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ABSTRACT

Purpose — Mobile phones are widely used amongsiallgroups and are a fast-growing industry. Comgaare
penetrating the Asian Market for their growth. \éaus studies have been conducted on its consumeribelaspects, but
none covers the different facets of the issuesli@eb The purpose of this study is to get the ispluibm various

perspectives, in terms of influences, users, usaesfaction and replacement.

Design/ Methodology — A survey was conducted acdifferent age groups, and respondents belonging to
different social and educational backgrounds hgifrom different parts of the country. Analysis wad@ne using SPSS

software.

Findings — The relative market share of major ne@pihone manufacturers was ascertained. The us#genpaf
mobiles for various apps was studied and it wasdothat Whatsapp is the most extensively used appwied by
Facebook. The consumers look for attributes whierewfactor analyzed to give us Imperative (Cambhaltimedia,
Touch screen, Memory Capacity, Color Display, Attige Color of Phone, Design of Phone, Model/Styeb Browsers,
Brand Value/Quality, Reliability, New features aAgpearance), Auxiliary (Complexity of Operating 8s, Battery
Life, Language Keypad, Time taken to Charge, WayraBuarantee and Repair) and Trivial (FM RadioaD8im and
Domestic Product) factors. The findings also reséathat recommendation for review on the interred &iends

influenced more than all other categories.

Originality/Value — The Psyche of Indian consumesr different from western consumers in terms of the
influences, usage of products and the importanceiftérent attributes. The reluctance of consumkswitching to

competitive brands is observed giving directiothi marketing drives of different mobile brand macturers.

Research Limitation / Implication - The researcheage not considered the qualitative aspects ¢éreifit apps
while looking at only their average duration of geaThe research was conducted using online suoay and results

may vary if the research is conducted using a tinterview method.

KEYWORDS: Buying Behavior, Mobile Phones, Usage Patterdudmfcers, Mobile Applications, Consumer Purchase

Decision, India.
INTRODUCTION

Globally, communication through Mobile phones isoof the fastest growing businesses. Big giantthén
mobile industry are eyeing on the Asian Contin@mtlfusiness growth as there is huge scope in tienAsarket. China
and Korea are leaders in manufacturing low costile®tand being the competitor for leading manufeesiin this

segment.
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Table 1: Market Share of Various Companies, Manufatring Smartphone’s

Period Samsung Apple Huawei Xiaomi Lenovo* Others

2015Q2 21.4% 13.9% 8.7% 5.6% 4.7% 45.7%
2014Q2 24.8% 11.6% 6.7% 4.6% 8.0% 44.3%
2013Q2 31.9% 12.9% 4.3% 1.7% 5.7% 43.6%
2012Q2 32.2% 16.6% 4.1% 1.0% 5.9% 40.2%

SourcelDC, Aug 2015

Robertson (2001) in his research on mobile phoneseg that China is leading in mobile phones at 80&tket
share in 2001 as compared to the market sharengxistthe year 1990 and China increased 25% matkate by 2004
(CMII, 2005). The competition for the mobile phomanufacturers is intense. Mobile Phone manufactuaer marketing
the mobiles by advertising the features of the phandorsed by the celebrities. The companies late promoting
phones, comparing the unique features such asctwe appearance, dialling speed, colour, shapk caistomized
options. The marketing strategies thaehaeen widely used in many different industriesdobon the research on

consumers purchasing behavior with special referémt¢he influence of social influencing groups.

Lachoee, Wake ford and Pearson (2003) stated lahistory of mobile phones involved developmentshie

areas of technology, society and political framessor

India is a growing economy and along with the giowf the nation the telecommunicating industry Isoa
growing. The focus of consumer towards mobile pkoiseincreasing the need for research in this dPe@ple are
obsessed with the usage of their mobile phoneday’s era, mobile phones are not just a neceBsityeople are using
it for increasing their networking and staying ceoted with their friends and families. Various ajgpsh as Whatsapp,
LinkedIn, Facebook, and Instagram are used fornessi purpose. Hence, due to high usage on a pefsomaand in
business it is becoming essential to possess alengibne. There is a shift in the thought procédhe consumer. High
usage of mobile phones is seen across all age®aking income has brought about a radical shifbhéntype of mobile

phones used by consumers.

Flourishing advertising industry also provides tlecessary support to increase the sale of the enphibnes.

Marketing strategies of the company’s manufactunmabile phones help in creating or destroying tfand.

Today’s consumer is techno savvy and gain informmagéibout the technical configuration and featufesabile
phones before buying the product. Only a few brandse available in India in the 90s and among théokia was

the market leader.

With the boom in the industry today we have a wgirig brands to choose. The leading brands availablndia
in today’s market are Apple, Nokia, HTC, SamsunigcBberry and Micromax and the lesser known brand$ as VOX,
carbon, Xolo, Lava etc. The existing price rangenobiles is INR 600 - INR 80000.
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Applications on Mobile Phones

Government and Private organization of differenttees, both use Mobile Phone Apps for communication
Various Banks are also developing mobile appsHerdase and convenience of the consumer to docfalaransactions.
Several apps are created for information sharingheyGovernment of India. Apps are also used fopping, railway

bookings, and air bookings, payment modes of atgtytiand other utility bills, movie bookings.
OBJECTIVE
* To understand the role of influencers on purchdsenart phones.
» To study the usage pattern of mobile phone
e To understand the relative importance of diffemgttibutes while buying a Smartphone
e To understand the factors affecting the buyingsieniof the consumer in the purchase of smart ghone
» Tofind the average life of a branded mobile.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Several researches have been conducted on thesfactimencing the purchase of smartphones. Acogydio
Uddin, Lopa & Oheduzzaman (2014), the most imparfactor is the physical attributes, which are ledkby the
consumer while buying a new mobile phone. The rebea also states that, some other factors infingnithe consumer
buying behavior are pricing, charging and operatauiities, size and weight, friends’ and colleagurecommendations,

neighbors’ recommendations and advertising.

