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Abstract— This study is made to know the impact of marketing policies of Mobile 

phones and allied industries and their impact on consumer behaviour (special reference to 

Gorakhpur city - India). To know above mentioned the demographics attributes of 410 

respondents from Gorakhpur city (Data collection from Eastern, Western, and Northern, 

Southern and Central part of the City). The relationship is studied between Income Group 

being independent variables and five dependent variables namely Brand, Price, Feature, 

Look and Capacity.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
A source says ‘there is considerable speculation about the correlation between 

investments in telecommunications and economic development, yet, there has been very 

little research available in the area. 
[1]

  

 

2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 
Every city has some unique attractions and such is the case for consumers of 

different cities. So far the demand of mobile phones in Gorakhpur city is 

concerned, we found that very running models of mobile phones are not sold in 

Gorakhpur city market. Therefore it is important to know the reason behind it. 

This study advocates the pros and cons of mobile phones market with special 

reference to impact of income on consumer behaviour. 

 

3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 
The objective of present research is to determine the consumer behaviour (taking 

income as an independent factor) regarding brand, Price, Features, look and 

Capacity of mobile phones limited to Gorakhpur city consumers. 

 

4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Is there any significant relationship between Income group of respondents and 

influence of brand, Price, Features, look and Capacity on the purchasing intention 

of mobile phones? 

 

5. LITERATURE REVIEW 
There has been an enormous increase in the technical capability for providing an 

individual, who is at a distance from other people and activities, with instant 

access to anybody, anywhere, anytime. The use of the mobile phone has added a 

http://jespublication.com/


Vol 10, Issue 10, Oct / 2019  
ISSN NO: 0377-9254                                  

  

 

 

www.jespublication.com Page No:89 

   
 

 

 

new dimension of virtual mobility to a continuing trend for geographically 

extended, faster, and more personalized social interaction. This has prompted 

much theoretical speculation over the consequences for everyday life in terms of 

the construction of space, place, movement and time, in an increasingly 

informational and networked society 
[3]

 
[4]

 
[5]

 
[6]

 
[7] 

However, as argued by several 

authors (for example, 
[8]

 
[9]

 
[10]

) there is a need for linking such theoretical 

propositions and abstract statements to the empirically explicit social practices 

through which time and space are framed when ICT devices and services are 

commonly adopted and used. 

 

6. PRODUCT FEATURES 
A specification of a product or a product feature is defined as the attributes of a 

product that can satisfy consumers’ preferences through having the product, using 

and applying the product. In hardware we find physical appearance of the mobile 

phone, size, weight, color as well design. The software contains computer 

programs, procedure and documentation.  

 

Nowadays, there are many high technology features of mobile phones in the 

market. Thus, different people will choose different features of mobile phones that 

can meet with their needs and desires.  

 

7. BRAND 
Brand name is an identity that represents the organization and beliefs are also 

associated with it. A brand name is a symbol and designs to differentiate the 

organization from the other competitors. Nowadays, customers prefer mobile 

phones that have unique features such as could quickly display information with 

minimal aggravation and clear graphical interface for touch screen interactions. 

 

8. FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 
Below mentioned is the framework for developing hypothesises. The five 

Dependent variables namely Brand, Price, Features, Looks and Capacity will be 

checked with the income as a parameter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                     Fig. 1 Framework of the study 

 

9. HYPOTHESIS  
H0 1: There is no significant relationship between brand and Income Level of 

respondents. 
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H1 1: There is significant relationship between brand and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H0 2: There is no significant relationship between Price and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H1 2: There is significant relationship between Price and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H0 3: There is no significant relationship between Features and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H1 3: There is significant relationship between Features and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H0 4: There is no significant relationship between look and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H1 4: There is significant relationship between look and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H0 5: There is no significant relationship between Capacity and Income Level of 

respondents. 

H1 5: There is significant relationship between Capacity and Income Level of 

respondents. 

 

10. RESEARCH METHOD 

Using SPSS 22, Traditional Onaway ANNOVA and Welch’s ANNOVA is 

administered to check all hypothesises. 

