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Abstract:  
The purpose of the study is to identify how consumer 
and product-related factors contribute to 
understanding the risks of smartphone purchases. In 
order to achieve this objective; a survey was conducted 
on a sample of students at Constantine University 2. 
The study found that the factors specific to the 
consumer (involvement) and those specific to the 
product (perceived quality) do not significantly 
contribute to the risk of smartphone purchase. 
Keywords: Perceived risk, involvement, perceived 
quality. 
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