Basha, Lakshmanna and Fayaz (2011) have also dttigevarious factors influencing the consumer bayi
behavior on Mobile phones, and have summarizekiit the choices of mobiles differ, amongst variage groups and
income levels, and the choice depends on the ssnderived and hold for longer duration, based len quality of

the mobile phone.

In the study conducted by Mesay Sata (2013) mgjarfitthe consumers own Nokia mobile phones. Inmece
times, Nokia mobile phone users have plans to shifther brands such as Samsung, Apple and BlackBehe analysis
conducted by the researcher shows that, priceeisntbst dominant factor in the purchase decisiothef consumer.
The consumer’s second preference is attractiveifeafprevalent in the mobile handset. However, seaires of mobile
phones are given more importance and some aredavadi as not important. Brand name and durabifitpyabile phones
were given due importance in buying a mobile phmiece these two features are related to the guafithe mobile

phones and the least importance, being socialdnfla and after sales service.

Debasish and Mallick2015) in their research found that, companies lshdavelop action plans with specific
marketing strategies considering the complexitythaf set of factors influencing consumer behaviad & target the
potential of rural market in Asia. Strategic Plamnis required to market in rural areas and newilagihones launch
cannot be successful if this is not implemented proper manner. Rural market should have diffelbeanding activities
and plans as the consumer mindset does not haviargiynwith the mindset of the consumer stayingurban areas.

Success has been achieved by companies which Hap¢ed an integrated plan of urban marketing graseand action
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plans.

Kaur (2015) studied consumer purchase behavior ritsvmobile phone. The study conducted in India Hey t
researcher revealed that consumers prefer to ngke shobile phone with android operating systene ¢bnsumers were
found to be satisfied with their existing brand robbile phone. This study also showed that the acomess replaced

the phones between one to two years. The consprefesred Samsung brand mobiles.

Martensen (2007), in the empirical survey-basedysfuroved that teens show low loyalty towards tmeabile
phone brand as compared to the adults. The stgdycahcluded that in case of twins a weak relatignexisted between
satisfaction and loyalty. It was also observed Haisfaction levels of teens were higher than tfiadults despite their
lower levels of loyalty. Due to this teen do not fgo the same brands at the time of repurchasedladhey recommend

their current brand of mobile phones to others.

Mohankumar and Dineshkumar (201%) their study mentioned that, the consumers anrgnigua variety of
mobile phones, which satisfy their needs and wariey are always influenced in their purchasingvies by some
considerations, which lead him to select a bran@ store, which is preferred by others. Consumesstly preferred

Nokia mobile phones.

Kumar and Chaubey (2015) studied the functionalbattes which affected the consumers buying degisib
mobile phones. The research mentions that the ocm@isu give great importance to the product attributiean

the functional factors while purchasing a mobil@pé

Karjaluoto et al. (2005) study dealt with the cleogriteria of the consumers in buying mobile phofid® factors
studies were the influence intention to acquire membile phones and factors influencing the charfgenabile phones.
The technical problem in mobiles was found to be riiain reason to change the mobile phone and tls¢ imtuential

features sought by consumers before the purchaselofe phones were price, interface, brand angemntées.

Singh and Goyal (2009), studied the consumers lgugehavior of mobile handset by different age gsoapd
gender. The research conclusion mentions that gkegeoup of 18-30 years were less sensitive tangriand physical
attributes, brand, value added features and teshféatures were more important in making a purehdscision.
Moreover, the consumers belonging to the age gafup0O years or more gave more importance to prather than
features. Significant differences also prevailetiveen different age groups with regards to the ingyme given to all
factors except the repairs and after sales servidesre was a high difference between the corenteahfeatures and
brand of handset. Differences of opinion betweeteraad female were also existed with the brandtaoknical features

of the mobile handsets.
METHODOLOGY

A survey was carried out across different citigffetent age groups, various educational qualifarad, various
occupations and ranges of annual family incomerdhere 700 respondents and the data was coll¢utedgh Google

forms. The results were of primarily quantitatimenature and the data analysis was done using SPSS.

The questionnaire was validated by performing béiig analysis. The Cronbach alpha was found ta0t812,

which is above 0.7. Reliability test was also aadrout separately, for usage of apps and Cronb#ueAvas also found
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to be 0.858. Reliability test was also conductedattributes where the Cronbach alpha was 0.97keSill the readings
were above 0.7, hence, we confirm that, the quassive can be used to conduct the study and prdcedb further

analysis.

Table 2: Reliability Analysis

Cronbach's Alpha | N of ltems
All parameters .942 85
Usage of Apps .858 11
Attributes 971 26

DATA ANALYSIS

The descriptive statistics of age group of respatgleevealed that 2 respondents were from the ame gf 5-10
years, 8 were from 10-15 yrs, 26 were from 15-18 $00 were from 18-25 yrs, 97 were from 25-35ay1d 67 were from
the age group of 35 yrs & above.

