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ABSTRACT

The smartphone industry is vast and competitive, and it's estimated that almost 90 percent of
adults own a smartphone. For companies to remain successful in the long term, they must
understand the factors that influence millennial consumers to prefer one brand over another.
One effective way of measuring brand preference is through brand equity. A strong brand

creates emotions, expectations, and the ability to influence the buying behavior of consumers.

The aim of the study was to examine the brand preferences of millennials between Samsung
and Huawei smartphones through the lens of brand equity. To answer the research question, the
study employed a literature review and a self-administered online questionnaire. The results
indicated that high brand equity leads to a higher brand preference among millennials, with the
results showing that the millennials who participated generated an average higher brand equity
for Samsung with a total brand equity average of 3.968 out of 5 over Huawei’s 3.771. It should

be added that a significant difference between these two values cannot be proven.

It's worth noting that the study presented the preferences of a specific and limited group of
millennials at a single location. Further research with larger, more diverse samples and multiple
locations may be needed to establish a more comprehensive understanding of millennial brand
preferences, thus making any significant conclusions. Additionally, the self-administered
questionnaire used in the study may not accurately reflect the true preferences and experiences

of the respondents.
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SAMMANFATTNING

Smartphoneindustrin & enorm och konkurrensintensiv, och det uppskattas att nastan 90 procent
av vuxna dger en smartphone. For att foretag ska forbli framgangsrika pa lang sikt maste de
forsta de faktorer som paverkar konsumentgruppen, millennials, att foredra ett varumarke
framfor ett annat. Ett effektivt satt att mata varumérkespreferens ar genom varumarkeskapital.
Ett starkt varumarke skapar kanslor, forvantningar och formagan att paverka konsumenternas
kdpbeteende.

Syftet med studien var att undersoka varumarkespreferenserna for millennials mellan Samsung
och Huawei’s smartphones genom linsen av varumérkeskapital. For att besvara
forskningsfragan anvande studien en litteraturéversikt och en sjalvadministrerad online-enkat.
Resultaten indikerade att ett hogt varumarkeskapital leder till en hogre varumarkespreferens
bland millennials, dér resultaten pavisade att de millennials som deltog genererade ett
genomsnittligt hogre varumarkeskapital for Samsung med ett totalt varumarkeskapital pa 3,968
av 5 éver Huawei’s 3,771. Det bor tillaggas att en betydande skillnad mellan dessa tva vérden

inte kan bevisas.

Det &r vart att notera att studien fokuserade pa preferenser for en specifik och begransad grupp
av millennials fran ett universitet. Ytterligare forskning med stérre, mer varierande urval och
flera platser kan behdvas for att kunna dra ndgra betydande slutsatser. Dessutom kan det handa
att det sjalvadministrativa frageformularet som anvands i studien inte exakt aterspeglar

respondenternas verkliga preferenser och erfarenheter.

Nyckelord: Millennials, Smartphone, Brand, Brand Equity



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 INTRODUCGTION......ciciiuteiiitneiiisuteeiisseeeisssssessssstesssssstessssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssessssasesssssasesssssasessssssssssnns 1
1.1 BACKGROUND ...ceutiutetrettenteesteeteentteaeteseesheesbe e teeasesasesanesaeesaeesb e e st emeeese e emeeebe e s e e b e enbesanesanesmeesaeenbeenneenseennens 1
1.2 PROBLEM DISCUSSION ..c..uuttiiiiiiiteieititesiitee st e s ettt s et e s st e s s e e s eiba e e e sba e e s e amr e e e sembae e e snbeeeeanbaeesannaeeesneeeeaas 2
1.3 PURPOSE. ..ccutteutieutieitesite st st e st e bt ettt e se e s b e b et e b e e s e s o ae s beesbe e s bt e bt eas e e st e e bt e e b e e b e e R e e a Rt e enesanesheesaeenre e neenneenneene 3
1.4 DELIMITATIONS ..euteeuterurerseenseenseeseenseeseteseesseesseesseessesssesenesseesaeesseesstenstasssaneeabe e seenseensesenesanesmaesaeenseenseensesnsens 3
1.5  OVERVIEW OF ENTIRE STUDY ..uuvtiiiiiriieiiiieeeirtte sttt e sttt e st e s s it e e sssae e s smaeesessneeesemsaeessanaeeessnbaeesennaeeesnaeeens 4

2 LITERATURE REVIEW ....cuuiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiiiiieiiiieeiiiisesisiisesisimsesssimsesssimssssisssssssssssssesssssssssssssessssssansssssannsss 5
2.0 IVIILLENNIALS «.eutteuteettenttenteesteeseeateeaeeebeesbe e beeasesasesebesbeesbeenbe e st eae e eheeeb e e b e en b e eabeeasesbeesheenbee st enseeneesnbenbeenbeennenn 5
2.2 SMARTPHONE ..eutteuteeutesteesteesteesesneeeutesueesseenteenseansesssesaeesaeesaeenseensesaseeseeseanseensesnsesasesaeesaeanseensesnsesnsesaeenseensenn 6
B T = 1. 7.1 N 0 OSSOSO PRORPROON 9
2.4 CONSUMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY ....uiiuiiiiiiriiiniietieieete et st st stee st ettt st saeesbee b et e eabesasesmeesmeenaeenseenseennens 10

b R 1o 1o o [l eV ][ SRS 12
D N - (o [ o N Yo =T 1= X TSRS 14
2.4.3  PrCOIVEA QUAILY.......vveeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e ettt e e ettt e e et e e ettt eaeatst e e e tssaaesstsssaeessesenssssaseaaseaan 14
2.4.4  Brand ASSOCIATIONS ....c...coovueeeeiiiiiiieiiieeeee ettt sttt st sane s 15
2.4.5  Other Proplietary Brand ASSELS...........ouueeieiereeeeiiienie ettt ettt ettt site e e saeeesineenaee s 15
2.5 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK.c..ceutetienttentteitieneesneete et et senesinesmeesreesaeeat e et emeesmeesre e neeanesenesanesanesaeesaeenneenneennens 16

