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Abstract— This research work was aimed at studying the 

major factors which determine the user preference of 

Google Chrome. The study also examined how users 

respond to the various features available on the Chrome 

such as performance, accuracy, speed, and appearance 

etc., and the innovative ideas of the Google Chrome. The 

impact of Google Chrome among the other browsers such 

as Mozilla Firefox, safari, opera mini, uc browser, internet 

explorer and the security level of Chrome to protect the 

information of the users. The difficulties of the Google 

Chrome were also determined and the satisfaction level of 

the users towards Google Chrome. The research survey 

design was adopted in the study while simple random 

sampling technique was used to select a sample size of 100 

respondents that participated in the study. Data used for 

the study was collected from both primary and secondary 

sources. The primary data was collected from respondents 

through questionnaire and the secondary data was 

gathered from books, journals, websites, previous research 

papers. 

  

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Marketing is the study 

and management of exchange relationships. Marketin

g is the business process of creating relationships with 

and satisfying customers. With its focus on the 

customer, marketing is one of the premier components 

of business management. 

 

Marketing is defined by the American Marketing 

Association as "the activity, set of institutions, and 

processes for creating, communicating, delivering, 

and exchanging offerings that have value for 

customers, clients, partners, and society at large." The 

term developed from the original meaning which 

referred literally to going to market with goods for 

sale. From a sales process engineering perspective, 

marketing is "a set of processes that are interconnected 

and interdependent with other functions" of a business 

aimed at achieving customer interest and satisfaction 

 

The process of marketing is that of bringing a product 

to market, which includes these steps: broad market 

research; market targeting and market segmentation; 

determining distribution, pricing and promotion 

strategies; developing a communications strategy; 

budgeting; and visioning long-term market 

development goals. 

 

The 'marketing concept' proposes that in order to 

satisfy the organizational objectives, an organization 

should anticipate the needs and wants of potential 

consumers and satisfy them more effectively than its 

competitors. This concept originated from Adam 

Smith's book The Wealth of Nations, but would not 

become widely used until nearly 200 years later. 

 

When developing a website, one of the goals is that it 

has to be visualized by many users worldwide [1, 2]. 

Due to websites distribution, based on the client-server 

architecture model [3], users can access any site from 

many types of web browsers, from different platforms 

and devices. However, the differences between each 

browser and the way they interpret the website source 

code may cause incompatibility defects. One of the 

developer’s tasks is to provide an accepted user 

experience to every user. Browser compatibility is a 

website’s capability that makes it work correctly in a 

certain number of web browsers [4]. It is impossible to 

test a web application in all of the web browsers that 

exist in the world, and in all operating systems [4]. A 

website has cross-browser compatibility if it is 

interpreted in the same way by all of the browsers.  

 

II. INDUSTRY PROFILE 

 

Google LLC is an American multinational technology 

company that specializes in Internet-related services 

and products, which include online advertising 

technologies, search engine, cloud computing, 

software, and hardware. It is considered one of the Big 

Four technology companies, along 

with Amazon, Apple and Face book.  

 



© April 2024 | IJIRT | Volume 10 Issue 11 | ISSN: 2349-6002 

IJIRT 163297 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INNOVATIVE RESEARCH IN TECHNOLOGY 1504 

The company's rapid growth since incorporation has 

triggered a chain of products, acquisitions, and 

partnerships beyond Google's core search engine 

(Google Search). It offers services designed for work 

and productivity (Google Docs, Google Sheets, 

and Google Slides), email (Gmail/Inbox), scheduling 

and time management (Google Calendar), cloud 

storage (Google Drive), social networking (Google+), 

instant messaging and video chat (Google 

Duo, Hangouts), language translation (Google 

Translate), mapping and navigation (Google 

Maps, Waze, Google Earth, Street View), video 

sharing (YouTube), note-taking (Google Keep), and 

photo organizing and editing (Google Photos). The 

company leads the development of 

the Android mobile operating system, the Google 

Chrome web browser, and Chrome OS, a lightweight 

operating system based on the Chrome browser. 

Google has moved increasingly into hardware; from 

2010 to 2015, it partnered with major electronics 

manufacturers in the production of its Nexus devices, 

and it released multiple hardware products in October 

2016, including the Google Pixel smart 

phone, Google Home smart speaker, Google Wi-

Fi wireless router, and Google Daydream virtual 

reality headset. Google has also experimented with 

becoming an Internet carrier (Google Fiber, Project Fi, 

and Google Station).  

 

Chrome is internally tested with unit testing, 

"automated user interface testing of scripted user 

actions", fuzz testing, as well as Web Kit’s layout tests 

(99% of which Chrome is claimed to have passed), and 

against commonly accessed websites inside the 

Google index within 20–30 minutes. Google 

created Gears for Chrome, which added features 

for web developers typically relating to the building of 

web applications, including offline support. Google 

phased out Gears as the same functionality became 

available in the HTML5 standards. 

 

III. OBJECTIVES 

 

• To know about the factors influencing the user 

decision of using Google Chrome. 

• Identification of primary usage of chrome with 

users preference. 

• To study the difficulties faced by user while using 

Google Chrome. 

• To study the awareness level and usage of Google 

Chrome. 

 

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

The research method undertaken for this study is 

descriptive research. The main objective of using 

descriptive research is concerned with describing the 

characteristics of a particular individual or a group. 

The goal is to analyze scientific articles related to 

cross-browser compatibility, focusing in the proposed 

techniques and tools. The research questions (RQ) will 

guide the process and the findings will answer the 

raised questions. We believe that a summary of the 

state of art will aid works in this line of investigation. 