Maximum number of respondents belonged to 18-25syedich represents the youth and major users of
smartphones.

The educational qualifications of the respondergriged to the following categories: 3 respondetits’t
attend school, 14 respondents were from the childtedying from T to 10", 56 respondents were teenagers who studied
from 10" to 12", 462 were students who are graduates and 165fwenePost Graduates.

Maximum numbers of respondents were graduates whmajor users of smartphones.

Out of total 700 respondents 408 were studentsw@@? housewives, 21 were employed in the Government
Sector, 151 were employed in Private sector, 3lewerofessionals practicing CA/ICWA/MD/MBBS, 52 were
Entrepreneurs and 10 were retired.

Majority of respondents were students followed B% Pespondents who were working professionals.

The annual family income of 267 respondents was than(15 lacs, 262 respondents belonged to the group
having annual family income ranging franblacs —110 lacs. The number of respondents having annaalyfancome of

(110 lacs 4120 lacs was 112 and 59 respondents belonged trale of annual family income of more tha0 lacs.

The respondent’s demographic profile also inclutlesir place of residence classified in Metro, Nogrthd,
Small Towns/Rural and International. The resposasprised of 330 respondents from Metro, 32 respotsdfrom Non-
Metro, 326 respondents were from Small Towns/Rarad 12 belonged to International locations sucHJKs US,

Singapore etc.

To understand the role of influencers on purchdsaartphones we asked the respondents to givieeusating
in Likert Scale of 1-5 (1= Not at all, 2=Slightlynportant, 3=Moderately Important, 4=Important ard\&ry Important)
about the influence of Friends, Colleagues, Rewi¢uwnternet, Reviews in Newspaper, AdvertisemeNisighbours and

Salesperson in buying mobile phones.
The Rankings Based on Weighted Average Ratings aes Follows

* Reviews on Internet — Average rating of 3.56.
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e Friends - Average rating of 3.14

* Reviews in Newspapers - Average rating of 2.75
» Colleagues - Average rating of 2.73

» Advertisements - Average rating of 2.69

» Sales person - Average rating of 2.22

* Neighbours - Average rating of 2.14

From the above statistics, we observe that recordatEm from review on internet and friends influedanore

than all other categories.

We used crosstab to understand the impact of infleies on different occupation in purchase of srhamges
(Figure 1,2,3,4,5,6 &7).

Analysing the highest rating categories of difféerencupation we find that Very important rating ¢b likert
scale) on ‘Internet reviews’ was given by all categs of occupations except housewives who galepbrtant rating (4

on likert scale).

Friends recommendation was rated as Important ligests, government employees, private sector eraploy
and self-employed whereas, housewives, professiaral retired gave moderately important categdiggd3 on Likert
scale).

Students, government employees, private sector@mes, self-employed and retired gave Importamggé on
Likert scale) on Colleague Recommendation whereasdwives and professionals gave Moderately Impbreting (3

on Likert scale).

Reviews in Newspapers were considered Moderatelyottant (3 on Likert scale) by Student, Housewife,
Government Employees, Private Sector EmployeespPaoféssionals. But Self Employed and Retired Ivatéd it as not

at all Important (1 on Likert Scale) predominantly.

Housewives gave Important rating to advertisemert Moderately Important rating by students and-self
employed. Slightly Important rating (2 on Likerte#&) was given by Private Sector employees andepstdnals. “Not at
all rating” was given by Government Sector emplayard Retired persons.

Not at all rating was given to Neighbours recomnagimeh influencing in buying a mobile phone by atcept

professionals who gave Slightly Important.

Salesperson recommendation was not at all considetéle buying a mobile phone by all categorieseptc

professionals who gave slightly important rating.

Hence, we can conclude that Internet reviews arertbst important influence in buying a mobile phone
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Figure 1: Influencers Impact on Students

Figure 2: Influencers Impact on Housewives

Figure 3: Influencers Impact on Government Employes
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Figure 4: Influencers Impact on Private Employees

2

Figure 5: Influencers Impact on Professionals

Figure 6: Influencers Impact on Self Employed



Figure 7: Influencers Impact on Retired

Figure 8: Influencers Overall Impact on All Categories
The researchers also studied the usage patterolifenphone in terms of utilities and social media.

Table 3 Shows The Usage Pattern For Various é#liti
Table 3: Frequency Table of Utilities

Online Shopping 585 83.6 1
Cab Bookings 495 70.7 2
Bill Payment 430 61.4 3

Banking 384 54.9 4

Food & Beverages 280 40 5
Airline Bookings 149 21.3 6

Grocery & Veggies 121 17.3 7
Share Market 91 13 8
Total 700 100

It is observed that the maximum usage is for ordimepping, Cab bookings and bill payments. Howeeey few

people are currently mobile phones for share mdraasactions and buying grocery and veggies.
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A different sample may yield different results.dar sample since the number of students was higih tble in
purchase of grocery and veggies is minimal and demaoery low figure for its usage. The usage ofreshaarket

interactions is low because of similar reasons.

In case of duality of modes of usage of utilities &g., if the utility can be accessed on mobilpsapnd on
internet, people may opt to use internet througitolas and faster access, as broadband speedés tfash mobile data
speed. If the utility is available only in the folmhmobile app, then consumer does not have a efaid should download

the mobile app to make transactions.