3 IMETHODOLOGY ....cccoueeiiiiueeiiisseeiisssesisssssesisssssessssssesssssssesssssssessssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssasssssssasesssssnesssns 21
3.1 RESEARCH PURPOSE ....cuuviiiiiiiiieiitiie ittt sttt st s s e e s ab b e e sbb s e e s saba e e s e aba s e seanaeessabbeeeeas 21
3.2 RESEARCH APPROACH. ...ceverutertterttett et et et e st esre e bt s neseaesanesheesmeesateat e et eae e emeesbe e n e e r e e st sanesanesaeesaeenneenneennens 22
3.3 RESEARCH STRATEGY teiiuuriieiiiriteiitteeiirtte s sttt siaae e sibat e s sib et sbae e saba s e s s aab e e e s aba e e e sabb e e e s saba e e s s abasesannaeeesabbeeeeas 23
3.4 DATA COLLECTION wevttiiiurieeiirrteeiittessitretessirteeseibaeessabae e s s bb e e e s eabae e s sba s e s s sab e e e s abb e e e s bba e e s sabaeessnbasesannneeesnaeeeeas 24
3.5 SAMPLE SELECTION ..iuutiireriteteente et ete st eseeste et e bt e anesenesanesheesreesatesateae s eae e emeesbe e n e e neesnesanesanesaeesaeenneenneenneens 26
36 VALIDITY ittt ettt ettt et et st ettt b e s s st s a e e s et ea e e ae e e ae e e Re e r e e Rt et ean e s anesae e sreesaeenne e reenneens 26
R A =317 1 PSP TTN 27

4 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA ....cccorttiiiinetiissneeiisssneiisssnesisssesisssssesissssesissstesesssesssssssesssss 29
4.1 PRESENTATION OF SAMPLE .....eiteiteereererrenresieesseesstensteetemeesseesseesse e neeaneeenesenesmnesaeesreenaeenseenrtenneeneeeneenneennens 29

4.1.1 1o T 1o Vo ] 1 PSRRI 30
4.1.2  BrONG AWGOIENESS......eeoueeieieeieieeet ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et e et sae e et e e naee s 32
4.1.3  PrCeIVEA QUAIIY.....ueeeeeieieeiet ettt ettt ettt et ettt sttt e et e e nate s 34
4.1.4  Brand ASSOCIATION ......cc.eeevueeeiiieiieeet ettt ettt sttt et e et eesaee s 35

.2 DISCUSSION ....eeeevtuueeeeereeessuaeeeeeresstnneaaeessssssssntesessssssnnnasesesssssssnesesessssssnnsesesssssssnnneesessssssnnsesesssssssnnneeeesssees 37



5 CONCLUSION .....couttteereerrermeeeeereeeeeeessessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnss 41

5.1 CONCLUSION .uuuuuuvuuussesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssnsnsnne 41
5.2 THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IIMPLICATIONS. .....ctvvttteieeereeeraniieseeeerrsranaeeeessesstsnaeeessssssnnaeeeessssssssneeeessssssnnnnenens 42
D 3 LIMIITATIONS . et eeeetttiteee et eeeeett i eeeeeerereta i aeeeeseessasaaeeessessasanneeesssssananseesssssrsnnsasesssssstannseeessssssnnnnseessssssnnnnenens 43
5.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH...uuuuuuuuurssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssnne 43
REFERENCGES .....cceuuiittenierteeniereenserennseereanseerennssessnssssssnssesssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssssssnssessanssssnnssesee 44
N EBSITES «.ttueettueeettee ettt e e ettt eeetteeestnaaeeeaanesasnseessnnneessnnsesannnessnnneessnnsessnnnesssnneesssnnsesssnseessnnesssnneesessnsesssnneessnnnenes 46

APPENDIX, QUESTIONNAIRE .....ccettiiiiiiiiiinntiiiiiiiinnnnieeeiiiisnsssteesissssmmssseesssssssmssssstssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssss 1



1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter consist of five sections that will represent the introduction of the study. The
different sections are constructed as follows: background, problem discussion, purpose and

objective, delimitations, and previous research.

1.1 Background

Smartphone is today one of the most widely purchased electronic products. Around 1.56 billion
smartphones per year are sold globally (Statista, 2019). According to recent studies, there are a
total of three billion smartphone consumers, and about nine out of ten of the millennial
generation own a smartphone (Pew Research, 2018; Statista, 2019). The number of smartphone
owners is expected to continue to increase by a few hundred million over the next few years
(Statista, 2019).

