adequdest; Reliability Test; 4Ps
INTRODUCTION

Traditional marketing paradigm, embodied in thelskabwn Marketing Mix framework proposed by Borden
(1964) and popularised as the 4Ps (Product, Price, PRimmotion) by McCarthy (196%)to provide an adequate
platform for marketing management. The assumptiwet the 4Ps framework is widely used by marketersthe
underpinning of their marketing planning. It is édn the high degree of acceptance of the Mawkafitx by marketing
practitioners as the universal marketing paradighe 4Ps framework has an overwhelming acceptanoagmarketing
practitioners, noticing that ... “Marketing in prazihas, to a large extent, been turned into magabis toolbox”..., a
point shared by Goldsmith (1999yho argues that the ..."time-honored concept oflfRs - the Marketing Mix” ...is the
heart of the contemporary marketing management.

MARKETING MIX

Kotler defines marketing mix as “... the set up ohtrollable variables and their levels that a firses to
influence the target market” (Kotler, 1988Yhe traditional marketing mix is the blend of fdi®s” namely, Product,

Place, Price, and Promotion to reach the targekehafhe 4Ps was introduced by Jerome E. McCarthy960 and it is
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the foundation for the modern marketing theory foutservices marketing three more “Ps” had beereddd have 7Ps.
They are People, Physical evidence and Process &lasBhat, 2007) In essence marketing mix are variables that the
organization controls to influence its customersiider to achieve its own objective. The marketimg is very crucial in
library and information services marketing in orderachieve the library’s main objective which dsreet information

users’ needs and to retain its position as thegrgirimformation provider.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

For libraries, marketing is about a set of actdgtincluding understanding client needs, deterrgimirarket
niches, identifying products and services, buildifignt relationships and creatimgdrketing mix(de Saez, 2062Potter,
2012; Rowley, 2008 Welch, 2008).

The marketing mix refers to a set of variables ti@at be used by a library to promote its servicekrasources to
users (de Saez, 2002ancaster and Reynolds, 1995Nelch, 2008). The marketing mix is traditionally referred te the
4 Ps: price, product, promotion, and place; howeber fifth P, people, is now commonly included. hatugh the
marketing mix was developed for imparting the adages of a tangible product, with a focus on pobdoarketing, the
literature agrees on the importance of applying fbtus to service promotion. As the need for prionoof services has
grown and is now more widely recognized, the mankemix has been refined and adapted to includeicsess, not just

products (Mollel, 2013}. One of the key marketing mix strategies is tHeatiive promotion.

A comprehensive literature search has shown incrgasterest in the necessity of appropriately poting
library services and resources, as well as thécakiheed to do this to maintain visibility. Theeliature agrees that
marketing and promotion are often used interchaslgehowever, they are quite different, with promotbeing a subset

of marketing, as outlined above in the marketing (Mollel, 2013*; Germano, 2016).
OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the study were
» To identify the concept of marketing mix among laibyr and Information Science professionals
» To know whether the LIS professionals have a colesion of the products they have to deal with

e To ascertain whether the LIS professionals realiseamount that has been invested and make thdlime ity

the users
» To identify whether the LIS professionals make osthe place for promoting the products and sesvice
e To know the promotional attitude of LIS professitena their product and services.
SAMPLE

The central universities of India are taken up thoe study. Nearly 460 questionnaires were disteibuflThe

number of questionnaires distributed and the resgomwere shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: Region Wise Response from the Respondents

S. Nos. Region No. of Universities | Distributed Received %

1 North India (Northern) 17 229 193 84.28
2 South India (Southern) 8 68 55 80.88
3 East India (Eastern) 6 46 37 80.43
4 West India (Western) 3 15 12 80.00
5 Central India (Central) 3 17 11 64.71
6 Northeast India (North Eastern ) 10 85 65 76.47

Total 47 460 373 81.09

Universities situated in 6 regions of which 373 .086) were responded. Further, the demographicilslaté the

respondents were studied based on the univerditiatadn, designation gender, age, qualificatiamdaegion wise of the

respondents. The details were shown in Table 2.

respondents are other library professionals sudtrafessional Assistants, library assistant et¢.dd@73 respondents, 32
were University Librarian (8.6%), 36 Deputy Librami (9.4%); 121 (32.4%) are Assistant Librarians 488 (49.6%)

Table 2: Demographic Details

It is seen from Table 1that out of 460 questiorewmitistributed among the library professionals ThCentral