The researchers also studied the usage of socidianapps in smartphones. The respondents were deked
classify their time spent on various social medipsainto any of the five categories. (1-0 to 15,rir- 15 min to 30 min,
3- 30 min to 60 min, 4 — 1 hour to 3 hours and Braerthan 3 hours). The average time spent on ggthvas ascertained
by first finding the average of all the ratings esxch of the app. This was then converted into aqipede time score in
terms of minutes. It was observed that Whatsapph®ighest time score of 81.6 min followed by étamok which had
time score of 56 min. The complete details folaglbs usage answered by the respondents are mehitiohable 4. Viber,
Twitter and LinkedIn had the lowest scores in teohime indicating their low usage. The resultsymary from sample

to sample.

Table 4: Weighted Average of Usage of Mobile Phones Social Media

Usage Average Rating| Average Time Per Day
Facebook 2.21 56 min
Whatsapp 3.18 81.6 min
LinkedIn 1.35 23 min
Twitter 1.3 22 min
Instagram 1.76 27 min
Photographs 1.86 29 min
Clicking Selfies 1.53 26 min
Skype 1.42 25 min
Viber 1.20 21 min
Fithness Apps 1.39 24 min
Other apps 1.82 28 min
Total time spent on social media 362.6 min approx. 6 hours

Table 5 depicts the cross tab between the age grang approximate time spent on Whatsapp. It shbats
majority of the respondents below 18 years of ageewising Whatsapp for less than 22 min whereds ito 25-year age

group the majority were using above 22 min with thaximum being in 120 min (1 to 3 hours per dayegary. Age

groups above 25 years are also using Whatsappdog than 22 min.

Table 5: Crosstab of age and Approximate time Sperdgn Whatsapp per day

Approximate Time_Spent_on_Whatsapp per day

8 Min 22 Min | 45 Min 120 Min ]300 Min Total

5-10 yrs |Count 2 0 0 0 0 2

10-15 yrs |Count 3 5 0 0 0 8

Ag 15-18 yrs |Count 7 5 5 4 5 26
18-25 yrs |Count 52 113 95 129 111 | 500

25-35yrs | Count| 8 21 20 24 24 97

35 yrs & abov| Count 19 12 19 10 7 67
Total Count| 91 156 139 167 147 | 700
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The usage pattern of Facebook was similar to usay¢hatsapp. In the crosstab of age groups witteBagk it
was seen that the lower age groups showing a wugdgss than 22 min whereas the age groups belgrgithe range 18-
25 yrs and 25-35 yrs have maximum usage of aboveiB2(Table 6). In the age groups of 35 yrs & abtwe usage

pattern again towards the lower side ranging fromi8to 22 min.

Table 6: Crosstab of Age and Approximate Time Spenvn Facebook

Approximate_time_spent_on_using_Facebook per day
8min | 22 min | 45 min | 120 min Total
5-10yrs |Count 2 0 0 0 2
10-15yrs |Count 2 4 2 0 8
15-18 yrs |Countl 9 7 6 4 26
Age 18-25yrs |Count 169 151 86 94 500
25-35yrs |[Count] 28 22 18 29 97
35 yrs & abovgCount| 30 20 12 5 67
Total Count| 240 204 124 132 700

The advantage of Whatsapp over Facebook is thaaweend personalized messages and group messages.

Advantage of Facebook is that ads are flashedfaymliwant to promote ecommerce then you can cregatege

of your product and promote your business.

The crosstabs of Location and approximate timetspemusage of apps in smartphones pattern shoveedhtbre

was no significant difference between the usagda@gations of the respondents (Table 7 & 8).
Metro/Non/Other * Approximate_time_Spent_on_Usindhatéapp_per_day

Table 7: Crosstab of Location and Whatsapp Use

Crosstab | | | |
Approximate_Time_Spent_on_Using_Whatsapp_Per_Day
8 Min| 22 Min 45 Min | 120 Min | 300 Min Total
Count 29 64 67 86 84 330
Metro % within o o, o o o o o
Metro/Non/Othe 8.8% | 19.4% 20.3% 26.1% 25.5% 100.0%
Count 3 8 8 5 8 32
Non-Metro (% within o, o o o o o
Metro/Non/ Metro/Non/Othe 9.4% | 25.0% 25.0% 15.6% 25.0% 100.0%
Other Count 59 80 62 72 53 326
Small % within
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Towns/Rural Metro/Non/Othe 18.1%| 24.5% 19.0% 22.1% 16.3% 100.0%
Count 0 4 2 4 2 12
International % within o o o o o o
Metro/Non/Othe 0.0%| 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 100.0%
Count 91 156 139 167 147 700
Total % within o o o o o o
Metro/Non/Othe 13.0% 22.3% 19.9% 23.9% 21.0% 100.0%

Metro/Non/Other * Approximate_time_Spent_on_Usingc&book per_day
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Table 8: Crosstab of Location and Facebook use

Crosstab | | |
Approximate Time_Spent On_Using Facebook Per Day
8 Min 22 Min 45 Min 120 Min Total
Count 112 85 60 73 330
Metro % within 0 0 o o o
Metro/Non/Other 33.9% 25.8% 18.2% 22.1% 100.0%
Count 12 11 4 5 32
Non-Metro [% within 0 0 o o o
Metro/ Metro/Non/Other 37.5% 34.4% 12.5% 15.6% 100.0%
Non/Other Count 114 105 56 51 326
small - g within
0 0 0, 0, 0,
TOWHS/RuraMetro/Non/Other 35.0% 32.2% 17.2% 15.6% 100.0%
Count 2 3 4 3 12
Internationa(% within 0 0 o o o
Metro/Non/Other 16.7% 25.0% 33.3% 25.0% 100.0%
Count 240 204 124 132 700
Total % within 0 0 o o o
Metro/Non/Other 34.3% 29.1% 17.7% 18.9% 100.0%

No significant difference was found between thendgmof mobile phones used and the times spent iolg us
various apps such as Facebook, Whatsapp, Linkddiftter, Instagram, Photographs, Clicking Selfi&&kype, Viber,
Fitness App and various other apps (Table 9).