The product specifications between smartphones vary depending on the brand and model. The
purpose of a smartphone is to be able to replace or rather combine functions a phone possesses
with functions a computer has. With that said, being able to call but also surf the internet and

read mail (Cassavoy, 2012).

Moreover, the smartphone market is characterized by the presence of leading brands such as
Samsung and Huawei (Statscounter, 2019). These two brands share the Android operating
system (Coelho, 2019) and are the largest Android-supported smartphones in the market
(Statscounter, 2019).

The Android smartphone market is marked by intense competition among brands that release a
substantial volume of smartphone models each year, such as Samsung and Huawei. To stay
competitive, firms must implement innovative approaches that address the demands and tastes
of consumers. Such strategies frequently encompass the provision of cutting-edge technology,
visually appealing designs, and pricing models that are deemed competitive by the targeted
consumers (Kotler, 2014; Keller, 1993).



Therefore, it is wise for companies to know how to manage their own brand to increase their
sales of smartphones and thus be competitive in the smartphone market (Keller, 1993). Keller
(1998) defines brand as a tangible or intangible asset, and it is what separates product
competitors from one another. A brand could be viewed the same way as a person, where a
brand has its own personality. Similarly, as a person, it has a name and appearance but in the
form of logos and other visual characteristics (Kapferer, 1992; Kotler, 2017). Furthermore,
Aaker (1991) explains how to build a strong brand that will lead consumers to prefer a strong

brand over a competitor.

According to Aaker (1991) a strong brand can increase the consumer's preference for a brand.
A strong brand is based on brand equity, which creates a long-term sustainable brand that
generates positive results in the form of competitiveness and increased sales volumes (ibid).
Brand equity is a strategy that aims to create long-term sustainable cooperation between the
brand and its consumers (Aaker, 1991; Kotler, 2014). Keegan and Green (2014) describe brand
equity as “The reflection of the brands value to the company as an intangible asset” (p.580).

1.2 Problem Discussion

Samsung and Huawei are well-known and therefore likely valuable brands offering smartphone
models at varying price ranges. Both brands have a comparable pricing structure within their
respective price ranges. However, Huawei usually tends to be slightly lower in price than
Samsung (Bloomberg, 2019). As previously explained, the smartphone market is a competitive
market that provides consumers with tools to communicate via blogs, vlogs, chat forums and
word of mouth (Howe & Strauss, 2000). With these tools, consumers can become well informed
about the different phones' appearance, functionality and much more to find the smartphone

that best suits their own needs and budget (ibid).

Millennials are known for being well informed and knowledgeable in technology, as are also
known for seeking better alternatives (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Since millennials grew up with
advanced technology, they have learned from an early age to be mentally agile and flexible
(ibid). Therefore, it is important for smartphone manufacturers to adapt to this generation's
market group. Otherwise, the smartphone companies will manufacture smartphones that do not

meet a sufficiently high standard (McCasland, 2005). If the various brands that make the



smartphone manage to move as fast as the millennials in the development, the companies will

create consumer loyalty and preferences (ibid).

Aaker (1991) highlights the significance of companies striving for long-term sustainable
brands, which can be accomplished through the analysis of brand equity. Short-term revenue
generation is possible for a product, however, long-term success depends on consumer
satisfaction, as negative experiences can spread among friends and the public (Kotler, 2014),
leading to decreased sales and potentially damaged brand reputation (Aaker, 1991; Kotler
2014). Thus, it is essential for smartphone companies to establish and maintain strong brand
equity, particularly to attract millennials, who are a crucial target group in the smartphone
market and to differentiate their brand from competitors.

1.3 Purpose

The purpose of this essay is to compare millennials’ brand preferences between Samsung and

Huawei smartphone by applying brand equity.

1.4 Delimitations

This study analyzes smartphone products and compares two brands, Samsung and Huawei, as
these are the most purchased smartphones within the Android phone market. Other brands are
not included in this study. Future research could extend the current study by including brands

such as Oneplus and Xiaomi, which are also significant smartphone players from China.

Additionally, the thought put in to choosing a comparative analysis is due to it being a well-
known method within the academic sphere. Similarly, Aaker is a recognized professor as is
Aaker's brand equity, that includes five components of managing brand equity. The higher the
data scores for these, the closer the product is to achieving brand equity (Aaker, 1991). Hence,

why it was appropriate to use Aaker’s for the purpose of the study.

The comparative analysis will be based on a survey study and the population sample will be of

millennials from LTU.



1.5 Overview of Entire Study

Table 1 is an overview of the study and has been created with the aim of facilitating the reader
by illustrating the number of chapters and their different content. This study will contain five

chapters and will be structured as follows, see Table 1.

Table 1: Overview of the entire thesis

Chapter 1,
Introduction

The first chapter introduces the study's research area and then
proceeds to a problem discussion. Thereafter, the purpose of the
study and research issues are raised. The chapter concludes by
mentioning the demarcation area and previous research to locate
any research gap.

Chapter 2,
Literature review

The second chapter presents earlier literary material in the form of
definitions, theories, and models relevant to the study. The key
areas that are managed to provide enough knowledge to
understand the study's research are the following: millennials,
smartphone, brand, brand equity. This chapter concludes with a
theoretical frame of reference which includes both primary and
secondary sources.

