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Abstract: This study examines the watch ownership patterns, preferences, and usage habits 

among individuals in Ahmedabad, with a focus on demographic factors such as age and gender. 

Using a sample of 106 respondents, data were analyzed to explore correlations between 

demographic characteristics and preferences for various watch types, including traditional, 

digital, and smartwatches. Results indicate that younger respondents, particularly those aged 18-

25, show a strong preference for digital and smartwatches due to their multifunctional 

capabilities. Gender did not significantly impact watch ownership or type preference, suggesting 

a broadly inclusive appeal across demographics. This research highlights the shift toward 

multifunctional wearable technology and offers insights into the future scope of the wearables 

market, which is poised for further growth and adaptation. The findings contribute to a better 

understanding of consumer trends in wearable devices, particularly in the context of changing 

technological and lifestyle demands. 

 

Keywords: Watch Ownership, Consumer Preferences, Wearable Technology, Demographic 
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INTRODUCTION 

The evolution of timekeeping devices from analog to digital watches reflects a broader 

narrative of technological advancement and cultural change. Analog watches, with their intricate 

mechanical movements and traditional design, have long been cherished for their craftsmanship 

and aesthetic value. In contrast, digital watches, which emerged prominently in the latter half of 

the 20th century, introduced a host of new features such as digital displays, alarms, and 

backlighting. This transition from analog to digital technology not only transformed the way we 

perceive and use timepieces but also offers insights into shifting user preferences and broader 

technological impacts. 
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Analog watches, characterized by their hands and clock faces, represent a legacy of 

horological precision and artistry. Historically, these watches have been symbols of luxury and 

personal style, with their mechanical movements embodying a blend of engineering mastery and 

timeless design. The tactile experience of adjusting and winding an analog watch contributes to 

its appeal, fostering a connection between the user and the intricate workings of the timepiece. 

This traditional approach to timekeeping has been deeply ingrained in cultural practices and 

personal identity, making analog watches not just functional tools but also significant cultural 

artifacts. 

Digital watches, on the other hand, emerged as a revolutionary development in the 1970s, 

driven by advancements in electronics and digital technology. Unlike their analog counterparts, 

digital watches offer a plethora of features beyond mere timekeeping. They include 

functionalities such as digital displays, programmable alarms, and backlighting, catering to a 

modern lifestyle characterized by convenience and multitasking. The advent of digital watches 

marked a significant shift in user expectations, emphasizing precision, versatility, and the 

integration of technology into daily life. This shift is particularly evident in contexts where user 

preferences and performance metrics are crucial, such as in specialized fields like control room 

operations, as demonstrated by Boring et al. (2019). 

The psychological and cultural dimensions of this technological transition are also 

significant. Digital technology, including digital watches, has been associated with modernity and 

efficiency, often contrasting with the traditional and luxurious connotations of analog timepieces. 

Research into digital consciousness and its impact on human perception, such as Bach’s (2008) 

study, highlights how digital technology can influence our cognitive and emotional experiences. 

This shift from analog to digital technology reflects broader societal changes and adaptations to 

an increasingly digital world. 

Moreover, the impact of digital technology extends beyond personal use into areas like 

education and storytelling. Barber (2016) discusses how digital storytelling has transformed 

educational practices and scholarly communication, illustrating how digital tools can offer new 

opportunities for engagement and learning. Analog watches, while less versatile in functionality, 

represent a different set of values and experiences that contrast with the dynamic capabilities of 

their digital counterparts. 

Cultural and social representations of technology, including watches, also play a crucial 

role in shaping and reflecting societal attitudes. Angeles (n.d.) explores how technological 

innovation intersects with cultural commodification, shedding light on how different 

representations, whether analog or digital, can influence and reflect broader social narratives. 

In summary, the transition from analog to digital watches is more than a technological shift; 

it represents a broader dialogue about technological evolution, cultural values, and personal 

identity. Each type of watch offers distinct advantages and reflects different aspects of our 

interaction with technology, making this comparison a rich area for exploration and 

understanding. 

 

METHOD 

This study aims to explore the influence of demographic factors on consumer preferences 

for watches, specifically focusing on ownership, usage frequency, and preferred watch type 

among residents of Ahmedabad. Using a descriptive research design, the study seeks to identify 

trends in watch ownership and usage, examining differences across age, gender, occupation, and 

education levels. A sample of 106 respondents was selected from Ahmedabad, with data collected 

through a structured, closed-ended questionnaire. SPSS software was used for statistical analysis, 

including frequency distribution and ANOVA tests to evaluate relationships between 

demographics and watch preferences.  
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Objectives   

1. To analyze the impact of demographic factors such as age, gender, education, and occupation 

on watch ownership and preferences among consumers in Ahmedabad. 

2. To investigate the frequency and type of watch usage and understand the primary reasons 

influencing consumers’ watch preferences. 