. Cumulative
S. No. Description Respondents Percent Percent
Region
1 Northern 193 51.7 51.7
2 Southern 55 14.7 66.5
3 Eastern 37 9.9 76.4
4 Western 12 3.2 79.6
5 Central 11 2.9 82.6
6 Northeastern 65 17.4 100.0
Designation
1 Librarian 32 8.6 8.6
2 Deputy Librarian 35 9.4 18.0
3 Asst Librarian 121 324 50.4
4 Other ~ Library| ;g5 49.6 100.0
Professionals
Gender
1 Male 261 70.0 70.0
2 Female 112 30.0 100.0
Age
1 Below 45 yrs 260 69.7 69.7
2 45 and above yrs 113 30.3 100.0
Qualification
1 PhD 79 21.2 21.2
2 PG 242 64.9 86.1
3 M.Phil 26 7.0 93.0
4 UG 26 7.0 100.0
Total 373 100.0

other library professionals.

MARKETING MIX

The concept of marketing mix among select centnalarsity library and information science professits were

studied based on four Marketing mix “P” such asdao, Price, Place, and Promotion. The same is shiowigure 1.

It can be seen from Table 2 that among the 373oremts, 261 belongs to the male community. 49.6%e




A total of 16 variables for these four componentsravtaken up for the study. Each component hasoho.

Product

Marketing

Promotion

Figure 1: Marketing Mix

variables. The components and the no. of variadsieshown in Tables 3.

Marketing
1 Mix “P"-
Product

Table 3: Components, Variables, and Variable Code

The success of all marketing planning and promoéfiorts hinges|

directly on the quality and excellence of produet®rvices which Quality

are designed/ delivered.

There should be an opportunity for users to padia in the

designing process of any new service/product whanlgeted af Participation

them.

Libraries must constantly introduce new productsl aervices to
remain valuable.

New Product

The library needs to evaluate its information prdu/ services
constantly to determine if they need to continudified/withdrawn.

Evaluation

Marketing
2 Mix “P”
Price

The economics of new technology has made it diffifar libraries
to offer services free of cost to the users

Free Service

User charges prevent misuse of library servicesduyrcts

User Charges

Fees should never become a barrier to use; eveg@saves equal
unrestricted access to information

' Fee Barrier

Charging the users with only nominal cost will mate them to use

the services/ products repeatedly

Minimal Cost

Marketing
3 Mix “P”
Place

If access to material and services is inconvenierthe users, thg
usage will be reduced considerable

D
[ Inconvenient

Advances in information technology have raised thser's
expectations of information provision in terms ddtho quality of
service and speed of delivery

Technological
Advancement

Information explosion and development of significamew
technologies are creating a strong demand for iat@v in the
channels of distribution

Distribution
Channel

Marketing
4 Mix “P”
Promotion

It is necessary to inform the users about thetwytidind benefits of
information products / services of the library, whimeir usage ig
missing

Utility

Conducting user orientation programme is an imporativity of a
library for the promotion of its products / sendce

Orientation

User surveys and personal interviews should be wxad
periodically

Surveys

Newsletters, broachers, webpage advertisement, libraty tours
help to increase the library usage.

Print Tools

Both publicity and personal contact will create aaveass among the

Human Contact

users about the existing information products/sesi
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MEASURES OF SAMPLING ADEQUACY (MSA)

The image of a variable is defined as that partchvlis predictable by regressing each variable bthalother
variables; hence, the anti-image is the part of/ir@able that cannot be predicted. The anti-imaareelation matrix A is a
matrix of the negatives of the partial correlati@mong variables. Partial correlations represeatdégree to which the
factors explain each other in the results. The ahiay of the anti-image correlation matrix is theiséa—Meyer—Olkin
measure of sampling adequacy for the individualabdes. Variables with small values should be eletéd from the
analysis. The anti-image covariance matrix C costadhe negatives of the partial co-variances argddme minus the
squared multiple correlations in the principal diagl. Most of the off-diagonal elements should belsin both anti-
image matrices in a good factor model. Both antigm matrices can be calculated from the inversthefcorrelation
matrix R via

A = {diag(R)}-1R{diag(R)}-1
C = {diag(R)}-1/2R{diag(R)}-1/2

The Anti-image correlation matrices are shown irbl€a4, which measures the sampling adequacy for the

variables taken for the study.