 

11. DATA ANALYSIS 

The objectives of data analysis are getting a feel for the data (descriptive 

analysis); testing the goodness of the data (scale measurement) and testing the 

hypotheses develop for the research (inferential analysis). Statistical Package for 

Social Science (SPSS) technique computer software version 22.0 is used to 

conducted data analysis in this research. The results are then analyzed. 

 

12. DEMOGRAPHY 

Income level: The demographic characteristics of respondents are depicted in 

Table 1.1 High amount is not consumed or needed to use the mobile phone. 

Nowadays, mobile phones are available even for less than Rs.1000 and low rate 

recharge cards are also available which can be affordable to any income group. 

The researcher intended to understand the pattern of the sample mobile phone user 

respondents’ distribution as per income.  

 

Table:1 Income of Respondents 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 5000 or less 9 2.2 2.2 2.2 

5001 - 10000 74 18.0 18.0 20.2 

10001 -15000 119 29.0 29.0 49.3 

15001 - 20000 87 21.2 21.2 70.5 

20001 - 25000 76 18.5 18.5 89.0 

25000 or Above 45 11.0 11.0 100.0 

Total 410 100.0 100.0  
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Source: SPSS 22 

 

The distribution of the respondents according to their monthly income is 

presented through the Table and figure. 

 

 
                                   Fig. 2 Income of the respondents 

 

The Table and Figure reveal that 2.20 percent of the mobile phone user 

respondents belong to the income group of less than earning Rs.5000/- per month. 

18.05 percent of the respondents belong to the income group of Rs. 5001 to 

10000/- per month, 29.02 percent of the respondents fall under the income group 

of Rs.10001 to 15000. 21.22 percent of the respondents belong to the earning Rs. 

15001 to 20000. 18.54 percent of the respondents belong to the earning Rs. 20001 

to 25000, 10.98 percent of the respondents belong to the earning Rs. 25000 and 

above. 

 

In other words, out of 410 respondents 9 of the respondents fall under group of 

5000 or less, 74 of the respondents falls under 5001  10000 category. 119 of the 

respondents falls under the 10001 to 15000 income category, 87 respondents have 

their income ranging between Rs. 15001 to 20000, 76 of the respondents belongs 

to the income group of earning Rs. 20001 to 25000, and 45 of the respondents are 

in higher income group of 25000 and above. 

 

Thus from Table and Figure it can be concluded that the respondents are from all 

the age groups using mobile phones. However the usage of mobile phones is 

highly popular amongst the income group which is Rs. 10001/- to 15000/- 

Indicating majority respondents belongs to income Rs. 10001/- to 15000 /-groups 

(i.e. 119 in number and 29.02 in percent). 

 

13. RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT 

Reliability coefficient was tested by using Cronbach’s alpha (a) analysis. In order 

to measure the reliability for a set of two or more constructs, Cronbach’s alpha is 

a commonly used method where alpha coefficient values range between 0 and 1 

with higher values indicating higher reliability among the indicators. In 

accordance with the Cronbach’s alpha test, the total scale of reliability for this 

study varies from 0.731 to 0.841 indicating an overall higher reliability factors. 
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The reliability of this study is substantial in every perspective, as the highest 

reliability value that can be achieved is 1.0. 

Table: 2 Reliability coefficients of five dependent variables 

Variables Nos. of Items Alpha 

Brand _ Avg.  4 0.841 

Price_ Avg. 4 0.761 

Feature_Avg. 4 0.768 

Look_Avg. 4 0.731 

Capacity_Avg. 4 0.818 

Source: prepared by research scholar 

 

The main focus in this study is to examine the relationship between dependent 

variable and dependent variables. 

