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ABSTRACT

The technology that gives a person the power tv@me anytime, anywhere — has produced an entihesiny in
the mobile telecommunications. Mobile telephoneehzecome a primary part of any business/econontlyeofrowth,
success, and efficiency. Consumers were the sugbaatl the business organizations & reasonably thié business
actions concern with the consumer, consumer satisfa. The dominant brand is which exist in in tiéxd of the
consumer. “Brand acts as a signal allowing the oustr to quickly identify a product as they are agvaith or one they
like this paper checks how the rural and urban gafions conceive the concept of BRAND”. The redeaains at
relating the buying behavior of rural & urban comsar and to find out their importance while makingparchase
decision concerning mobile phones.

To study this, literature study as well as a quastaire administered a survey of 120 defendantsrlodn and
rural changed age groups people, income & occupatiod have been analysed through the many analytica to
observe with the objectives & also to draw conduasi This paper may suggest as a valued instruédomanaging to

analyse their promoting the campaigns & modify thedbiles according to the want of the customer.
KEYWORDS: Network, Mobile Phones, Perception, Brand, Etc
INTRODUCTION

The government of India identifies that the fagilif the outstanding telecommunications structdeda is the
key to rapid the economic and social developmenthefcountry. It is dangerous not only for the gitowf the data

technology industry but also has extensive diffieslon the entire economy of the country.

Though mobile phones must become an importantgdgoersonal communication across the world durlmg past ten
years, consumer research has dedicated little eatdention to motives and optimal underlying the biteo phone

purchasing choice process.

The individual and environmental factor effects t@nsumer behavior. Frequently, the consumer inalnd
purchases the goods, services and which they whatto receive. “Behavior is therefore resolwetlie individual's
spiritual makeup and the influence of other. Thehdwior is the end of the communication of the coms & personal
influence and pressure used upon them through ukside forces in environment. An accepting of bgybehavior is
essential in marketing and planning programs”. Caensive research of consumer behavior gives dhvertiser a

thoughtful vision of his target section of the n®ttkwhich in turn proves to be very major in plathredvertising
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decisions, especially in defining the target maskatd creating the advertising appeal and messaggern and Urban
buyers along with the product feature also warkniow about the product will benefit them. The laskot only for what
a product can do for them but also what it mearnthéon. Thus, the buying behavior includes a probt&@rsequence of
motivation and response. The mobile phone itsedfdlao become a symbolic and fashion object, wstraidecorating,
accessorizing and customizing, their mobile phdoeproduce their personality. In the basis of eradmarketing, the
firm existence is dependent on the customer’'sfaatisn. Therefore, the knowledge of what the costothinks and what

consequently would donate to his satisfaction thamnecessity of the marketer.

Procedure of cell phones is not limited to the ar@ak and educated youth. Brands grow to keep ith w
“changing demographics, consumer lifestyles, chamngpending habits and various ethnicities becomioge prevalent”.
Indian Marketers on rural marketing have two un@ewdings-(i. The marketing products, urban metmdpcts can be
realized in rural markets with some or no chanigdtie rural marketing compulsory the single skilled procedures from

its urban complement).
LITERATURE REVIEW

The fast step of develop the mobile commerce imgusas brought about a new field of academic sedrch
which studies have analysed the variation of isse@sersion the getting of mobile phone marketirgrf in cooperation
with the consumer and also the organization vidwence, the current literature remains the largelgredictable and
uneven. One main research stream focuses on tlseimen taking and acceptance of mobile servicegirel, such as
“multimedia messaging service, online gaming artteoivireless services Foulds and Burton, 2006; Heingl., 2003;
Kleijnen et al., 2004". Another one more precisddiof research focuses on consumer views and apipes towards the
use of the mobile phone for marketing and commEeegalication (Barnes and Scornavacca, 2004; Baraigd Strong,
2002; Bauer et al., 2005; Carroll et al., 2007; pdmemi and Karjaluoto, 2005)

The primary focus of this research is on three vation features found by Tornatzky and Klein (1982gxert
important influence over the individual's adoptiecision: (complexity, compatibility,advantage, amsthtive). Relation
advantage discusses the degree to which an inoovéi perceived as being better than the innovaitioreplaces;
compatibility refers to the degree that an revolutis considered well-matched with the (past exqmees, current values,
and requirements of the possible adopter and difficdenotes to the level for difficulty associatetth accepting and

using the invention Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).