Table 4: Anti-image Correlation Matrices for Marketing Mix Components

Concepts Factors Quality |Participation| New Product Evaluation
Quality 748
broduct Participation -.298 747
New Produc -.160 -.104 .844
Evaluation -.391 -.396 -.012 716
Concepts |Factors Free ServicgUser Chargey Fee Barrier Minimal Cost
Free Service 794
brice User Charges -.435 776
Fee Barrier -.192 -.213 .78%&
Minimal Cost -.016 -.302 -.463 769
Concept |Factors Inconvenieni Technological Advancemen Distribution Channel
Inconvenient .556
Place || cchnological -.097 845
Advancement
Distribution Channel -.703 -.168 554
Concept |[Factors Utility Orientation Surveys |Print Tools |Human Contact
Utility 610
Orientation -.814 .615
Promotion|Surveys 141 -.296 73F
Print Tools -.131 -.034 -.202 716
Human Contact -.124 -.107 -.189 .193 .815
a. Measures of Sampling Adequacy(MSA)

The diagonal value of the variables indicates theqaacyof the sample. All the correlation valuesrapre than
0.5 (Positive correlation) which indicates that Wagiables are acceptable by the respondents.

RELIABILITY TEST

Reliability is concerned with the consistency ofvaiable. There are two identifiable aspects of tisisue:
external and internal reliability. Nowadays, theshoommon method of estimating internal reliabilgyCronbach alpha

(o). The formula used for internal reliability is
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K 2
0.
a = K 1_ Z|=ﬁl2 Y,

K-1 Oy

A commonly accepted rules for describing internahsistency using Cronbach alpha (Cronbach, Lee and
Shavelson 2004) are 0>0.9 (Excellent), 0.9%> 0.8 (Good), 0.82>0.7 (Acceptable), 0.720.6 (Questionable),
0.6>0>0.5 (Poor) and 0.5>(Unacceptable).

In order to identify the reliability of the variadd, Cronbach alphax) analysis has been carried out for 16
variables on attitude on marketing among seledrakuniversity library and information science fassionals. The Alpha

value for the same is calculated and shown in &dblwhich indicates that all the variables areeptable for further

studies.

Table 5: Reliability Test — Cronbach Alpha Value

S.No. Attitude No. of Variables | Alpha Value
1 Marketing mix “P”"-Product 4 0.7404
2 Marketing mix “p” Price 4 0.8415
3 Marketing mix “P” Place 3 0.7261
4 Marketing mix “P” Promotion 5 0.7228
Total 16 0.7750

All the 16 variables alpha value works out to 0Q.7bhe alpha value for each four components rahgéseen

0.7228 and 0.8415. The alpha value is >0.7 whidfcates that all the variables are acceptable turedor the study.

MARKETING MIX “P”-PRODUCT

The concept of Marketing mix “P"-Product has beeralgzed based on four variables such as “Quality”,
“Participation’, “New Product” and “Evaluation”. Bhrespondent’s opinion were analyzed and rankeddbas the mean

and standard deviation value which is shown in & &bl

Table 6: Marketing Mix “P"-Product

S. No. | Description S’_trongly Disagree | No opinion Agree SIEnE] Mean | Std | Rank
Disagree Agree

1 Quality 11 | 2.9% | 94| 25.2%| 115| 30.8%| 103| 27.6%| 50 | 13.4%| 3.23 | 1.063| 4

2 Participation| 2 5% | 97| 26.0%| 73 | 19.6%| 128| 34.3%| 73 | 19.6%| 3.46 | 1.093| 2

3 sfc\ﬁuct 43 | 11.5%| 41| 11.0%| 129 | 34.6%| 96 | 25.7%| 64 | 17.2%| 3.26 | 1.205| 3

4 Evaluation 6 | 1.6% | 73| 19.6%]| 24 | 6.4% | 85 | 22.8%| 185| 49.6%| 3.99 | 1.221| 1

It is seen from Table 6 that the respondents opthedfactor “Evaluation” is an important componeiitthe
Library professionals (3.99) followed by “Partictimn” (3.46) and “New Product” (3.26). The leastfarence given is
“Quality” which has a mean value of 3.23. The me@atue among the variables ranges between 3.23 &%dahd the

standard deviation ranges between 1.063 and 1.Bghwonfirms that there is no deviation betweenwariables.