 

14. RELATIONSHIP OF INCOME LEVEL OF RESPONDENTS 

(INDEPENDENT VARIABLE) AND BRAND, PRICE, 

FEATURE, LOOK AND CAPACITY (DEPENDENT 

VARIABLES):  
 

14.1 COMBINED HYPOTHESIS: 

H0: There is no statistically significant difference between different categories of 

Income level of consumers regarding brand, Price, Feature, Look and capacity of 

mobile phone in Gorakhpur city Region 

 

H0: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 

 

H1: There is a statistically significant difference between different categories of 

Income level of consumers regarding brand, Price, Feature, Look and capacity of 

mobile phone in Gorakhpur city Region 

 

H1: At least one population mean is different from the others 

 

14.2 STATISTICAL TEST: One-Way ANOVA is chosen (SPSS 22 is used) 

 

14.3     SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL: α = 0.05 

 

14.4 REJECTION REGION: Reject the null hypothesis if p-value ≤ 0.05 

 

14.5     LEVENE’S TEST FOR EQUALITY OF VARIANCES:   

The null hypothesis in Levene’s test is that the variances of the two populations 

are equal. There is an equality of variances if p-value ≥ 0.05 (α) (as we fail to 

reject the null hypothesis). From the following Table, it is found that variances are 

equal for brand, Price, and Look so the assumption of homogeneity is met for 

three variables. The variances are not equal for Feature and Capacity so the 

assumption of homogeneity of variances is not met for these two. 
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Table: 3 Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Mean value of Brand_1, 

Brand_2, Brand_3, Brand_4 
2.004 5 404 .077 

Mean value of Price_1, 

Price_2, Price_3, Price_4 
.478 5 404 .793 

Mean value of 

Feature_1,Feature_2, 

Feature_3, Feature_4 

2.639 5 404 .023 

Mean value of Look_1, 

Look_2, Look_3, Look_4 
.357 5 404 .878 

mean value of Capacity_1, 

Capacity_2, Capacity_3, 

Capacity_4 

2.678 5 404 .021 

         Source: SPSS 22 

 

15. ANOVA Test: 

Following Table 4 shows the ANOVA output. It is important because it shows 

whether the overall F ratio for the ANOVA is statistically significant or not. It is 

statistically significant if p-value ≤ 0.05 (α) (as we fail to reject the null 

hypothesis).  

 

It is found that the result of Brand F (5, 404) = 4.404, p = 0.001 is statistically 

significant, hence we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is 

statistically significant difference (difference in mean value) between different 

categories of Income level of consumers regarding Brand of mobile phone in 

Gorakhpur city Region.  

Table: 4 ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Mean value of 

Brand_1, Brand_2, 

Brand_3, Brand_4 

Between Groups 24.462 5 4.892 4.404 .001 

Within Groups 448.820 404 1.111   

Total 473.282 409    

Mean value of 

Price_1, Price_2, 

Price_3, Price_4 

Between Groups 5.531 5 1.106 1.150 .333 

Within Groups 388.706 404 .962   

Total 394.237 409    

Mean value of Look_1, 

Look_2, Look_3, 

Look_4 

Between Groups .864 5 .173 .211 .958 

Within Groups 330.706 404 .819   

Total 331.570 409    

 Source: SPSS 22 

 

The result of Price F (5, 404) = 1.150, p = 0.333 is not statistically significant 

hence we fail to reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is  no 

statistically significant difference (difference in mean values) between different 
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categories of education level of  consumers regarding Price, of mobile phone in 

Gorakhpur city Region.  
 

The result of Look F (5, 404) = 0.211, p = 0.958 is not statistically significant 

hence we fail to reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is  no 

statistically significant difference (difference in mean values) between different 

categories of education level of  consumers regarding Look, of mobile phone in 

Gorakhpur city Region. 
 

16. WELCH`s ANNOVA TEST:  

The Welch is referred for those variables which don`t met the assumption of 

homogeneity.   
 

Homogeneity for Mean of Feature_1, Feature_2, Feature_3 and Feature_4 was 

not met. Therefore Welch`s ANNOVA is referred for Mean of Feature_1, 

Feature_2, Feature_3, and Feature_4. 
 

Homogeneity for Mean of Capacity_1, Capacity _2, Capacity _3 and Capacity _4 

was not met. Therefore Welch`s ANNOVA is referred for Mean of Capacity_1, 

Capacity _2, Capacity _3 and Capacity _4. 