These three innovation features form the imponpant of Rogers's (1995) innovation attribute fraragky which
suggests that an individual's combined perceptfaime innovation's attributes will largely driveeth adoption decision.
Previously, researchers have used this, and ofivention distribution theories to expand the applaf technology-
driven innovations and for understanding consunetiaiior in relation to new product development (Cétal., 2002; de
Ruyter et al., 2001; Hung et al., 2003).

Whereas Rogers's 1995 development attribute theffeys a valid context for examining consumer aaopbf
mobile phone marketing, (Thong, 1999) recommendsarchers combine Rogers's, 1995 theory with dtfemries to
provide a richer and potentially with a more expl@mmy model. For this motive, the optional relaship between a

consumer's level of involvement with their mobileope or product involvement and their adoption afite phone
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marketing will also be examined by this study recea
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
This learning was carried out with the followingettives:
* The study aims at comparing the preference fordbraspect among urban and rural Area.
* The study aims to match changed age group peotgie ipurchase of mobile phone among rural and ufvaa.

e« The study aims to compare the preference of braedgnition among different income groups among the
respondents.

e The study aims at finding the most choice mobiknkis among rural and urban mobile users.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In present times, (Brand name) is emerging outetoie of the strongest marketing tools in all BelReduction
down our view to mobile phones, we can see thahd@rmage plays a significant role in customer denignaking
process. But due to lack of technological advancesmé&0% of the total population residing in rusedas is still deprived
of this "Notion" as compared to their urban coupdets. This current study is made an effort to irgathe influence of

Brand image and advertisement in both the urbag| sections of the Indian society.
Data Analysis and Interpretation

Table 1: Classification of Respondents - Durability

Overall Urban Rura

Product N Total_ Average N Total_ Average N Total_ Average
Perception| Perception Perception Perception Perception | Perception
Sony 120 452 3.77 49 174 3.55 71 278 3.92
Samsung | 120 481 4.01 49 201 4.10 71 280 3.94
Lg 120 500 4.17 49 207 4.22 71 293 413
Lenovo 120 504 4.20 49 203 4.14 71 301 4.24
Motorola 120 499 4.16 49 195 3.98 71 304 4.28
Micromax | 120 357 2.98 49 153 3.12 71 204 2.87
Others 120 296 2.47 49 132 2.69 71 164 2.31
Interpretation

From the above table it is clearly assumed thablzerscored 4.20, even though Lenovo scored theskigétore,
there is not much deviation among top four in tbliassification (Samsung, LG, Lenovo and Motorola)térms of

Durability. Non-Branded scored the lowest.

Urban customers have given highest rank to LG, fmit much deviation among Samsung, LG, and Lenovo

whereas rural customer unable to distinguish ttedsen LG, Lenovo, Motorola.
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Table 2: Classification of Respondents — Picture

Sony 120 468 3.90 49 178 3.63 290 4.08
Samsung | 120 459 3.82 49 181 3.69 71 278 3.92
LG 120 513 4.27 49 212 4.33 71 301 4.24
Lenovo 120 517 4.31 49 212 4.33 71 305 4.30
Motorola | 120 500 4.17 49 210 4.29 71 290 4.08
Micromax | 120 355 2.96 49 132 2.69 71 223 3.14
Others 120 362 3.02 49 156 3.18 71 206 2.90

Source: Primary data
Interpretation

Lenovo and LG scored highest scored on Picturdtgl@thers fall short on picture clarity. Micromaxd Non-
branded Scored the lowest scored on picture cldtitfearly shows there’s not much difference @igeption among rural

and urban customers on picture clarity.