 

V. STATISTICAL TOOL FOR THE 

RESEARCH 

 

• Percentage analysis 

• Chi - square analysis 

 

VI. NEED FOR THE STUDY 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the personal 

perceptions of the users and the personal points-of-

view of users regarding their issues. This study will 

seek the answer for the question related to the 

prevailing perception of Google chrome. To 

understand the extent to which users have the 

awareness of the attributes and benefits, and the 

approach of the users towards chrome. To study about 

the issues of the users and the opportunity to the 

advanced knowledge.  This will help understand how 

the awareness of Google chrome needs to spread to the 

users. The outcome of the study will benefit the users 

to have a better knowledge about the Google Chrome. 

 

VII. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

 

• The results of the study are appropriate only for 

Google Chrome users and it may not be used in any 

other browsers. 

• The solution provided by the research is not 

applicable to any other browsers. 
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• The findings of the research is not applicable to 

any other browsers. 

• The location of the respondents are Coimbatore 

city. 

 

VIII. LITERATURE REVIEW 
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execution by giving the customary updates. 
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web application testing tool,” in 2010 IEEE 
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IX. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

 

The scope studies about the identification of primary 

usage of chrome with respect to user’s preference and 

the factors for choosing a particular browser. To 

understand the users perception and awareness level of 

the Google Chrome with respect to design, 

performance, accessibility etc., and the importance of 

developing to the next level. 
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X. ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

 

PERCENTAGE ANALYSIS 

 

Gender of the Respondents 

Sl. 

No. 
Gender 

No. of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

1 Male 68 68 

2 Female 32 32 

Total 100 100 

 

Interpretation 

Table shows that 68 % of the respondents are male and 

32 % are female. Hence the majority of the 

respondents are male. 

 

Age of the Respondents 

Sl. 

No. 
Age 

No. of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

1 15 – 25 54 54 

2 26 – 35 22 22 

3 36 – 45 11 11 

4 Above 45 13 13 

Total 100 100 

 

Interpretation 

Table shows that age of the 54 % respondents are 15 – 

25, 22 % are 26 – 35, 11 % are 36 – 45 and 13 % are 

above 45. Hence the majority of the respondents 

belong to the age of 15 – 25 years. 

 

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS 

To test the relationship age of the respondents and 

satisfaction level 

 

Null Hypothesis (H0): There is no association the age 

of the respondents and the satisfaction level  

 

Alternative Hypothesis (H1): There is an association 

the age of the respondents and the satisfaction level  

Satisfa

ction        
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<20 4 5 8 10 3 30 

21-30 1 4 16 18 26 65 

30< 5 10 2 3 5 25 

Total 10 19 26 31 34 
12

0 

 

𝐶ℎ𝑖 − 𝑠𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑟𝑒 =  ∑
(𝑂 − 𝐸)2

𝐸
 

Where,  O – Observed Value  

 E – Expected Value 

Calculated 

Value Chi-

square 

value 

Degree of 

Freedom 

(No. of 

row – 1) × 

(No. of 

column – 

1) 

Probability 

Level 

Critical 

Chi-

Square 

Value 

3.87 8 0.05 15.51 

 

Interpretation 

The calculated value, 3.87 is less than the critical chi-

square value, 15.51, null hypothesis is accepted. 

Hence, there is no association between the age of the 

respondents and their satisfaction level. 

 

XI. FINDINGS 

 

• Majority of the respondents (68 %) are male.  

• Majority of the respondents (54 %) comes under 

the age group of 15 – 25. 

• Majority of the respondents (64 %) occupation is 

students. 

• Majority of the respondents (37 %) educational 

qualification is UG. 
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• Majority of the respondents (48 %) are using 

Google Chrome right now. 

• Majority of the respondents (29 %) respondents 

come to know about Google Chrome are by default 

browser. 

• Majority of the respondents (16 %) have given + 2 

rating for unwanted notifications. 

• Majority of the respondents (21 %) have given + 2 

rating for Chrome wont close. 

• Majority of the respondents (19 %) have given + 2 

rating for webpage crashes. 

• Majority of the respondents (33 %) are using 

Android Browser other than Google Chrome. 

• Majority of the respondents (28 %) have not 

shifted from Google Chrome. 

• Majority of the respondents (60 %) have said 

Google Chrome is better when compared to the 

other browsers. 

 

SUGGESTIONS 

 

• Security- most of the users said that Google 

chrome is also having security issues like other 

browsers. 

• Sharing files can be improved while sharing files, 

network is always depended. 

• Downloading option can be improved 

downloading is not good compared to the other 

browsers. 

• Improve RAM and ROM usage improve the 

capacity of RAM and ROM usage for good 

performance without  buffering. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Currently, the selected platform for communication 

and exploitation is the web and effective web testing 

becomes a challenge for developers. The technology’s 

rapid evolution and its popularity have increased the 

production of complex and dynamic applications This 

makes usability, compatibility and availability, key 

success attributes in the web However, different web 

browsers produce different content. Thus, the need for 

cross-browser compatibility testing gains importance. 

In this research, i have studied the developed 

techniques to test cross-browser compatibility. The 

visual analysis is the most popular technique. We also 

have reviewed the proposed tools to implement the 

tests. The tools were classified depending on their 

source: developed by the authors or commercial 

applications. 

 

We also addressed the validation phase of the 

proposed tools and techniques, listing the articles that 

provided a concrete number of testing artifacts. The 

visual analysis is the most validated technique. 

Finally, we listed the challenges described in the 

articles. The presence of dynamic objects was one of 

the biggest challenges found, especially in modern 

web applications. The tests automation was an 

important requirement mentioned as well. Several 

tools and techniques are developed with different 

levels of automation. Therefore, it is necessary to 

automate the testing process. As future work, we 

propose the development of a tool to conduct google 

chrome compatibility testing, addressing the 

challenges found in this reserach. 
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