Chapter 3,
Methodology

The third chapter addresses the methodological framework in
which different choices of methods have been selected with care
to collect and analyze the collected data in the best way. The
chapter contains the following: research purpose, research
approach research strategy. Followed by data collection, sample
collection and data analysis. Finally, the chapter ends with quality
standards such as validity and reliability.

Chapter 4,
Presentation and
analysis of data

The fourth chapter presents the study's own collected data and an
analysis of the data for deeper understanding and possible results
that contribute to the research area.

Chapter 5,
Findings and
conclusion

The fifth chapter presents the study's results followed by a
discussion, in addition to the conclusions reached by the author.
The last thing this chapter and the study address is discussion of
the study's research contribution, proposals for further research
and the limitations of the study.




2 LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter consist of four sections that will represent the literature review of the study. The
different sections are constructed as follows: millennials, smartphone, brand, brand equity,

brand identity and frame of reference.

2.1 Millennials

There are five generational markets in the western world, which means that there are five
generational markets in Sweden. The five different generational markets that Kotler (2007)
addresses are the following: Baby Boomer, Generation X, Millennials and Generation Z. Figure

1, provides an overview from the oldest to the youngest generation market with years indicated.

Baby
Boomers

1946-1964

Generation X
1965-1976

Millennials
1977-2000

2

It is a pragmatic
group that likes to
test new things and
that includes new
brands. They are on
financial stability
and strong
purchasing power
today (Kotler et al.,
2017).

Generation X is less
materialistic than the
other generation
groups, where the
family is also
prioritized over the
career. These people
value quality before
quantity and have a
high search cost
before buying
(Kotler et al., 2017).

Millennials are a
generation that has
grown up with
technology. Thanks
to the technological
era, the web,
computers, and
smartphones have
become central parts
of this generation of
work and life (Howe
& Strauss, 2000;
Yarro, 2009).

There are
similarities between
Generation Z and
Millennials. But this
group has grown up
in a more
digitalized
environment, with
advanced
smartphones from a
young age (Kotler
etal., 2017).

Figure 1. Generational markets

Generation Z \
2000-TBT /

It is worth noting that the age span of the generation market for millennials differs by about one
to five years, depending on the author. On the other hand, it is possible to sum up that
millennials are the people born between the years 1977-2000. As Figure 1 illustrates,

millennials are a generation that actively uses technical products such as web, computer, and
5



smartphones (Yarro, 2009). In addition, millennials are connected to the Internet more than the
other generations (Kotler 2007: Kotler, 2014; Yarro, 2009). They collaborate with brands in a
whole new way with the help of smartphones and social media (Howe et al., 2000).

Millennials, as previously pointed out, are a group with a strong willingness to spend, however,
they are not known for being loyal in workplaces or when it comes to brands as it is easy to
find substitutes using the internet (Der, 1999). Hence, millennials are the generation group with
the lowest brand loyalty and not any preferences regarding brands compared to the other

generations (Soderlund, 2006).

In addition, millennials’ technical habit of being connected to internet contributes to awareness
of the available brands that share the same market (ibid). Awareness in the sense that millennials
stay up to date by reading reviews on internet, reading product specifications and other things

that can help them before a possible brand change (MacCasland, 2015).

Finally, Séderlund (2006) and Keegan (2014) believes that it is important to study this
generational market group because millennials are the second largest group of consumers in the
world. Therefore, it is both interesting and important for companies to understand what it is that
creates brand preference for this generation if companies want to create or maintain a

competitive position.

2.2 Smartphone

The first patented idea of smartphone was developed in 1971 by Theodore Paraskevakos, who
combined telephone communication functions with computer use and the pioneer of integrating
visual display and data processing with telephones (Sciencenode, 2018). However, it was not
until the year 1992 that IBM developed the first smartphone as a result of their previous
innovation, the Personal Digital Assistant (PDA) (ibid). PDA had features such as voicemail,

email, fax postal address, scheduling, world clock and other (Soukup, 2015).

Today, however, the definition of smartphone looks different compared to the first smartphone,
Simon (Sciencenode, 2018). Zheng (2006), the smartphone has a mobile operating system, a

computer's features, connection to WIFI and the internet and a touch screen. Simply put, a



smartphone is a mobile that combines a computer's functions and capabilities and which at the

same time has a mobile operating system (Soukup, 2015; Zheng 2006).

Mobile operating systems enable an environment for apps that can be manufactured and
updated out of production (Soukup, 2015). An application can have different functions and can
look different, it can be anything from mobile games to scanning QR codes (ibid). Therefore,
applications change the user experience for the smartphone owner (Cassavoy, 2012; Soukup,
2015).

In addition, there are different operating systems, but there are two official operating systems,
10S developed and used exclusively by Apple, and Android developed by Google (Zheng,
2006). Meanwhile, Android, the other official operating system compared to iOS is being used
by multiple mobile manufacturers. Brands that use Android are, for example, Samsung and
Huawei (Cassavoy, 2012). Figure 2 below displays the number of units sold per year and unit
price, between the years 2007 to 2019 and a forecast for 2020:

1750
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Figure 2. Units sold per year and each year’s price in 2019 (Statista, 2019).

Figure 2 illustrates how much the number of smartphones sold has increased. It can be noted

that there has been an increase of about 1280% over 13 years, which can be assumed to be a



significant increase in the number of smartphones sold. Moreover, Figure 3 and Figure 4 below,

illustrate smartphone market shares by brand spread across the world and Sweden respectively.