Table 3: Classification of Respondents - Design

Sony 120 441 3.67 49 174 3.55 71 267 3.76
Samsung | 120 493 4.11 49 203 4.14 71 290 4.08
Lg 120 496 4.13 49 200 4.08 71 296 4.17
Lenovo | 120 481 4.01 49 199 4.06 71 282 3.97
Motorola | 120 498 4.15 49 203 4.14 71 295 4.15
Micromax| 120 376 3.13 49 160 3.27 71 216 3.04
Others 120 426 3.55 49 174 3.55 71 252 3.55

Source: Primary data
Interpretation

From the above table shows that the Samsung, LGoueand Motorola Brands scored equal scores regard
Design of the product. Again the Rural and UrbastGmers doesn’t show much difference in percepmloout the design
of the product.

Table 4: Classification of Respondents - Sound

Sony 120 399 3.33 49 158 3.22 71 241 3.39
Samsung | 120 483 4.02 49 194 3.96 71 289 4.07
Lg 120 481 4.01 49 196 4.00 71 285 4.01
Lenovo 120 498 4.15 49 203 4.14 71 295 4.15
Motorola | 120 504 4.20 49 204 4.16 71 300 4.23
Micromax | 120 369 3.07 49 157 3.20 71 212 2.99
Others 120 368 3.07 49 157 3.20 71 211 2.97

Source: Primary data



A Study on Customer Attitude on Mobile Phone Marketing in Various 547
Branded Mobile on Rural and Urban Area

Interpretation

It is clearly evident that Branded mobiles (Samswig, Lenovo, and Motorola) have scored almost egoares,
which shows that the customer perception aboutetiwands doesn’t differ much. On the Urban sidetdvia and
Lenovo are competing in terms of Sound. Sony, Miar, and Non Branded mobiles lacking competitiverniasthis
aspect of the product. The top position in ruratomer space is similar to urban customer. Thisvshtbat the Rural and
Urban customer don't differ in terms of Sound Qtyali

Table 5: Classification of Respondents — Price

Overall Urban Rural

Product N Total_ Average N Total_ Average N Total_ Average

Perception| Perception Perception Perception Perception| Perception
Sony 120 452 3.77 49 174 3.55 71 278 3.92
Samsung | 120 481 4.01 49 201 4.10 71 280 3.94
Lg 120 500 4.17 49 207 4.22 71 293 4.13
Lenovo 120 504 4.20 49 203 4.14 71 301 4.24
Motorola | 120 499 4.16 49 195 3.98 71 304 4.28
Micromax | 120 357 2.98 49 153 3.12 71 204 2.87
Others 120 296 2.47 49 132 2.69 71 164 2.31

Source: Primary data

From the above table, it is clearly evident, exdeptMicromax and Non-Branded Mobile, every otheohite
scored a similar score, showing dissimilarity amdhg customers. Urban customers gave much largporiance to
Samsung, LG and Lenovo model, when comes to plieast Importance to None Branded and Micromax Br&hdal
Customers gave nearly equal importance to theralhd except, Micromax and Non-Branded mobiles. Thislearly

evident, that they don't differ on price terms hoosing the mobile phones.

Table 6: Classification of Respondents - Value fdvioney

Overall Urban Rural
Product | N Total_ Average N Total_ Average N Total_ Average
Perception| Perception Perception Perception Perception | Perception
Sony 120 368 3.07 49 144 2.94 71 224 3.15
Samsung | 120 431 3.59 49 177 3.61 71 254 3.58
Lg 120 429 3.57 49 175 3.57 71 254 3.58
Lenovo 120 442 3.68 49 185 3.78 71 257 3.62
Motorola 120 499 4.16 49 195 3.98 71 304 4.28
Micromax | 120 472 3.93 49 196 4.00 71 276 3.89
Others 120 409 3.41 49 182 3.71 71 227 3.20

Source: Primary data

From the above table, it is clearly evident thattdfola and Micromax have scored significantly higkeore
when compared to others. Motorola, Micromax, Lenawtd Non Branded mobiles has scored nearly eqoaés among
urban customers, which implies that the urban ensts to prefer Non Branded mobiles because of #ieevfor the

money.
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Rural customers prefer Branded Mobiles like Motardflicromax, Lenovo when comes to value.