 

Table: 5 Robust Tests of Equality of Means 

 Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 

Mean value of 

Feature_1,Feature_2, 

Feature_3, Feature_4 

Welch 

4.342 5 70.295 .002 

mean value of Capacity_1, 

Capacity_2, Capacity_3, 

Capacity_4 

Welch 

3.796 5 73.017 .004 

a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
Source: SPSS 22 

 

The result of Feature is statistically significant. p = 0.002  is statistically 

significant, hence we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is 

statistically significant difference (difference in mean value) between different 

categories of Income level of consumers regarding Feature of mobile phone in 

Gorakhpur city Region. 
 

The result of Capacity is statistically significant. p = 0.004 is statistically 

significant, hence we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there is 

statistically significant difference (difference in mean value) between different 

categories of Income level of consumers regarding Capacity of mobile phone in 

Gorakhpur city Region. 
Table: 6 Summary of the Result 

 

Variable 

Null Hypothesis (Status) There is no 

statistically significant difference 

between Educational Level and 

Brand, Price, Look, Capacity and 

Feature. 

 

 

P-Value 

 

Result 

Brand and 

Income level 

Reject the null hypothesis 

(ANNOVA) 

0.001 Statistically significant 

difference found 

Price and Fail to reject the null hypothesis 0.333 No Statistically significant 
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Income level (ANNOVA) difference found 

Look and 

Income level 

Fail to reject the null hypothesis 

(ANNOVA) 

0.958 No Statistically significant 

difference found 

Capacity and 

Income level 

Reject the null hypothesis (Welch) 0.004 Statistically significant 

difference found 

Feature and 

Income level 

Reject the null hypothesis (Welch) 0.002 Statistically significant 

difference found 

Source: prepared by research scholar 

 

17. POST HOC ANALYSIS: 

Post-hoc test is conducted whenever there is a statistically significant ANOVA 

result. It is used to examine which means are different from each other and shows 

the multiple comparisons. (See Table below). 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Table: 7 Games-Howell 

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) Income of 

Respondent 

(J) Income of 

Respondent 

Mean 

Differenc

e (I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

mean value of 

Capacity_1, 

Capacity_2, 

Capacity_3, 

Capacity_4 

5000 or less 5001 - 10000 -.081 .237 .999 -.86 .69 

10001 -15000 .011 .225 1.000 -.75 .77 

15001 - 20000 .089 .226 .998 -.67 .85 

20001 - 25000 -.033 .241 1.000 -.81 .75 

25000 or Above .772 .266 .079 -.06 1.60 

5001 - 

10000 

5000 or less .081 .237 .999 -.69 .86 

10001 -15000 .092 .152 .991 -.35 .53 

15001 - 20000 .170 .154 .879 -.27 .61 

20001 - 25000 .048 .175 1.000 -.46 .55 

25000 or Above .853
*
 .209 .001 .24 1.46 

10001 -

15000 

5000 or less -.011 .225 1.000 -.77 .75 

5001 - 10000 -.092 .152 .991 -.53 .35 

15001 - 20000 .079 .134 .992 -.31 .47 

20001 - 25000 -.043 .158 1.000 -.50 .41 

25000 or Above .762
*
 .195 .003 .19 1.33 

15001 - 

20000 

5000 or less -.089 .226 .998 -.85 .67 

5001 - 10000 -.170 .154 .879 -.61 .27 

10001 -15000 -.079 .134 .992 -.47 .31 

20001 - 25000 -.122 .160 .973 -.58 .34 

25000 or Above .683
*
 .196 .011 .11 1.26 

20001 - 

25000 

5000 or less .033 .241 1.000 -.75 .81 

5001 - 10000 -.048 .175 1.000 -.55 .46 

10001 -15000 .043 .158 1.000 -.41 .50 

15001 - 20000 .122 .160 .973 -.34 .58 
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25000 or Above .805
*
 .213 .004 .18 1.43 