Table 9: Cross Tab between the times spent on Vaus apps and brand of mobile phones

Approximate time using: Apple | Samsung| Sony | Micromax | Motorola
Facebook 8min Count 107 113 34 21 53
% with brand| 35.00% 34.109 35.80% 31.30% 34.00%
22 min Count 87 86 25 26 34
% with brand| 28.40% 26.009 26.30%  38.80% 21.80%
45 min Count 53 62 16 10 37
% with brand| 17.30% 18.709 16.80% 14.90% 23.70%
120 min Count 59 70 20 10 32
% with brand| 19.30% 21.109 21.10% 14.90% 20.50%
300 min Count 0 0 0 0 0
% with brand 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Whatsapp 8min Count 40 37 15 11 14
% with brand| 13.10% 11.209 15.80% 16.40% 9.00P%
22 min Count 70 74 16 18 25
% with brand| 22.90% 22.409 16.80%  26.90% 16.00%
45 min Count 50 65 23 14 36
% with brand| 16.30%  19.609 24.20%  20.90% 23.10%
120 min Count 82 80 19 13 42
% with brand| 26.80% 24.209 20.00% 19.40% 26.90%
300 min Count 64 75 22 11 39
% with brand| 20.90% 22.709 23.20% 16.40% 25.00%
LinkedIn 8min Count 234 260 80 55 111
% with brand| 76.50%  78.509 84.20% 82.10% 71.20%
22 min Count 43 39 7 5 25
% with brand| 14.10% 11.809 7.40% 7.509 16.00%
45 min Count 14 17 3 3 6
% with brand| 4.60% 5.10% 3.20% 4.50% 3.80%
120 min Count 9 9 2 1 8
% with brand| 2.90% 2.70% 2.10% 1.50% 5.10%
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Table 9 Condti
300 min Count 6 6 3 3 6
% with brand| 2.00% 1.80% 3.20% 4.50% 3.80%
Twitter 8min Count 247 267 81 57 121
% with brand| 80.70%  80.709 85.30%  85.10% 77.60%
22 min Count 36 41 9 6 20
% with brand| 11.80%  12.409 9.50% 9.009 12.80%
45 min Count 9 8 1 1 5
% with brand| 2.90% 2.40% 1.10% 1.50% 3.20%
120 min Count 7 8 1 2 4
% with brand| 2.30% 2.40% 1.10% 3.00% 2.60%
300 min Count 7 7 3 1 6
% with brand| 2.30% 2.10% 3.20% 1.50% 3.80%
Instagram 8min Count 153 189 56 46 86
% with brand| 50.00% 57.109 58.90% 68.70% 55.10%
22 min Count 78 77 19 15 36
% with brand| 25.50%  23.309 20.00% 22.40% 23.10%
45 min Count 37 28 12 1 14
% with brand| 12.10%  8.50%| 12.60% 1.500 9.00%
120 min Count 25 26 5 2 10
% with brand| 8.20% 7.90% 5.30% 3.00% 6.40%
300 min Count 13 11 3 3 10
% with brand| 4.20% 3.30% 3.20% 4.50% 6.40%
Photographs 8min Count 156 163 44 36 84
% with brand| 51.00%  49.209 46.30%  53.70% 53.80%
22 min Count 71 85 31 15 40
% with brand| 23.20%  25.709 32.60% 22.40% 25.60%
45 min Count 47 42 10 5 17
% with brand| 15.40% 12.709 10.50% 7.50% 10.90%
120 min Count 19 25 5 5 9
% with brand| 6.20% 7.60% 5.30% 7.50% 5.80%
300 min Count 13 16 5 6 6
% with brand| 4.20% 4.80% 5.30% 9.00% 3.80%
Clicking Selfies 8min Count 203 217 70 45 112
% with brand| 66.30% 65.609 73.70%  67.20% 71.80%
22 min Count 56 61 12 9 22
% with brand| 18.30%  18.409 12.60% 13.40% 14.10%
45 min Count 26 35 8 6 9
% with brand| 8.50% 10.60% 8.40% 9.00% 5.80%
120 min Count 9 6 1 2 5
% with brand| 2.90% 1.80% 1.10% 3.00% 3.20%
300 min Count 12 12 4 5 8
% with brand| 3.90% 3.60% 4.20% 7.50% 5.10%
Skype 8min Count 238 248 74 48 122
% with brand| 77.80%  74.909 77.90%  71.60% 78.20%
22 min Count 35 37 10 9 18
% with brand| 11.40%  11.209 10.50% 13.40% 11.50%
45 min Count 16 24 6 5 2
% with brand| 5.20% 7.30% 6.30% 7.50% 1.30%
120 min Count 11 14 2 5 7
% with brand| 3.60% 4.20% 2.10% 7.50% 4.50%
300 min Count 6 8 3 0 7
% with brand| 2.00% 2.40% 3.20% 0.00% 4.50%
Viber 8min Count 274 289 87 59 136
% with brand| 89.50%  87.309 91.60%  88.10% 87.20%
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Table 9 Condti