Samsung _31'07"“
e _ o

Huawei

Xiaomi

Unknown
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LG
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Lenovo
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Figure 3. Market share per brand worldwide in 2019 (Statcounter, 2019).

Apple 57.3.

Sony :. 3.03%
OnePlus ] 1.26%

Lenovo 1.05%
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Xiaomi
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Figure 4. Market share per brand Sweden in 2019 (Statcounter, 2019).
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What is noteworthy when comparing Figure 3 and Figure 4 is that there is a larger proportion
of consumers using the Apple (57, 38 percent) smartphone in Sweden. At the same time, fewer
consumers in Sweden use Samsung and Huawei (25,7 respectively 6,98 percent) compared to

the rest of the world.

2.3 Brand

A brand is an important tool seen from a marketing perspective for both companies and
consumers (Aaker, 1993). This is because a brand from a business perspective facilitates
business and customer relationships. Due to that a brand is a certificate of trust but also a way
to protect itself from legal processes because a brand is also a form of ownership (McCarthy,
1990). Similarly, a brand can benefit consumers in the form of indications of service or product

standard and a reduced search cost and more (Kotler, 2007; Murphy, 1990).

More than that, a strong brand creates added value for products and or services since a brand
offers more than just one name (Kotler, 2017). Kotler (2017) further explains that a brand
provides consumers and businesses with assurance. Hence, in terms of quality standards and
psychological satisfaction in terms of taste, size, group affiliation and other attributes that can
be identified with the brand (ibid).

To refer to Keller (1998), a brand is a tangible or intangible asset, but can also function as both
assets simultaneously. It is precisely this flexibility that makes a brand more than just a product.
The brand is what differentiates product competitors among themselves (American Marketing
Association, 1960). One can see a brand as an individual, a brand has its own personality. Like
a person, it has a name, and appearance in the form of logos and other visual characteristics
(Kapferer, 1992). Kotler (2017) develops the previous sentence by saying that the name and
appearance are combinations that create associations with the brand and the company or seller
behind the brand.

The brand has its own values as well as its own way of communicating, which contributes to
the brand's personality. Aaker (1996) highlights the phenomenon of brand personality by
further developing that brand personality is dynamic and takes new form based on how

consumers associate with the brand. The brand personality has the power to differentiate the



brand identity and thus create positive communication between the brand and consumers, thus

strengthening brand equity (ibid).

Both Aaker (1991) and Kapferer (1992) place importance on explaining the importance of
brand identity. Although they differ somewhat and include different dimensions to explain
brand identity, there are similarities as well. Since both Aaker (1991) and Kapferer (1992) agree
that brand identity creates differentiation and can benefit the company financially through
increased sales. Similarly, the authors consider that brand identity can be an important

complement when measuring brand equity (ibid).

It is also explained that consumers prefer to build a relationship with a brand that the consumer
can trust, and the likelihood is that there will be a long-term relationship between the consumer
and the brand (Kotler et al., 2017; Keller, 1993; Kapferer, 2004). Thus, Keller (1993) believes
that a brand is something a consumer can associate with, the better the match between the brand

and the consumer, the stronger the brand preference will be for the consumer.

Furthermore, Kapferer (2004) explains that brands should be used to manage long-term product
differentiation and market segmentation to create long-term and not short-term brand awareness
or other short-term changes. Finally, Moore et al (2008) believe that it is essential that brand
research focuses on deepening and developing the understanding of brand by looking at brand

loyalty, brand preferences and brand equity.

2.4 Consumer-based Brand Equity

Brand equity has two focus areas: corporate-focused brand equity and consumer-based brand
equity (CBBE). Within CBBE, one can find Aaker's brand equity model, as well as Keller's
resonance model which is widely recognized in academic research. CBBE aims to analyze the
added value a brand brings to a product from the consumer's perspective, providing useful

insights for the company or entity responsible for the brand (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 2002)

Aaker highlights five dimensions associated with the brand equity model, which are crucial
components for measuring CBBE. The five components are the following: brand loyalty, brand
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and lastly other proprietary brand assets. What

primarily distinguishes Aaker's model from Keller's brand equity model is that under Aaker's
10



CBBE model there is no interrelation between the different dimensions. While brand loyalty is
a source of brand equity while Keller believes that brand loyalty is a result of brand equity
(Aaker, 1991; Anselmsson, 2007; Keller, 2002).

According to Keller it is possible to find out how much value a brand possesses by measuring
brand equity (1998). But it is also required to define brand equity and analyze all dimensions
in any recognized brand equity model (Aaker, 1991). It is essential that one does not expect
brand equity to improve rapidly (ibid). Considering, brand equity is a process that requires
knowledge around brand and brand equity since it seeks to win consumers' trust and added
value (ibid).

A strong brand equity means that consumers are willing to choose one brand over the other, in
other words a strong brand equity increases the brand preference over that brand instead of a
competition brand. Thus, the chance increases that the brand with strong brand equity has a
more favorable sales in the form of higher prices to consumers or increased sales volume than
the competitor”s for both products equally (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 2004).

Kotler (2017) explains that the brand has a monetary value, and that value must be considered
when selling the company. Either way, brand equity is not brand valuation, but it is an aggregate
of a couple of measures designed to grow the brand stronger in a marketplace (ibid). The various
measures can be, for example, preference, interest or awareness of the product or brand (Aaker,
1991).