25000 or 

Above 

5000 or less -.772 .266 .079 -1.60 .06 

5001 - 10000 -.853
*
 .209 .001 -1.46 -.24 

10001 -15000 -.762
*
 .195 .003 -1.33 -.19 

15001 - 20000 -.683
*
 .196 .011 -1.26 -.11 

20001 - 25000 -.805
*
 .213 .004 -1.43 -.18 

Mean value of 

Feature_1,Featu

re_2, Feature_3, 

Feature_4 

5000 or less 5001 - 10000 -.765 .335 .275 -1.91 .38 

10001 -15000 -.644 .322 .406 -1.77 .49 

15001 - 20000 -.673 .325 .372 -1.81 .46 

20001 - 25000 -.891 .321 .147 -2.02 .24 

25000 or Above -1.150
*
 .327 .046 -2.28 -.02 

5001 - 

10000 

5000 or less .765 .335 .275 -.38 1.91 

10001 -15000 .121 .158 .973 -.34 .58 

15001 - 20000 .092 .166 .994 -.39 .57 

20001 - 25000 -.126 .156 .966 -.58 .33 

25000 or Above -.385 .170 .216 -.88 .11 

10001 -

15000 

5000 or less .644 .322 .406 -.49 1.77 

5001 - 10000 -.121 .158 .973 -.58 .34 

15001 - 20000 -.030 .138 1.000 -.43 .37 

20001 - 25000 -.247 .126 .370 -.61 .12 

25000 or Above -.506
*
 .143 .007 -.92 -.09 

15001 - 

20000 

5000 or less .673 .325 .372 -.46 1.81 

5001 - 10000 -.092 .166 .994 -.57 .39 

10001 -15000 .030 .138 1.000 -.37 .43 

20001 - 25000 -.218 .135 .592 -.61 .17 

25000 or Above -.477
*
 .150 .024 -.91 -.04 

20001 - 

25000 

5000 or less .891 .321 .147 -.24 2.02 

5001 - 10000 .126 .156 .966 -.33 .58 

10001 -15000 .247 .126 .370 -.12 .61 

15001 - 20000 .218 .135 .592 -.17 .61 

25000 or Above -.259 .140 .441 -.67 .15 

25000 or 

Above 

5000 or less 1.150
*
 .327 .046 .02 2.28 

5001 - 10000 .385 .170 .216 -.11 .88 

10001 -15000 .506
*
 .143 .007 .09 .92 

15001 - 20000 .477
*
 .150 .024 .04 .91 

20001 - 25000 .259 .140 .441 -.15 .67 

Mean value of 

Brand_1, 

Brand_2, 

Brand_3, 

Brand_4 

5000 or less 5001 - 10000 -.668 .373 .511 -1.97 .63 

10001 -15000 -.838 .365 .285 -2.13 .46 

15001 - 20000 -1.115 .370 .103 -2.41 .18 

20001 - 25000 -.846 .377 .296 -2.15 .45 

25000 or Above -.367 .397 .933 -1.69 .96 

5001 - 5000 or less .668 .373 .511 -.63 1.97 
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10000 10001 -15000 -.170 .148 .860 -.60 .26 

15001 - 20000 -.447 .161 .067 -.91 .02 

20001 - 25000 -.179 .177 .914 -.69 .33 

25000 or Above .301 .216 .731 -.33 .93 

10001 -

15000 

5000 or less .838 .365 .285 -.46 2.13 

5001 - 10000 .170 .148 .860 -.26 .60 

15001 - 20000 -.277 .141 .365 -.68 .13 

20001 - 25000 -.009 .159 1.000 -.47 .45 

25000 or Above .471 .202 .195 -.12 1.06 

15001 - 

20000 

5000 or less 1.115 .370 .103 -.18 2.41 

5001 - 10000 .447 .161 .067 -.02 .91 

10001 -15000 .277 .141 .365 -.13 .68 

20001 - 25000 .268 .171 .621 -.23 .76 

25000 or Above .748
*
 .212 .009 .13 1.37 

20001 - 

25000 

5000 or less .846 .377 .296 -.45 2.15 

5001 - 10000 .179 .177 .914 -.33 .69 

10001 -15000 .009 .159 1.000 -.45 .47 

15001 - 20000 -.268 .171 .621 -.76 .23 

25000 or Above .480 .224 .276 -.17 1.13 

25000 or 

Above 

5000 or less .367 .397 .933 -.96 1.69 

5001 - 10000 -.301 .216 .731 -.93 .33 

10001 -15000 -.471 .202 .195 -1.06 .12 

15001 - 20000 -.748
*
 .212 .009 -1.37 -.13 

20001 - 25000 -.480 .224 .276 -1.13 .17 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
Source: SPSS 22 