Further, the Marketing Mix — Product was analyzgdiast the 47 universities with respect to agedgerregion and the

designation of the respondents. The ranking ordeh® above is shown in table 7 based on the meanstandard

deviation value.
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Table 7: Marketing Mix “P”-Product Vs Age, Gender, Region & Designation
Description | M/SIR | Quality | Participation | New Product | Evaluation | Findings
AGE
Mean 3.19 3.43 3.28 3.87
Below 45 yrs g . 1.039 1.118 1.21 1074 | E2PPN>Q
45 and above Mean 3.34 3.54 3.2 4.28
VIS Std. 1.115 1.035 1.196 1039 | E>P>@>N
ASB A>B B>A A>B
Gender
Mean 321 3.44 33 3.96
Male Std. 1.071 1117 1.187 103 | EPP>N>Q
Mean 3.28 3.53 3.18 4.06
Female Std. 1.05 1.039 1.246 1003 | E2P>Q>N
F>M F>M M>F F>M
Region
Mean 3.26 3.55 3.23 4.05
Northern  Fgi. 1.097 1.084 1177 123 | E>P>Q>N
Mean 3.13 3.42 3.02 411
Southern 4 1.037 1.031 1.326 1165 | E>P>Q>N
Mean 3.27 3.24 3.49 3.73
Eastern Std. 0.932 1.188 117 1326 | EON>Q>P
Mean 3 3.17 3.5 3.5
Western — Foiq. 1.128 1.115 1.087 Tade | VEP>Q
Mean 3.64 3.01 3.64 4.64
Central Std. 1.027 0.831 0.674 0674 | EPPN>Q
Mean 32 334 3.32 3.86
North eastern-g 1.064 1.136 1.276 1171 | BPPNQ
C>E>N>NE>S>W| CSN>S>NE>ESW| CSWSE>NESN>S| C>SSNSNESESW
Designation
— Mean 3.03 35 3.06 4.03
Librarian =g+ 0.999 1.164 1.268 1031 | EoP>N>Q
[ Mean 3.26 3.46 3.23 3.04
Dy. Librarian =g 1.01 1.12 1.308 1082 | E2P>Q>N
Asst. Mean 3.26 3.38 3.3 4.02
Librarian | Std. 1.076 1.157 1.229 1176 | EPP>N>Q
Mean 3.25 3.51 3.28 3.98
Others Std. 1.08 1.038 1.163 1047 | E2P>Q>N
D>A>O>L OSL>D>A A>O>D>L >A>O>D
Overall
Mean 3.23 3.46 3.26 3.99
ozl Std. 1.063 1.093 1.205 1.221 S

It can be seen from Table 7 that all the resporsdbate given “Evaluation” as the top preferencéovetd by

“Participation” and the least preference is giveriNew Product”.

The respondents who belong above 45 years of age efehe opinion that “The library needs to evéduis

information products/services constantly to detaamif they need to continued/modified/withdrawn’dathe same is

preferred by the female members of the respondatiter than the male respondents. The male resptsmbelow 45

years prefer “Libraries must constantly introduesvrproducts and services to remain valuable”. nferred from the

gender and the age of the respondents that thegaaaration expects that the new products shouldtbeduced so that

the services offered by the libraries remain valeiab

Out of 6 regions, the respondents from the Cenggibn is of the opinion that the services offebgdhe library needs to

be evaluated on the information products/servidéered to the users and the respondents from ttetene region were

not concerned about the services offered by theeusities.
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The Librarians in the universities preferred to leste the services/information products whereas Abst.
Librarians prefers that the libraries must introglmew products and services. The Deputy libranaeferred the quality
of the services whereas the other library profesdsprefer that “There should be an opportunityuigers to participate in

the designing process of any new service/produatiwiargeted at them”.

MARKETING MIX “P”-PRICE

The price of marketing mix among the library prafesals was studied among 47 Central universiizesed on
“Free Service’, “User Charges”, “Fee Barrier” ariditiimal Cost”. Table 8 shows the ranking of theegmiries based on
mean and standard deviation. The opinion of thpardents was based on the five-point scale su8trangly disagree,

Disagree, No opinion, Agreeand Strongly Agree.

Table 8: Marketing Mix “P”- Price

S.No.| Description | Strongly Disagree | Disagree | No opinion Agree SXo?eg;y Mean | Std | Rank
1 Free Service| 16 4.3% 44| 11.8%| 45 | 12.1%| 101 | 27.1% | 167 | 44.8%| 3.96 | 1.195 1
2 User Charge§ 30 8.0% 14| 3.8% | 113 | 30.3%| 171 | 45.8%| 45 | 12.1%| 3.50 | 1.026| 4
3 Fee Barrier 6 1.6% 42| 11.3%| 89 | 23.9%| 167 | 44.8%| 69 | 18.5%| 3.67 | .956 2
4 Minimal Cost| 12 3.2% 50| 13.4%| 125| 33.5% | 102 | 27.3%| 84 | 22.5%| 3.53 | 1.079 3

It is seen from Table 8 that “The economics of neghnology has made it difficult for libraries téfey services
free of cost to the users” ranks first followed ‘#Rees should never become a barrier to use; evergeserves equal,
unrestricted access to information”. The least greice given by the respondents is “User ChargesUser charges
prevent misuse of library services / products”. Tinean value of the four variables ranges from 3d68.96. and the

standard deviation is between 0.956 and 1.195.