To analyze the current trend of the brand equity, one has to track the changes with a weighted
average. Basically, if the interest or awareness, all else equal, since last time is now greater,
then brand equity has increased (Aaker, 1991). However, brand equity may just as well have
been unchanged or have had a negative outcome (ibid). Kotler (2017) further emphasizes the
importance of brand equity and believes that managers and CEOs should take brand equity

seriously and be updated about their brand equity status.

According to Aaker (1991), it is important to remember that the five asset categories in the
Aaker brand equity model create value for both customer and company. The model divides

brand equity into five different asset categories: brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived
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quality, brand associations and other proprietary brand assets (ibid). The Figure 5 below

illustrates how to increase brand equity by increasing one or more of its brand assets.
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Figure 5: Brand equity model (Aaker, 1991, p. 9).
2.4.1 Brand Loyalty

Brand loyalty is a dimension in Aaker's model that distinguishes itself slightly from the other
dimensions. To quote Aaker (1991, p.46) “Brand loyalty is qualitatively different from the other
major dimensions of brand equity in that it is tied more closely to the use experience. Brand
loyalty cannot exist without prior purchase and use experience. In contrast, awareness,
associations, and perceived quality are characteristics on many brands that a person has never

used.”
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Keller (1993) however, explains that brand loyalty can determine whether the consumer will
buy the same service or product, depending on whether the consumer feels a strong or weak
brand loyalty. Keller adds that brand loyalty creates competitiveness for a company (1993).
Strong brand loyalty could be described as when the preference increases, the consumer begins
to choose the competitors' product, service or brand even if it might be inferior to that of a
competitor (ibid). According to Aaker (1991), brand loyalty leads to whether a consumer

becomes a loyal buyer of the brand over time.

Brand loyalty, which is the first category in Aaker's brand equity model, consists of different
levels. From the first level that has the lowest brand loyalty to the fifth level with the highest
brand loyalty (Aaker, 1991). The following levels include:

e Level one: At this level, consumers are found who lack brand loyalty and brand

preference, resulting in the brand having no impact on the consumer's purchase price.

e Level two: Or with a different name, normal consumers. This level includes consumers
who enjoy the product or service. However, these consumers are likely to switch brands
if it turns out that a competitor can offer a better product or service.

e Level three: These consumers have not become completely loyal, but they are beginning
to enjoy the brand itself and not just the product or service. However, these consumers
are prone to switching brands if it turns out that the cost of switching brands is low and
there is a direct benefit from switching brands.

e Level four: Or by another name, loyal consumers. This level includes consumers who
prefer the brand in terms of its experience with the brand and how the logo looks, among

other things.

e Level five: At this level, consumers display brand loyalty and familiarity, characterized
by knowledge of the brand, its logo, and its distinct qualities. These consumers exhibit
a strong inclination towards the particular brand, making it challenging for rival brands

to attract them.
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2.4.2 Brand Awareness

Brand awareness arises when the consumer is capable of placing a specific brand in a product
category (Aaker, 1991). Which also means that brand awareness can be measured to what extent
a brand is known among consumers (Brown, 1992). Furthermore, Aaker believes that brand
awareness is how the consumer perceives and remembers the brand, which is based on

memories from previous experiences with the brand.

Macdonald (2002) argues that a brand with a strong brand awareness has a positive impact on
the consumer, since the consumer generally prefers brands that are already recognized and
established in the market. This is due to the consumer having valuable information about the
brand about which market the brand operates in and if the consumer has previously had any
relationship with the brand (ibid). Aaker adds that exposing the brand name is an effective way
to increase brand awareness to differentiate its brand from its competitors (1991; Keller, 1993).

Both Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991) divide brand awareness into two subgroups, brand recall
and brand recognition. Brand recall is when the consumer can group the brand within a given
industry the brand operates within, based on memory images only (Aaker, 1991). While brand
recognition is when the consumer can group the brand into the right industry, but only after the
brand has been presented to the consumer (ibid). An example of brand recognition is when

putting the brand's logo under a buying context that helps the consumer to remember (ibid).

2.4.3 Perceived Quality

Aaker (1991) describes perceived quality as a measure of a product or service's quality and
superiority from the consumer’s perspective. The perceived quality can be divided into three
different definitions, manufacturing quality, product-based quality, and objective quality.
Manufacturing quality is a quality assurance that the product or service maintains the quality it

promised in the manufacturing process (ibid).

Manufacturing quality ensures that all parts of the manufacturing process maintain as high a
quality level as possible in order to provide the best conditions for the final product. Product
quality is about creating customer satisfaction (ibid). All of which in the form of implementing

product features that are also free of deficiencies, for example, quality of design or security
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(ibid). While the objective quality focuses on differentiation, creating competitiveness and

strengthening its brand, one aspect that does this is product innovation (ibid).

There are brands that identify themselves as budget brands, as well as premium brands (Kotler,
2017). Therefore, the perceived quality position is often decisive for these brands and indirectly
acts as differentiation against competitors (Kotler, 2017). Moreover, Perceived quality directly
impacts brand preference and brand loyalty, which can be crucial when a consumer is not
motivated or can make a detailed analysis of a possible purchase (Aaker, 1991; Kotler, 2017,
Keller, 1993).