 

Hypotheses   

1. H1: There is a significant relationship between age and watch ownership among consumers. 

2. H2: Gender significantly influences the preferred type of watch among consumers. 

3. H3: Occupation and education level have significant impacts on the frequency and reasons for 

wearing watches. 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

Table 1. Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-25 90 84.9 84.9 84.9 

26-35 7 6.6 6.6 91.5 

36-45 7 6.6 6.6 98.1 

46-55 1 .9 .9 99.1 

56 and above 1 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 106 100.0 100.0  

 

This table illustrates the age distribution of respondents, where the majority, 84.9%, fall 

within the 18-25 age group, indicating a younger demographic focus. Only 6.6% of respondents 

are aged 26-35 and 36-45, respectively, contributing to a cumulative percentage of 98.1%. The 

remaining participants are over 46 years, collectively comprising less than 2% of the sample. The 

skew toward younger respondents suggests that the study's findings may be more reflective of 

younger consumers' perceptions and preferences regarding analog and digital watches.   

 

Table 2. Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 85 80.2 80.2 80.2 

Female 21 19.8 19.8 100.0 

Total 106 100.0 100.0  

 

Gender distribution in the study sample shows that 80.2% of respondents are male, while 

19.8% are female. This disparity indicates a significant male dominance in the sample, which 

may influence the study's insights into consumer preferences, especially if gender-based 

preferences exist in analog versus digital watch choices. The cumulative percentages confirm that 

all respondents were accounted for, allowing for full sample analysis. Future studies may consider 

a more balanced gender distribution to explore potential variations in preferences and perceptions 

across different gender groups.   
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Table 3. Occupation 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Student 83 78.3 78.3 78.3 

Employed 

(private sector) 

4 3.8 3.8 82.1 

Employed  

(government sector) 

6 5.7 5.7 87.7 

Self-Employed 8 7.5 7.5 95.3 

Retired 1 .9 .9 96.2 

other 4 3.8 3.8 100.0 

Total 106 100.0 100.0  

 

Occupational data reveals that 78.3% of respondents are students, showing that the study 

predominantly reflects the views of a younger, likely less financially established demographic. 

The rest of the sample includes 3.8% employed in the private sector, 5.7% in the government 

sector, 7.5% self-employed, and a small percentage of retired individuals. This distribution 

suggests that the insights gathered might be more relevant to consumer preferences among 

students and younger professionals, who may prioritize features like affordability, practicality, or 

style when choosing between analog and digital watches.   

 

Table 4. Education Level 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid High School 16 15.1 15.1 15.1 

Undergraduate 57 53.8 53.8 68.9 

Postgraduate  22 20.8 20.8 89.6 

Professional degree 9 8.5 8.5 98.1 

other 2 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Total 106 100.0 100.0  

 

The education level data shows that over half of the respondents (53.8%) have completed 

undergraduate studies, followed by 20.8% with a postgraduate degree, and 15.1% with a high 

school education. Respondents holding professional degrees make up 8.5%, while only 1.9% fall 

under the "other" category. This distribution suggests a well-educated sample, which could 

impact consumer preferences in terms of brand awareness, functionality, and aesthetic 

preferences in watches. The predominance of higher educational attainment among respondents 

may indicate a more informed approach to watch selection criteria, potentially skewing results 

toward quality-conscious preferences. 

 

Table 5. ANOVA between Age and Factors 

 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Do you currently own a watch? Between Groups 1.545 4 .386 3.957 .005 

Within Groups 9.860 101 .098   

Total 11.406 105    

Which type(s) of watch do you 

currently own? (You may select 

more than one) 

Between Groups 6.205 4 1.551 1.287 .280 

Within Groups 121.757 101 1.206   

Total 127.962 105    

How often do you wear a 

watch? 

Between Groups 13.959 4 3.490 2.847 .028 

Within Groups 123.814 101 1.226   
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Total 137.774 105    

Which type of watch do you 

prefer to wear most often? 

Between Groups 5.627 4 1.407 1.325 .266 

Within Groups 107.251 101 1.062   

Total 112.877 105    

 What is the main reason you 

prefer 1ess? 

Between Groups 8.401 4 2.100 1.036 .392 

Within Groups 204.703 101 2.027   

Total 213.104 105    

 

Table 5 presents an ANOVA analysis examining the influence of age on different factors 

related to watch ownership, type preferences, and frequency of usage among respondents. The 

"Do you currently own a watch?" factor shows a statistically significant relationship between age 

groups, with a p-value of 0.005. This result, with an F-value of 3.957, suggests that watch 

ownership varies meaningfully across different age groups. Younger individuals, perhaps due to 

lifestyle or financial factors, may have different tendencies toward owning watches compared to 

older age groups. Such insights may help understand how age influences ownership trends within 

the sample population.   

In contrast, the factor "Which type(s) of watch do you currently own?" did not yield 

significant results, with a p-value of 0.280 and an F-value of 1.287. This implies that, irrespective 

of age, respondents did not differ significantly in their current watch types, indicating a 

potentially uniform pattern of ownership across age groups. Similarly, "Which type of watch do 

you prefer to wear most often?" yielded an insignificant result, with a p-value of 0.266. This 

suggests that age does not play a significant role in the type of watch individuals prefer, whether 

analog or digital, pointing towards possible universal preferences or criteria in watch selection. 