Further, the study had been extended in respe&gef gender, designation, and region wise. Theingnérder

for the same is shown in Table 9.

Table 9: Marketing Mix “P"-Price Vs Age, Gender, Region & Designation

Description | M/IS/IR | Free Service | User Charges | Fee Barrier |  Minimal Cost | Findings

AGE

Below 45 Mean 3.93 3.46 3.66 3.49

yrs Std. 1.185 1.033 935 1.092 FS>FB>M>U

45 and Mean 4.04 3.60 3.70 3.60

above yrs | Std. 1.220 1.005 1.008 1.048 FS>FB>U>M

ASB A>B A>B A>B

Gender
Mean 3.92 3.47 3.66 3.47

Male Std. 1.195 1.036 958 1.079 FS>FB>U>M
Mean 4.06 3.58 3.71 3.66

Female Std. 1.195 1.001 955 1.070 FS>FB>M>U

F>M F>M M>F F>M

Region
Mean 4.05 3.60 3.68 3.44

Northern =g 1.156 1.042 854 972 FS>FB>U>M
Mean 3.80 3.40 3.55 3.60

Southern gy 1.393 974 1.015 1.065 FS>M>FB>U
Mean 3.89 3.43 3.78 3.76

Eastern Std. 1.149 987 1.084 1.188 FS>M>FB>U
Mean 3.75 3.58 3.92 3.75

Western Std. 1.138 900 1.165 1.545 FB>M>FS>U

Central Mean 4.45 3.73 4.00 3.82 FS>FB>M»U
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Std. 1.036 1.191 775 1.079
North Mean 3.85 3.29 3.60 3.51
eastern Std. 1.189 1.027 1.101 1.226 FS>FB>M>U
C>N>ESNE>SSW | CSNSWSESSSNE|  CSWSESNSNESS | CSESWSSSNESN
Designation
. Mean 3.72 3.25 3.38 3.47
Librarian = 1.301 1.078 1.008 1.107 FS>M>FB>U
Dy. Mean 3.80 3.74 3.57 3.51
Librarian | Std. 1.208 852 917 919 FS>U>FB>M
Asst. Mean 3.93 3.43 3.64 3.44
Librarian | Std. 1.209 1.132 982 1.154 FS>FB>M>U
Mean 4.05 3.55 3.76 3.59
Others Std. 1.164 1966 931 1.054 FS>FB>M>U
O>ASD>L D>O>A>L O>ASD>L O>D>L>A
Overall
Mean 3.96 3.50 3.67 2 5%
Ve Std. 1.195 1.026 956 1.079 AR

Table 9 reveals that almost all the respondent® ltgaven “The economics of new technology has made i
difficult for libraries to offer services free obst to the users (Free Service)” as the top preerdollowed by “Fees
should never become a barrier to use; everyonengessequal, unrestricted access to information @aeier)” and the

least preference is given to “User charges premesiise of library services / products (User Chafges

Irrespective of the age and the gender of the refguts, the first two preferences were given t@é&F8ervice”
and “Fee Barrier” and the maximum respondents abme 45 years of age. However, the respondentsefong above
45 years of age had an identical opinion on fived preferences and opinion gets interchanged lestwast two

preferences.

The central and Northeast region have identicdlepeaces whereas, in the case of the Northern metast two
preferences get interchanged comparing to Centrdl Northeast region. Similarly, Southern and Eastegion have
identical preferences whereas Western region pmefes were Fee Barrier, Minimal Cost, Free Seraind,User Charges.

The universities in Central region has a high peafee in all the four factors.

In the case of Designation of the respondents,Atb&t. Librarian and Other professionals have syoiked
opinion such as Free Service, Fee Barrier, Mini@@dt, and User Charges. In the case of Librariahlan Librarian, the

first and third preferences were identical whettbasother two preferences gets interchanged.

In general, other library professionals highly preéd on free service, fee barrier, minimal cosemghs Dy.

Librarians prefer User Charges.