22 min Count 21 23 6 5 12

% with brand| 6.90% 6.90% 6.30% 7.50% 7.70%
45 min Count 7 8 2 2 2

% with brand| 2.30% 2.40% 2.10% 3.00% 1.30%
120 min Count 3 5 0 0 3

% with brand| 1.00% 1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 1.90%
300 min Count 1 6 0 1 3

% with brand| 0.30% 1.80% 0.00% 1.50% 1.90%

Fitness app 8min Count 230 261 80 47 120

% with brand| 75.20%  78.909 84.20%  70.10% 76.90%
22 min Count 42 40 10 15 22

% with brand| 13.70% 12.109 10.50%  22.40% 14.10%
45 min Count 19 18 2 2 5

% with brand| 6.20% 5.40% 2.10% 3.00% 3.20%
120 min Count 7 7 0 2 3

% with brand| 2.30% 2.10% 0.00% 3.00% 1.90%
300 min Count 8 5 3 1 6

% with brand| 2.60% 1.50% 3.20% 1.50% 3.80%

Other Apps 8min Count 179 195 57 35 81

% with brand| 58.50% 58.909 60.00% 52.20% 51.90%
22 min Count 59 60 15 17 39

% with brand| 19.30% 18.109 15.80%  25.40% 25.00%
45 min Count 38 42 12 8 16

% with brand| 12.40% 12.709 12.60% 11.90% 10.30%
120 min Count 13 20 6 2 8

% with brand| 4.20% 6.00% 6.30% 3.00% 5.10%
300 min Count 17 14 5 5 12

% with brand| 5.60% 4.20% 5.30% 7.50% 7.70%

Comparison of satisfaction of various brands ahthal respondents were asked to state their Iév&dtisfaction
with the brand being used, on a 5 point likert sdaving categories (1-Not at all satisfied, 2-Seheg satisfied, 3-
Moderately satisfied, 4-Very satisfied, 5- Extreynsétisfied). The responses received are tabulagéxlv in the form of
crosstab (Table 10).

Table 10: Crosstab of Satisfaction of Usage with ¢hBrand of Smartphone

Apple Samsung | Micromax | Motorola Sony Lenovo Blackberry
Not at all Count 9 15 3 6 0 2 0
Satisfied % 2.94 4.53 4.47 3.84 0 3.9
Somewhat |Count 31 30 8 9 11 5 1
Satisfied % 10.13 9.06 11.94 5.76 11.57 9.8 50
Satisfaction Moderately Count 69 102 26 43 30 12 1
usage Satisfied % 22.54 30.81 38.8 27.56 39.57 23.52 50
Count 136 136 27 64 39 28 0
Very Satisfied |% 44.44 41.08 40.29 41.02 41.05 54.9
Extremely  |Count 61 48 3 34 15 4
Satisfied % 19.93 14.5 4.47 21.79 15.78 7.84
Total Count 306 331 67 156 95 51

Multiplication was carried out between the percgataf responses in each category for every braddttair
respective weights (1-Not at all satisfied, 2-Somatsatisfied, 3- Moderately satisfied, 4-Very sadid, 5- Extremely
satisfied). The total of the weighted ratings wiaslfy divided by hundred to give average ratingeath brand. The top
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most rank in terms of this rating is Sony with ag® of 3.85 followed by Motorola with average of Band Apple with
average of 3.68 (Table 11).

Table 11: Weighted Ratings in Each Category of Bragls and Responses

Apple Samsung | Micromax | Motorola Somy Lenowe | Blackberry

Mot at all satisfied 2.94 4.53 1.47 3.84 1] 349 1]

Somewhat satisfied 2025 18.12 23.88 1152 23.14 19.6 100

Satisfaction |Moderately satisfied 67462 9243 1164 B2.68 11871 #0.56 150
usage Very satisfied 177.76 154.32 161.16 164.08 164.2 219.6 0
Extremely satisfied 9965 72.5 22.35 108.95 78.9 39.2 1]

Average Total 3.58323 3.519 3.2828 3.7107 3.8435 35288 .5

Researcherdave also tried to understand the relative impesganf different attributes while buying a

Smartphone.

The respondents were asked to give the ratings &n pmint Likert Scale (1-Not at all, 2-Somewhat, 3-
Moderately, 4-Important, 5- Very Important). Theigiged average ratings for each of the attributeevealculated for the

whole population giving the results shown in Tatke

It was observed that the top most influencer isMleenory Capacity of the smartphone followed by Battlife.

None of the smartphone advertisements today gipetitance to these two influencing factors.

Other important attributes are Touchscreen, ReligbhCamera/Video Quality, Brand value / QualitycaColour

Display. Amongst the post purchase requirement S¥idyrand Repair are important.

The least important are FM Radio and Dual Sim. ©hgin of product i.e. domestic or imported is nary

relevant.