The frequency of wearing a watch, however, does show significance with a p-value of 0.028 

and an F-value of 2.847. This indicates that age may impact how often respondents choose to 

wear a watch, with younger individuals potentially less likely to wear a watch daily compared to 

older age groups, possibly due to preferences for convenience or technology alternatives like 

smartphones. Lastly, "What is the main reason you prefer less?" shows no significant relationship 

with age, evidenced by a p-value of 0.392. This result implies that the reasons behind preferences, 

such as style, function, or convenience, are shared across age groups without significant variation. 

Overall, the findings highlight key insights into how age influences watch ownership and usage 

frequency, yet not preferences for type or primary reasons for owning a watch. 

 

Table 6. ANOVA between Gender and Factor 

 Sum of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Do you currently own a watch? Between 

Groups 

.349 1 .349 3.283 .073 

Within Groups 11.057 104 .106   

Total 11.406 105    

Which type(s) of watch do you 

currently own? (You may select 

more than one) 

Between 

Groups 

.403 1 .403 .328 .568 

Within Groups 127.560 104 1.227   

Total 127.962 105    

How often do you wear a 

watch? 

Between 

Groups 

2.233 1 2.233 1.713 .193 

Within Groups 135.541 104 1.303   

Total 137.774 105    

Which type of watch do you 

prefer to wear most often? 

Between 

Groups 

1.468 1 1.468 1.370 .244 

Within Groups 111.410 104 1.071   
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Total 112.877 105    

 What is the main reason you 

prefer 1es? (If applicable) 

Between 

Groups 

.065 1 .065 .032 .859 

Within Groups 213.039 104 2.048   

Total 213.104 105    

 

Table 6 presents the ANOVA analysis results comparing gender differences across various 

factors related to watch ownership, type preferences, and frequency of watch usage. For the 

question "Do you currently own a watch?", the p-value is 0.073, indicating that while there is a 

slight variation between genders regarding watch ownership, it is not statistically significant at 

the conventional 0.05 level. This suggests that both males and females have relatively similar 

ownership patterns within this sample, with only minor differences. 

The factor "Which type(s) of watch do you currently own?" (where respondents could select 

more than one type) shows no significant difference between genders, with a p-value of 0.568. 

The F-value of 0.328 indicates very low variation, implying that both male and female 

respondents own similar types of watches without a notable preference influenced by gender. 

This aligns with the idea that watch type ownership is fairly uniform across genders, regardless 

of the watch type (digital, analog, or smart). Similarly, "How often do you wear a watch?" shows 

no significant difference, with a p-value of 0.193 and an F-value of 1.713. This suggests that 

gender does not substantially influence how frequently respondents wear their watches. Both 

males and females appear to follow similar patterns in terms of watch usage frequency, perhaps 

reflecting common habits or lifestyle routines. 

For the factor "Which type of watch do you prefer to wear most often?", there is no 

significant difference by gender, with a p-value of 0.244. This outcome suggests that gender does 

not strongly influence preferences for specific types of watches, indicating that personal style and 

functional preferences might be similar across genders. Finally, "What is the main reason you 

prefer less?" also yielded no significant difference by gender, with a p-value of 0.859. This finding 

suggests that the motivations for preferring one watch type over another—such as style, function, 

or convenience—are consistent across male and female respondents, without notable gender-

based variations. Overall, the results indicate that gender has limited impact on watch-related 

preferences and habits within this sample. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This research provides an insightful analysis of watch ownership, preferences, and usage 

patterns among respondents from Ahmedabad, exploring key demographic factors such as age 

and gender. Findings suggest that younger age groups (18-25) predominantly drive watch 

ownership, with most respondents preferring digital or smart watches due to their 

multifunctionality and ease of integration into a modern, fast-paced lifestyle. While watch 

ownership and type preference appear somewhat correlated with age, gender showed no 

statistically significant effect on ownership, frequency of use, or type preference, indicating that 

watches are widely accepted across demographics regardless of gender. This aligns with global 

trends, where watches have evolved beyond mere timekeeping devices to become expressions of 

personal style and technological utility. 

The study opens avenues for future research in several areas. Further studies could 

incorporate a larger and more diverse sample, extending beyond Ahmedabad to analyze regional 

variations and draw comparisons on a broader scale. Additionally, as the wearables market grows, 

it would be useful to explore the relationship between consumer preferences and emerging 

technologies such as fitness and health-tracking capabilities embedded in watches. Longitudinal 

studies could also assess shifts in watch preferences as technology evolves, providing valuable 

insights into how these devices impact consumer behavior over time. 

The findings reflect a broader shift in consumer attitudes toward watches, with a notable 

trend toward smartwatches and multifunctional devices that can adapt to modern lifestyles. As 
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the demand for wearable technology expands worldwide, this research underscores the potential 

for a robust global market in watch technology, merging style with functional features that appeal 

across cultures and age groups. Additionally, as sustainability concerns grow, brands focusing on 

eco-friendly, ethically sourced materials in watch manufacturing could gain traction, contributing 

to sustainable consumerism on a global scale. Ultimately, this research not only highlights local 

consumer behavior but also underscores the global relevance of evolving watch preferences in a 

technology-driven era. 
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