MARKETING MIX “P”-PLACE

The place of marketing mix among the library prefesals were studied among 47 Central universiigesed on
“If access to material and services is inconvententhe users, the usage will be reduced consitie@tconvenient)”,
“Advances in information technology have raised tisers expectations of information provision imtsrof both quality
of service and speed of delivery (Technological &mtement)” and “Information explosion and developmef
significant new technologies are creating a strdegiand for innovation in the channels of distribatiDistribution
Channel)”. Table 10 shows the ranking of the caiegobased on mean and standard deviation. Thdoopof the

respondents was based on the five-point scaleasi@trongly disagree, Disagree, No opinion, Agiee Strongly Agree.
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Table 10: Marketing Mix “P”-Place

S.No. Description Sf[rongly Disagree | No Opinion Agree S Mean | Std | Rank
Disagree Agree
1 Inconvenient 36 | 9.7% | 64 17.2%| 81 | 21.7%| 129] 34.6%| 63 | 16.9% | 3.34 | 1.170| 3
2 Technological 20 | 5.4% |48|12.9%| 119|31.9%| 125| 33.5%| 61 | 16.4% | 3.51 | 1.033| 2
Advancement
3 g'ﬁ;rr']?]‘étl'on 24 | 6.4% |64|17.2%| 65 | 17.4%| 71 | 19.0%| 149 | 39.9% | 3.63 | 1.339| 1

The mean value of all the variables ranges betvaa# and 3.63 and the standard deviation rangesebat
1.033 and 1.33* which indicates that all the vadaabwere agreed by the respondents and no muchtaevion their
opinion. The first preference was given to Disttibn Channel and the other two order of preferenem® Technological

Advancement and Inconvenient.

Further, the study has been extended to Age, GeBesignation, and Region wise of the respondéifits.mean,

std. deviation and the ranking order is shown &bl& 11 along with the findings.

Table 11: Marketing Mix “P”-Place Vs Age, Gender, Region & Designation

Description M/S/R Inconvenient Xﬁggﬂgfggstl Distribution Channel Findings
AGE
Below 45 yrs Mean 3.93 3.46 3.66 I>D>T
Std. 1.185 1.033 0.935
45 and above yrs Mean 4.04 3.6 3.7 I>D>T
Std. 1.22 1.005 1.008
A>B A>B A>B
Gender
Male Mean 3.92 3.47 3.66 I>D>T
Std. 1.195 1.036 0.958
Female Mean 4.06 3.58 3.71 I>D>T
Std. 1.195 1.001 0.955
F>M F>M F>M
Region
Northern Mean 4.05 3.6 3.68 I>D>T
Std. 1.156 1.042 0.854
Southern Mean 3.8 3.4 3.55 I>D>T
Std. 1.393 0.974 1.015
Eastern Mean 3.89 3.43 3.78 I>D>T
Std. 1.149 0.987 1.084
Western Mean 3.75 3.58 3.92 D>I>T
Std. 1.138 0.9 1.165
Central Mean 4.45 3.73 4 I>D>T
Std. 1.036 1.191 0.775
North eastern Mean 3.85 3.29 3.6 I>D>T
Std. 1.189 1.027 1.101
C>N>E>NE>S>W C>N>W>E>S>NE C>W>E>N>NE>S
Designation
Librarian Mean 3.72 3.25 3.37 I>D>T
Std. 1.301 1.078 1.008
Dy. Librarian Mean 3.8 3.74 3.57 I>T>D
Std. 1.208 0.852 0.917
. . Mean 3.93 3.43 3.64
Asst. Librarian Std. 1.209 1.132 0.982 >D>T
Mean 4.05 3.55 3.76
Others Std. 1.164 0.966 0.931 I>D>T
O>A>D>L D>0O>A>L O>A>D>L
Overall
Mean 3.34 3.51 3.63
VGl Std. 117 1.033 1339 DT>l
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In between the age groups, the opinions were icnt@nd the order was Inconvenient, Technological
Advancement and Distribution Channel. Among the ggrip, Above 45 years have a higher order of peefee than
below 45 years. Similarly, in the case of gendentital opinion persist as like of age. Among teadgr group, female

have a higher order of preference than male respudad

In the case of the region, identical opinion péssisnong Northern, Southern, Eastern, Central anthMNastern
have identical opinion whereas in the case of thestdfn region, first two preferences get interckedngAmong the

regions, central region has a higher order of peefee than the other regions as stated in Table 11.