Table 7: Fishbone Attitude Model Score

S.No | Company | Without Differentiation | Urban Customers | Rural Customers
1 Sony 35.53 33.78 36.68
2 Samsung 39.07 38.98 39.11
3 LG 40.32 40.47 40.24
4 Lenovo 40.795 40.94 40.695
5 Motorola 41.685 41.02 42.105
6 Micromax 32.065 32.485 31.775
7 Others 30.5 32.23 29.24

Source: Primary Source
Interpretation

From the above table, Motorola, Lenovo, and LG hseeure maximum perception score among the cussomer

Least being Non-Branded mobiles.

Urban consumers prefer, LG, Lenovo and Motoroladpets than other branded and non branded products

whereas rural customers prefer more branded preduotn compared to urban customers.

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics

Frequency Percent
below 20 34 28.3
Age 21to 30 39 32.5
31 to 40 40 33.3
40 and above 7 5.8
Gender Male 84 70.0
Female 36 30.0
SSLC 20 16.7
HSC 53 44.2
Education qualification UG 39 32.5
PG 6 5.0
llliterate 2 1.7
Geographical area Urban 49 40.8
Rural 71 59.2
Private Employee 39 32.5
Occupation Govt Employee 48 40.0
Self Employed 33 27.5
below 10000 12 10.0
10001 to 20000 52 43.3
Income 20001 to 30000 25 20.8
30001 to 40000 14 11.7
above 40000 17 14.2
Source: Primary Source
Hypothesis
Hoy: There is no difference in perception of Sony kdramong rural and urban customers

Ho>: There is no difference in perception of Samsuragnéd among rural and urban customers

Hos: There is no difference in perception of LG bramdong rural and urban customers

NAAS Rating: 3.10- Articles can be sent to editor @ mpactjournals.us




A Study on Customer Attitude on Mobile Phone Marketing in Various 549
Branded Mobile on Rural and Urban Area

Hos: There is no difference in perception of the Lembvand among rural and urban customers
Hos: There is no difference in perception of Motorbtand among rural and urban customers

Hos: There is no difference in perception of the Mioax brand among rural and urban customers
Ho7: There is no difference in perception of Anothearid among rural and urban customers

Table 9: Product wise ANOVA

ANOVA
Sum of Squareg Df Mean Square F Sig.
Sony Perception Between Groups 244.033 1 244.033 9.545 .003
Score Groups 3016.699 118 25.565
Total 3260.731 119
Samsung Bgtvyeen Groups .368 1 .368 .015 .904
Perception ScoreW'th'n Groups 2963.599 118 25.115
Total 2963.967 119
LG Perception Bgtvyeen Groups 1.772 1 1.772 116 734
Score \Within Groups 1801.895 118 15.270
Total 1803.667 119
Lenovo Percepti Bgtvyeen Groups 1.692 1 1.692 115 .736
Score \Within Groups 1743.556 118 14.776
Total 1745.248 119
Motorola Bgtvyeen Groups 35.036 1 35.036 1.968 .163
Perception ScoreW'th'n Groups 2100.212 118 17.798
Total 2135.248 119
Micromax Bgtvyeen Groups 15.254 1 15.254 314 576
Perception ScoreW'th'n Groups 5726.894 118 48.533
Total 5742.148 119
Others PerceptiorBeTtWeen Groups 265.444 1 265.444 8.057 .005
Score \Within Groups 3887.481 118 32.945
Total 4152.925 119

Source: Primary Source

Interpretation

Perception on Sony brand: Since the significandeevaf Sony brand is lower than 0.05 (5% LOS), \Wiag the

null proposition

Perception on Samsung brand: Since the significaakee of the Samsung brand is greater than 0.296L6S),