2.4.4 Brand Associations

Brand association can be defined as recalling images associated with a brand, such as color,
figure, or a certain person that causes the consumer to associate that person with a brand (Aaker,
1991). According to Keller, brand association can be defined as the extent to which a particular
brand causes the consumer to think about the brand's attributes in a general product category
(1993).

Aaker talks about brand associations having different degrees of strength (1991). Further on,
Aaker (1991) argues that there are more associations for the consumer to be exposed to, if brand
names choose to appear, and communicate with their consumers. Examples of this are through
advertising and gifts in product or service purchases since these gifts and advertisements can
create memory links with the consumer towards the brand (ibid).

2.4.5 Other Proprietary Brand Assets

Other proprietary brand asset includes assets such as channel relationships and patents that can
provide a strong competitive advantage. These assets focus on protecting or preventing
competitors' influence in a given market. Aaker (1991) highlights the importance of other
proprietary brand assets by exemplifying how easily a competitor can abuse one's own brand.
This is by stealing the brand, product idea or logo, which is possible if there is no strong patent

or other means that can protect the brand (ibid).
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Although a patent can prevent direct competition if it is strong and relevant, a distribution
channel can be controlled by a brand because of its history of brand performance (Aaker, 1991).
Finally, other proprietary brand assets such as intellectual property rights and relationships with
trading partners contributes to competitive advantage (ibid). This is because the more
ownership a brand has accumulated, the greater the brand's competitiveness and thus favor other

assets within its own brand (ibid).

2.5 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework addresses the concepts that this study uses to emphasize the purpose
of the study. That is, the study's collected and analyzed data. Thus, the study’s conceptual
framework is consisted by the five dimensions of Aaker’s brand equity model. The conceptual

framework is shown in Table 2, down below.

Table 2: Conceptual Framework

Subject Definition Sources

Brand Equity | Overall added value of a brand | Aaker (1991), Keller (1993)

Brand Loyalty | Willingness to continue Aaker (1991), Keller (1993),
purchasing Anselmsson (2007), Grénroos
(1984)
Brand Ability to recognize and Aaker (1991), Keller (1993),
Awareness remember a brand Macdonald (2002)
Influence of marketing Macdonald (2002),

activities on consumer
decision-making

Perceived Consumer evaluation of overall | Aaker (1991), Keller (1993)
Quality quality
Impact on brand loyalty Anselmsson (2007),
Brand Emotions, feelings, and Aaker (1991), Keller (1993)
Associations memories associated with a
brand
Impact on consumer Brown (1992), Gremler and
perceptions of a brand Brown (1996)

16



Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) place strong emphasis on the concept of brand equity and its
importance in building and maintaining a successful brand, although the definition varies
between one another. Aaker defines brand equity as the added value that a brand brings to a
product or service and identifies five main elements that contribute to it: brand loyalty, brand

awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, other proprietary brand assets.

Keller (1993) defines brand equity as the added value that a brand brings to a product or service.
Additionally, Keller (1993) claims that brand equity is influenced by consumer perceptions and
attitudes towards the brand. Moreover, the importance of brand equity in building and
maintaining a successful brand is being shared between the other articles, hence providing
further insight on the various factors that contribute to it. Other insights: All of the articles
provide further insight on the various factors that contribute to brand equity and how it can be

built and maintained.

As previously stated in section 2.4.1., according to Aaker (1991), brand loyalty is closely tied
to the use experience and cannot exist without prior purchase and use experience. In contrast,
other dimensions like awareness, associations, and perceived quality can exist without prior
purchase and use experience. On the other hand, Keller (1991) explains that brand loyalty
determines whether a consumer will buy the same product or service and can create
competitiveness for a company. Moreover, Gronroos (1984) defines loyalty as the consumer's
willingness to continue purchasing from a brand and states that it is an important factor in
building long-term brand success. Aaker's model consists of five levels of brand loyalty, with
the fifth level having the highest brand loyalty.

One significant commonality among the articles is that they all agree on the value of brand
equity development through brand awareness. Both Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) define
brand awareness as the consumer's capacity to identify a brand and distinguish it from
competitors and stress the importance of this attribute in creating brand equity. Both Macdonald
(2002) and Keller (2002) agree on the significance of brand awareness and point out that it is a
crucial component of consumer decision-making and is influenced by marketing strategies as

advertising and promotion.
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Another similarity between the articles is that they all highlight the importance of perceived
quality in building brand equity. Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) both define perceived quality
as the consumer's evaluation of the overall quality of a brand and its products and note that it is
a critical factor in building brand equity. However, Keller (1993) states that perceived quality
is a key determinant of brand equity and is influenced by both functional and emotional aspects
of the brand. Anselmsson (2007) also agrees on the importance of perceived quality and note
that it is a key factor in building brand loyalty and is influenced by various elements such as

product features, performance, and the overall brand experience.

A third similarity between the articles is that they all agree on the role of brand associations in
building brand equity. Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) both define brand associations as the
emotions, feelings, and memories that consumers associate with a brand, and agree that they
are a critical factor in building brand equity. Moreover, Brown (1992) and Gremler and Brown
(1996) agree on the importance of brand associations and stress that it can affect consumers
perceptions of a brand which are then influenced by various elements such as advertising,

branding, and the overall brand experience.