 

18. Interpretation: 

Capacity: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Capacity between ‘5001- 10000’ 

(M = 3.58, SD = 1.032), ‘10001 -15000’ (M = 3.49, SD = 1.021), ‘15001 – 

20000’ (M = 3.41, SD = .900), ‘20001 – 25000 (M = 3.53, SD = 1.109) and 

‘25000 or above’ (M = 2.73, SD = 1.147) income level.  The ’5001- 10000’ 

income group give more importance to capacity than other segment. After ’5001- 

10000’ income group the‘20001 – 25000 income group give more importance to 

capacity than other segment. On third ‘10001 -15000’ income group give 

importance to capacity, On fourth ‘15001 – 20000’ income group give importance 

to capacity. ‘25000 or above’ income group gives importance to capacity but at 

very low intensity. 
 

Feature: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Feature between ‘5000 or less’ (M 

= 2.69, SD = .925), ‘10001 -15000’ (M = 3.34, SD = .994), ‘15001 – 20000’ (M = 

3.37, SD = .961), and ‘25000 or above’ (M = 3.84, SD = .735) income level. The 

‘25000 or above’ income group give more importance to capacity than other 

segment. After 25000 or above’ income group the ‘15001 – 20000’ income group 

give more importance to capacity than other segment. On third ‘10001 -15000’ 
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income group give importance to capacity, On fourth ‘5000 or less’ income group 

give importance to capacity.  
 

Brand: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Brand between ‘15001- 20000’ 

(M = 3.78, SD = 1.020), and ‘25000 or above’ (M = 3.03, SD = 1.215) income 

level. The ‘15001- 20000’ income group gives more importance to brand than 

‘25000 or above’ income group, 

 

19. DESCRIPTIVE TABLE: 

Following Table shows the descriptives statistics for brand. 