Table 12: Means of Influencing Attributes of Smartphones

Influencing Attributes Weighted Average
Memory Capacity 4.25
Battery life 4.20
Touchscreen 4.15
Reliability 412
Camera/Video Quality 4.10
Brand Value/Quality 4.04
Colour Display 4.01
Warranty 3.96
Repair 3.95
New Feature 3.94
Time taken to charge 3.94
Model/Style 3.90
Design of the phone 3.90
Guarantee 3.88
Appearance 3.88
Complexity of operating systeim 3.80
Multimedia Option 3.80
Web Browser 3.79
Attractive Colour 3.63
Size 3.55
Language Keypad 3.47
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Table 12 Condti
Weight 3.34
Bluetooth 3.29
Dual Sim 3.27
Domestic Product 2.95
FM Radio 2.82

To understand how the influencers are clubbed begefactor analysis was carried out of all théngd given by
the respondents to different attributes. This waisedby Principal Component Analysis, followed byrivteax Rotation.

Value of 0.6 was considered as a cut-off and tfaetrs emerged.

The first factor named as Imperative Attributes sisted of Camera, Multimedia, Touchscreen, Memory
Capacity, Colour Display, Attractive Colour of PleonDesign of Phone, Model/Style, Web Browsers, Bran
Value/Quality, Reliability, New Features and Appmase.

The second factor named as Auxiliary Attributes sisted of Complexity of Operating Systems, Batteife,
Language Keypad, and Time taken to Charge, Warr@ugrantee and Repair.

The third factor named as Trivial Attributes conges of FM Radio, Dual Sim and Domestic Product.
This reflects the consumer’s priorities and theimal requirements expected out of a smartphonebl €TE3)

Table 13: Factor Analysis of Influencing Attributes of Smartphones

Rotated Component Matrix®
Component
1 2 3
Camera/Video Quality 0.719| 0.407| 0.159
Bluetooth 0.471| 0.198| 0.502
Multimedia Option 0.721| 0.306| 0.316
Touchscreen 0.801| 0.376| 0.187
Memory Capacity 0.769]| 0.423| 0.207
Colour Display 0.786| 0.365| 0.231
Attractive Color 0.772] 0.212| 0.315
Model/Style 0.821] 0.296| 0.224
New Feature 0.77 | 0.339| 0.287
Design of the phone 0.813| 0.31 | 0.215
Appearance 0.82 | 0.304| 0.217
Web Browser 0.658| 0.31 | 0.361
Brand Value/Quality 0.736| 0.403| 0.246
FM Radio 0.273] 0.117| 0.792
Dual Sim 0.267] 0.197| 0.774
Domestic Product 0.253| 0.17 | 0.821
Reliability 0.614| 0.466| 0.312
Guarantee 0.258| 0.851| 0.183
Warranty 0.268| 0.872| 0.16
Repair 0.294| 0.857| 0.146
Time taken to charge 0.311| 0.829| 0.173
Language Keypad 0.241] 0.663| 0.343
Battery life 0.408| 0.819| 0.086
Complexity of operating systerl 0.322| 0.718]| 0.193
Size 0.384| 0.588| 0.019
Weight 0.355| 0.55 | 0.117
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Table 14: Factor Loadings of variables

Imperative Auxiliary Trivial
Factor Fact_o ! Factor Fact_o ! Factor Factp f
Loading Loading Loading
Camera 719 | Complexity of Operating 214 | £y Radio 792
Systems
Multimedia 721 Battery Life .819 Dual Sim 774
Touchscreen .801 Language Keypad .663 Domestic Product .821
EAemor_y .769 Time taken to Charge .829
apacity

Colour Display .786 Warranty .872
Attractive Colour 72 Guarantee. .851
of Phone
Design of Phone .813 Repair .857
Model/Style .821
Web Browsers .658
Brand
Value/Quality 736
Reliability .614
New Features 770
Appearance. .820

The frequency of intention of buying the same brisngigher than that of not buying the same branalinost all
the cases having the ratio of 2:1. It seems thapleedon’t want to switch brands as they can naegigasily in one brand.

This frequency is highest in Motorola from amontyst most commonly used brands (Table 15).

Table 15: Crosstab of Repeat Purchase with Mobile nds

Brand Will you buy the same brand Total
No Yes
Apple 113 193 306
Samsung 106 225 331
Sony 33 62 95
Micromax 29 38 67
Motorola 46 110 156

Users of different brands were asked to rate thegtisfaction of current brand on a 5-point Likecal® starting
from Not at all Satisfied to Extremely Satisfiedo® of the respondents felt very satisfied or ewely satisfied with their
current brands. This same affinity to the brandlieen conveyed in the previous question also wiveréound that brand
loyalty is very high. However, in case of Samsung lvave found a good proportion of customers atidher end of

satisfaction rating which should be a cause of eanfor Samsung (Table 16).

Table 16: Crosstab of Different Brands and CustomeBatisfaction

Brand Satisfied With Quality of the Present Mobile Phone
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very Extremely
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied satisfied
Apple 9 31 69 136 61
Samsung 15 30 102 136 48
Sony 0 11 30 39 15
Micromax 3 8 26 27 3
Motorola 6 9 43 64 34
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Customers perception whether branded mobiles ingsr@ocial status was indicated on a scale of Bnaliges
(No, Maybe and Yes). It is interesting to note thzny of the users of top end mobiles i.e. Appl@n8ung, Sony,
Motorola don't believe that branded mobiles impréiveir social status. It implies that mobile hasdree a utility product
rather than display of social status across vargrgments of population. Most of the respondergsnat sure of the
impact of branded mobiles on their social statusiteQa few of them have answered in affirmativeoasrall the brands.
We can conclude that branded mobile can be coresides a symbol of social status although someeobiiners may not

endorse this view (Table 17).