It is revealed from Table 11 that identical opinierists among Librarian, Asst. Librarian and othérary
professionals as like of the gender and age where#lse case of Dy. Librarian, the second and tlpreferences get
interchanged. Among the professionals, Other lippapfessionals have a higher order of preferencéniconvenient and

Distribution Channel whereas the Dy. Librarian hdggher order of preference for Technological Athement.
MARKETING MIX “P”- PROMOTION

The Promotion of marketing mix among the librarpfpssionals were studied among 47 Central univessit
based on “It is necessary to inform the users attrutitility and benefits of information productservices of the library,
when their usage is missing (Utility)”, “Conductinger orientation programme is an important agtiefta library for the
promotion of its products / service (Orientatior)Jser surveys and personal interviews should belaoted periodically
(Surveys)”, “Newsletters, broachers, webpage atbaartent, and library tours help to increase theatip usage (Print
Tools)” and “Both publicity and personal contactlwreate awareness among the users about thengxiaformation
products/services (Human Contact)”. Table 12 shihvesranking of the categories based on mean andata deviation.
The opinion of the respondents was based on tkepiint scale such as Strongly disagree, Disadteepinion, Agree

and Strongly Agree.

Table 12: Marketing Mix “P”- Promotion

Strongly No Strongly

Disagree | 2'S29'€€ | iinion e s | MEEm | ST IRE

S.No.| Description

1 Utility 12 [3.2% | 10| 2.7% | 61| 16.4%| 72 | 19.3%| 218 | 58.4% | 4.16 | 1.098] 1

2 Orientation | 1 | .3% | 20|5.4% |59 15.8%)| 111| 29.8%| 182 | 48.8% | 4.16 | .951 | 2

3 Surveys 2 | 5% |67]18.0%)|92|24.7%]| 141| 37.8%]| 71 | 19.0% | 3.66 | 1.044| 4

4 Print Tools | 19 | 5.1% | 57| 15.3%| 87 | 23.3%| 90 | 24.1%| 120 | 32.2% | 3.66 | 1.180| 5

5 E'“ma” 3 |.8% |51|13.7%| 49| 13.1%| 117| 31.4%| 153 | 41.0% | 3.93 | 1.087| 3
ontact

The mean value of all the variables ranges betv366 and 4.16 and the standard deviation rangesebat
0.951 and 1.180 which indicates that all the vadeistwere agreed by the respondents and no muchtabevion their
opinion. The first preference was given to Utilitgd the other two order of preferences were OriimtaHuman Contact,

Surveys, and Print Tools.

Further, the study has been extended to Age, GeBesignation, and Region wise of the respondéifits.mean,

std. deviation and the ranking order is shown isl&d3alongwith the findings.
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Table 13: Marketing Mix “P”-Promotion Vs Age, Gender, Region & Designation

Description ‘ M5 ‘ Utility Orientation Surveys Print Tools gﬂ"““ Findings
ACE
- Mean 333 T34 133 EX 793
Balow 43 yrs Bt T024 313 1033 1270 1127 U>0-HC-P>5
- Mean i3 INE] 161 770 110
43 and shoveyrs g 1056 978 538 1324 554 O=U-HC=F=5
B-A B=A AB AB B
Gender
Wean W] ! 157 EXH 158
Male B TO18 537 003 1193 T106 U=-0-HC-F=5
Wean E¥Y] ] 163 N 155
Female E) 1052 550 1022 1383 1018 U-0-HC-P=5
M=F F=Mhl F=M F=AL F=M
Fegion
Wean ENE] 11z 153 T73 155
Northern E) 1057 64 554 1143 1103 U-0-HC-P=5
Mean 330 130 133 738 130
Southam Bt 536 48 530 T 381 T.026 U>0-HC-P>5
Mean 130 149 130 733 I1
Eastzm Btd 733 731 1051 1396 1075 U=0=HC=P=5
- Wiean 738 FRES 108 753 133
Western B 753 T7E T84 35 1057 U=0=P-HC=S
Wean W] 15 391 ENE] 100
Central B T104 G G K T.000 O=U=P-HC=S
Wean 340 138 133 EX] 109
North Bastern 1 1072 560 1076 371 T.043 U-0-HC-P=5
EWSNESN | CEW-NEEN | CRNESEW | CGWoN-NESE | SENEGNW
Deasignation
- Mean F¥Y] 109 15 153 106
Librarian Std. 573 536 1134 1344 514 U=0=HC=5=P
. Mean ERT] EXE] 331 743 X
Dy Libracian 1o 1239 k] 1022 1195 1223 U-HC>0-P>5
_ Mean 347 741 160 760 108
Asst Librarin g 504 33 1.020 1308 1015 U=0=HC=P=5
Wiean I 718 139 771 R
Others B 1063 353 550 1716 Tii0 U=0=HC-P=5
AS1-0-DL AL-0-DL A-1-0-DL A=L-0-DL A-1-0-DL
Overall
Total [ Mean | 327 I 31 I 357 I 383 I 3.98 I
[ Sed. | 1.036 | 917 | 1.010 | 1221 | 1.079 | LO=HC=E=S

In between the age groups, Below 45 years hav@yJiDrientation, Human Contact, Print Tools andn&y
were the order of preferences whereas, Above 4Byéee first two preferences get interchangedoB®el5 years, the
higher order of preference for Utility and Orieidat where as Above 45 years, it was Surveys, Roiolls, and Human
Contact. In the case of gender, male and female havidentical order of preferences. In the cashehigher order of

preference given for Orientation, Human ContadhtRools, and Surveys whereas male gave higherdad Utility.