Table: 8 Descriptives 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Mini

mum 

Maxim

um 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Mean value 

of Brand_1, 

Brand_2, 

Brand_3, 

Brand_4 

5000 or less 9 2.67 1.061 .354 1.85 3.48 1 4 

5001 - 10000 74 3.33 1.016 .118 3.10 3.57 1 5 

10001 -15000 119 3.50 .970 .089 3.33 3.68 1 5 

15001 - 20000 87 3.78 1.020 .109 3.56 4.00 1 5 

20001 - 25000 76 3.51 1.149 .132 3.25 3.78 1 5 

25000 or Above 45 3.03 1.215 .181 2.67 3.40 1 5 

Total 410 3.46 1.076 .053 3.36 3.57 1 5 

Mean value 

of Price_1, 

Price_2, 

Price_3, 

Price_4 

5000 or less 9 3.64 .928 .309 2.93 4.35 3 5 

5001 - 10000 74 3.32 .923 .107 3.11 3.54 1 5 

10001 -15000 119 3.44 .970 .089 3.26 3.62 1 5 

15001 - 20000 87 3.23 .973 .104 3.03 3.44 1 5 

20001 - 25000 76 3.37 1.007 .116 3.14 3.60 1 5 

25000 or Above 45 3.61 1.076 .160 3.29 3.93 1 5 

Total 410 3.39 .982 .048 3.29 3.48 1 5 

Mean value 

of 

Feature_1,Fe

ature_2, 

Feature_3, 

Feature_4 

5000 or less 9 2.69 .925 .308 1.98 3.41 1 4 

5001 - 10000 74 3.46 1.115 .130 3.20 3.72 1 5 

10001 -15000 119 3.34 .994 .091 3.16 3.52 1 5 

15001 - 20000 87 3.37 .961 .103 3.16 3.57 1 5 

20001 - 25000 76 3.59 .762 .087 3.41 3.76 2 5 

25000 or Above 45 3.84 .735 .110 3.62 4.07 3 5 

Total 410 3.45 .959 .047 3.36 3.55 1 5 

Mean value 

of Look_1, 

Look_2, 

Look_3, 

Look_4 

5000 or less 9 3.42 .960 .320 2.68 4.15 2 5 

5001 - 10000 74 3.37 .893 .104 3.16 3.58 1 5 

10001 -15000 119 3.42 .879 .081 3.26 3.58 1 5 

15001 - 20000 87 3.48 .943 .101 3.28 3.68 1 5 

20001 - 25000 76 3.37 .913 .105 3.16 3.58 2 5 

25000 or Above 45 3.33 .892 .133 3.07 3.60 2 5 

http://jespublication.com/


Vol 10, Issue 10, Oct / 2019  
ISSN NO: 0377-9254                                  

  

 

 

www.jespublication.com Page No:99 

   
 

 

 

Total 410 3.40 .900 .044 3.32 3.49 1 5 

mean value 

of 

Capacity_1, 

Capacity_2, 

Capacity_3, 

Capacity_4 

5000 or less 9 3.50 .612 .204 3.03 3.97 3 4 

5001 - 10000 74 3.58 1.032 .120 3.34 3.82 1 5 

10001 -15000 119 3.49 1.021 .094 3.30 3.67 1 5 

15001 - 20000 87 3.41 .900 .096 3.22 3.60 1 5 

20001 - 25000 76 3.53 1.109 .127 3.28 3.79 1 5 

25000 or Above 45 2.73 1.147 .171 2.38 3.07 1 5 

Total 410 3.41 1.047 .052 3.31 3.52 1 5 

Source: SPSS 22 

 

20. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Majority of respondents (29 percent) respondents earns between 10001 – 15001, 

followed by (21.20 percent) 15001 – 20000.. The use of mobile phones is highly 

popular amongst the income group which is Rs. 10001/- to 15000/- Indicating 

majority respondents belongs to income Rs. 10001/- to 15000 /-groups (i.e. 119 in 

number and 29.02 in percent). 

 

Hypothesis Answered: 
 

Brand: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Brand between ‘15001- 20000’ 

(M = 3.78, SD = 1.020), and ‘25000 or above’ (M = 3.03, SD = 1.215) income 

level. The ‘15001- 20000’ income group gives more importance to brand than 

‘25000 or above’ income group, 

 

Capacity: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Capacity between ‘5001- 10000’ 

(M = 3.58, SD = 1.032), ‘10001 -15000’ (M = 3.49, SD = 1.021), ‘15001 – 

20000’ (M = 3.41, SD = .900), ‘20001 – 25000 (M = 3.53, SD = 1.109) and 

‘25000 or above’ (M = 2.73, SD = 1.147) income level.  The ’5001- 10000’ 

income group give more importance to capacity than other segment. After ’5001- 

10000’ income group the‘20001 – 25000 income group give more importance to 

capacity than other segment. On third ‘10001 -15000’ income group give 

importance to capacity, On fourth ‘15001 – 20000’ income group give importance 

to capacity. ‘25000 or above’ income group gives importance to capacity but at 

very low intensity. 
 

Feature: 

There is a statistically significant difference for Feature between ‘5000 or less’ (M 

= 2.69, SD = .925), ‘10001 -15000’ (M = 3.34, SD = .994), ‘15001 – 20000’ (M = 

3.37, SD = .961), and ‘25000 or above’ (M = 3.84, SD = .735) income level. The 

‘25000 or above’ income group give more importance to capacity than other 

segment. After 25000 or above’ income group the ‘15001 – 20000’ income group 

give more importance to capacity than other segment. On third ‘10001 -15000’ 

income group give importance to capacity, On fourth ‘5000 or less’ income group 

give importance to capacity.  
 
 

Look: 

There is no statistically significant difference for Look among different 

educational Qualified Respondents. 
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Price: 

There is no statistically significant difference for Price among different 

educational Qualified Respondents. 
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