Table 17: Crosstab of Different Brands and Perceptin of Social Status Improvement

Brand Do You Think Branded Mobile Improves Social Status
Total
No Maybe Yes

Apple 50 128 128 306
Samsung | 58 168 105 331
Sony 14 50 31 95
Micromax | 7 38 22 67
Motorola | 36 71 49 156

The respondents were asked to indicate their plafgure for repurchase of new mobile in a formbasegment
scales ranging from within 1month to after 2 yedsst of the respondents fell into distant timeegatries of 6months-1
year, After 1 year and After 2 years across allftends. This indicates that a mobile is considesed durable with a long
life and people tend to use it for at least 6 msnth year. The replacement demand of mobiles eagaliged from this
data. Addition of new features can help in impravithe replacement demand. However, we have nottake
consideration the period for which a person alreawys the brand. We could also gauge the avergdecement period
for all the mobiles by taking into consideratiome toverall frequencies in each time category. & haen found that

average life of mobile is around 18 months (Tal@g This will be useful in future predictions of bite sales.

Table 18: Crosstab of Different brands and Replaceent Plan

Brand Replacement Plan Total
1 month | 1-6months | 6months — 1 year| After 1 year | After 2 Years
Apple 22 52 62 85 85 306
Samsung 11 55 62 98 105 33
Sony 4 22 13 19 37 95
Micromax 3 12 12 23 17 67
Motorola 7 27 28 53 41 156
CONCLUSIONS

The mobile phone industry is growing at a rapidepadth the demand coming from both new users aorh fr
existing users who switch to newer and better nsodehe industry itself is geared to give additiofesltures and brand
names are signifying the status of their owner® pirpose of this study is to get the inputs frarious perspectives in

terms of influencers, users, usage, satisfactiohreplacement.

The market is also growing with advent of new aggilbns in the areas of banking services, prodygtegators,
healthcare apps etc. It becomes difficult to idgnspecific customer requirements as a mobile hasolme a
multifunctional instrument for entertainment busis@nd social networking.

The first objective of the research was to undadstthe role of influencers on purchase of smartpkon
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The influencers were Friends, Colleagues, Reviewntd#rnet, Reviews in Newspaper, Advertisementighmours and
Salesperson in buying mobile phones. It was obsetivat, the highest average recommendation canme fewiew on
internet (rating of 3.56), followed by friends (reg of 3.14). The neighbour’s recommendation hadl#ast influence on

the purchase decision (rating of 2.14).

The second objective of the research was to stbdyusage pattern of mobile phone. The usage pattasn
studied in terms of utilities and social media safpey. While studying the usage pattern of uéltthe ranking was given
based on the number of consumers who respondedspedfic usage. It was observed that the maximsege is for
online shopping (Rank 1), Cab bookings (Rank 2) hitidpayments (Rank 3). However very few people aurrently
mobile phones for share market transactions (Raak@ buying grocery and veggies (Rank 7).

Researchers also studied the time spent by varesondents on various social media apps. Aveiagedpent
on mobile apps worked out to be as high as 6 hperday. It was also noted that the maximum tims s@ent using

Whatsapp (81.6 min) followed by Facebook (56 miliije least time was spent on Viber, Twitter and kifik.

In case of duality of modes of usage of utilitissdial media for e.g. If the utility / social median be accessed
on laptop / computer / mobile apps consumer maytoptse internet through laptops / computer antefasccess, as
broadband speed is faster than mobile data spett utility/social media apps are available oimythe form of mobile

app, then consumer does not have a choice anddstiowinload the mobile app for networking/ makirangactions.

The third objective of the research aimed to urtdesthe relative importance of different attrilareehile buying
a smartphone. Memory Capacity of the Smartphonga@ésmost important attribute. Second importantikatte is the
Battery life.

None of the smartphone advertisements today gipetitance to these two influencing factors.

Other important attributes are Touchscreen, ReligbhCamera/Video Quality, Brand value / QualitycaColour
Display. Amongst the post purchase requirement Svdyrand Repair are important.

The least important are FM Radio and Dual Sim. ©Hgin of product i.e. domestic or imported is nary

relevant.

The fourth objective of the study was to understdradfactors affecting the buying decision of tliemsumer in
the purchase of smartphones. The consumers loakttfilsutes which were factor analysed to givernpdrative (Camera,
Multimedia, Touchscreen, Memory Capacity, Colousfiday, Attractive Colour of Phone, Design of Phadedel/Style,
Web Browsers, Brand Value/Quality, Reliability, Néweatures and Appearance), Auxiliary (ComplexityQyerating
Systems, Battery Life, Language Keypad, Time take@harge, Warranty, Guarantee and Repair) andal' (WM Radio,
Dual Sim and Domestic Product) factors.

The last objective of the study was to find therage life of a branded mobile. It has been fourad &verage life

of mobile is around 18 months. This will be usefufuture predictions of mobile sales.
LIMITATIONS

The researchers have not considered the qualitatipects of different apps while looking at onlgithaverage

duration of usage. The research was conducted wosiliie survey tools and results may vary if theesech is conducted
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using direct interview method.
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