In the case of region, Northern, Southern, Eastand, North eastern have an identical opinion as titat of
gender. Whereas in the case of Western regiorthtteeand fourth opinion gets interchanged whetbi Central region
first two preferences get interchanged. The cendigibn has a higher order of preference for Oaiéonh, Survey and Print
tools. In the case of the Eastern region, the mighaer of preference given for Utility whereas Beuthern region, the

order of preference given for Human contact.

In the case of designation, Asst. Librarian andeottibrary professionals have an identical prefeeeas like of
the gender. Whereas in the case of Librarian Vestreferences get interchanged and in the caBg.dfibrarians, second

and third preferences interchanged. Asst. Librarlzawve a higher order of preferences than the ptioéessionals.
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The first three preferences on four Ps — ProduatgPPlace, and Promotion were shown in Table 14.

Table 14: Preferences on 4 Ps of Marketing Mix

S. No. Category 1°' Preference 2"%Preference 39 Preference
1 Product Evaluation Participation New Product
2 Price Free Service Fee Barrier Minimal Cost
3 Place Distribution Channell  Technological Advaneam Inconvenience
4 Promotion Utility Orientation Human Contact

It is inferred that in the case of the respondemts giving preference to Evaluation, Participataomd New
Product. Similarly, in the case of Price, the preffiees are Free Service, Fee Barrier and Minimat.Go the case of
Place, the orders of preferences are Distributibar@el, Technological Advancement and InconvenieAsdn the case

of Promotion, the orders of preferences are Utifdyientation, and Human Contact.

The Age, Gender, Region & Designation preferencesPioduct, Price, Place, and Promotion were shiown

Table 15.

Table 15: Preferences on 4 Ps of Marketing Mix - Ag, Gender, Region & Designation

S. Nos. | Category Variable Region Designation Gender Age
Quality” Central | Dy. Librarian Femalg Above 45 y&ar

1 Product Participation Central | Other P_rofe_ssiona S Female owkbl5 years
New Product Central | Asst. Librarian Male Below 4&axs
Evaluation Central | Librarian Femal¢  Above 45 years
Free Service Central| Other Professiongls Female véHWd years

5 Price User Charges Central| Dy. Librarian Female  Aboveeddrs
Fee Barrier Central | Other Professionals Male Abtivgears
Minimal Cost Central | Other Professionals Female  &bdb years
Inconvenient Central | Other Professionals Female vARtb years

3 Place Technological Central | Dy. Librarian Female,  Above 45 years
Advancement
Distribution Channel Central| Other Professionals méae | Above 45 years
Utility Eastern | Asst Librarian Male Below 45 years
Orientation Central | Asst Librarian Female Belowy#ars

4 Promotion | Survey Central | Asst Librarian Female  Above 45 years
Print Tools Central | Asst Librarian Female  Aboveyéars
Human Contact Southern  Asst Librarian Female  Abtivgears

It is inferred from Table 15 that most higher orgeeference from Central region followed by the &ben Other

library professionals of above 45 years.
CONCLUSIONS

This study has been carried out based on the ol#sdo identify the concept of marketing mix amdrigrary
and Information Science professionals. It is alsther analyzed whether the LIS professionals laaekear vision on the
products they have to deal with them and realizeatmount that has been invested and make therizeuty the users.
This study also enables to identify whether the ptSfessionals make use of the place for promatiregproducts and
services and to know the promotional attitude & brofessionals in their product and services. hdy was carried out

among the library professionals working in 47 caintiiversities in India.

The respondents were given preference for Evaluaffarticipation and New Product in the case ofdBct

Similarly, in the case of Price, the preferencesew&ee Service, Fee Barrier, and Minimal Costhincase of Place, the



[ 442

Siva, B & Gopalakrishnan, S |

order of preferences were Distribution Channel, hHhetogical Advancement and Inconvenience. As in ¢hse of

Promotion, the orders of preferences were Utilyientation and Human Contact. Most higher ordefgrence from

Central region followed by a female, Other librargfessionals of above 45 years.
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