We accept the null hypothesis

Perception on LG brand: Since the significance e@fiLG brand is greater than 0.05 (5% LOS), We=ptthe
null hypothesis

Perception on Lenovo brand: Since the significaradae of the Lenovo brand is greater than 0.05 (838), We

accept the null hypothesis

Perception on Motorola brand: Since the signifieamalue of the Motorola brand is greater than @53 LOS),

We accept the null hypothesis
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* Perception on Micromax brand: Since the signifieamalue of the Micromax brand is greater than (%%
LOS), We accept the null hypothesis
* Perception on Another brand: Since the significavedee of other brand is less than 0.05 (5% LOSg, néject
the null hypothesis
Findings

From the tables, it is clearly assumed that Lersnared 4.20, even though Lenovo scored the higloese, there
is not much deviation among top four in this catgg{Gamsung, LG, Lenovo and Motorola) in terms of

Durability. Non-Branded scored the lowest.

From the table, it is clearly evident that urbasstomers have given highest rank to LG, but not ndmbiation

among Samsung, LG, and Lenovo.

From the table, it is clearly understood, that retestomer unable to distinguish the brand betwe@nlLenovo,

Motorola.

From the table, Lenovo Brand and LG Brand scorgtiést scored on Picture clarity. Others fall sHditromax

and Non-branded Scored the lowest scored on pictariy.

From the table, Lenovo Brand and LG Brand scoreghdst scored on Picture clarity and there is nothmu

difference between these brands. Lowest being Miasoand Non Branded mobile phones

From the table, Lenovo Brand and LG Brand scoreghdst scored on Picture clarity and there is nothmu
difference between these brands. Lowest being Miasoand Non Branded mobile phones. It clearly shows

there’s not much difference in perception amonglrand urban customers on picture clarity.
From the table, Samsung, LG, Lenovo and MotoroknBs scored equal scores regarding Design of tuupt.
From the table, Samsung, LG, Lenovo and MotoroknBs scored equal scores regarding Design of tuupt.

From the table, it is clearly evident that Brandadbiles(Samsung, LG, Lenovo, and Motorola) haveesto

almost equal scores, which shows that the custerperteption of these brands don’t differ much

From the table, it is clearly understood that Motarand Lenovo are competing in terms of Sound.ySon

Micromax, and Non-Branded mobiles lacking in tharsbof the product

From the table, it is understood that brand, witicbupied the top position in urban customers spasinilar to

rural customers. This shows that the Rural and tuchestomers don't differ in terms of Sound Quiality.

From the table, it is clearly evident that the urltmnsumers prefer, LG, Lenovo and Motorola prosidicain

other branded and Non branded products

From the table, Motorola, Lenovo, and LG have seguaximum perception score among the customerstLea

being Non-Branded mobiles.
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From the table, it is clearly evident that Rurastoumers prefer more branded products when comgaratban

customers.

CONCLUSIONS

The resolution of this paper was to study the impddrand name on the consumer decision-makingguhore

and to examine the effect of the external factor€@nsumer behavior by equating the choices ofdlaanged consumer

bases- (rural and urban). Consumer behavior isaimel response to external events and thereforeefjien and

immediate environment also have some impact orclivéce of the consumer. To bearing the researciyeationnaire

administered survey has been conducted among Epdndents from urban and rural regions and the edgiased that

the brand name has a strong influence on the psectiacision. In rural areas, pricing is given higtensideration than

brand name, while in urban areas; brand name redhbkepricing factor. From this study, it is aldears that well known

mobile phone brands are similarly popular amongpieple of both regions and the consumers trusbittied name. The

company which offers a inclusive range of choiaeshoose from is more likely to effectively gainpptarity and capture

market share equally well in urban as well as ram@as. The study highpoints the key elements whishire the

consumer behavior and can prove to be respectadliie phone companies as well as market experts.
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