One key difference between the articles is that they take different approaches to defining and
measuring brand equity. As previously stated, Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) both define
brand equity as the added value that a brand brings to a product or service, but Aaker's CBBE
model identifies five specific elements that contribute to brand equity (brand loyalty, brand
awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and other proprietary brand assets), while
Keller (1993) point out that brand equity is influenced by consumer perceptions and attitudes

towards the brand.

Kotler (2017) emphasizes the importance of creating a consistent brand experience and
delivering high-quality products and services to customers on maintaining brand equity.
Gronroos (1984) focuses on the importance of brand loyalty in building long-term brand
success. Macdonald (2002) emphasizes the importance of customer satisfaction in building
brand equity and notes that it is influenced by various factors such as product performance and

the overall brand experience.
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Anselmsson (2007) defines perceived quality as the consumer's evaluation of the overall quality
of a brand and its products and notes that it is a key factor in building brand loyalty. Brown
(1992) defines brand associations as the emotions, feelings, and memories that consumers
associate with a brand and notes that they can have a significant impact on consumer
perceptions of a brand, putting less weight on its products and notes, compared to Anselmsson
(2007). Thus, Anselmsson (2007) focuses on the role of perceived quality in building brand
loyalty, while Brown (1992) and Gremler and Brown (1996) focus on the role of brand

associations in building brand equity.

Overall, the articles provide a range of perspectives on the various factors that contribute to
brand equity and how it can be built and maintained. Aaker's CBBE model provides a
comprehensive framework for understanding how these elements work together to create brand
equity and how it can be measured and managed, while the other articles provide additional
insight on specific aspects of brand management such as perceived quality, brand associations,
loyalty, and customer satisfaction.
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Figure 5.1. presents the mapping of brand equity indicators to the survey questions. The four
brand equity indicators (Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, Perceived Quality, and Brand
Association) are linked to specific survey questions (Q2-Q3, Q4-Q7, Q8-Q9, and Q10-Q13
respectively) to show the relationship between the indicators and the questions. The arrows
flow from the indicators to the questions, indicating that the questions measure the constructs

of the indicators.

The scores for each question contribute to the overall measurement of brand equity, as indicated
by the connection between the questions and the Brand Equity box. This mapping provides a
clear representation of the research design and the relationship between the brand equity

indicators and the survey questions.

Brand Perceived Brand
Brand Loyalty ) o
Awareness Quality Association
Q2-Q3 Q4-Q7 Q8-Q9 Q10-Q13

\\//

Brand Equity

Figure 5.1. Conceptual framework mapping of brand equity indicators to survey questions.
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3 METHODOLOGY

This chapter consist of seven sections that will represent this study’s methodology framework.
The different sections are constructed as follows: research purpose, research approach,
research strategy, data collection method, sample selection, data analysis, validity and

reliability.

3.1 Research Purpose

The research purpose of this study is to compare millennials’ brand preferences between
Samsung and Huawei smartphone by applying brand equity. Thus, the purpose is compatible
with the title of the thesis research topic, “Applying Aaker’s Brand Equity model in a Brand
Preference Context: A comparative study between Samsung and Huawei Smartphone”. The
study will collect data from a survey study built on a population of LTU millennials to

understand the millennials’ brand preference between Samsung and Huawei.

There has been substantial focus on Aaker’s Brand Equity model from previous research. This
is due to brand equity being an important branding area, especially within brand management
as previously explained under chapter 2. However, as also stated, the Aaker model is an
effective model when comparing and differentiating two brands with each other. Furthermore,
the goal of the study may also be to describe a new phenomenon, study its characteristics or
identify patterns.

The formulation of a research goal usually has three categories: exploratory, descriptive, and
explanatory (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). The exploratory seeks to explore a
phenomenon for a better understanding and is suitable for a new topic with limited resources,
since it is striving to answer what is occurring. Additionally, the explanatory aims to explain
the relationship between variables or entities (ibid). Lastly, the descriptive purpose strives to
describe and the collected data with the help of previous research. Moreover, a descriptive study
does not require any use of hypothesis that needs to be dismissed or proven (ibid).

This study’s research purpose is of a descriptive nature since the study provide additional
information about the topic. Thus, the research purpose of this study is to compare millennials’

brand preferences between Samsung and Huawei smartphone by applying brand equity.
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3.2 Research Approach

After conducting comprehensive research, the researcher will have two entities, namely data
and theory, that require attention. Theories can be considered as the compiled literature review,
while data refers to the information that the researcher aims to gather (Saunders et al., 2009).
There are two distinct research approaches that address theory and data, which are the deductive

and inductive approaches (ibid).

The inductive approach starts with the reality of the study, where the researcher observes
individual cases and formulates a theory based on these observations within a theoretical
framework (Saunders et al., 2009). In contrast, the deductive approach involves starting with a
defined theory or model, and the researcher aims to draw conclusions by analyzing and

examining the theory (Saunders et al., 2009)

The data that has been gathered will either approve or disapprove the applied theories, both
outcomes are valuable. Moreover, theories ought to be well-known and defined to be considered
appropriate. (Saunders et al., 2009). The next step is to choose between a qualitative or
quantitative design based on the deductive or inductive approach. The quantitative data focus
on numerical analysis which require formulas and perhaps programming with the goal of

transforming raw-to presentable data (ibid).

The quantitative research focus on examining the relationship between variables, meanwhile
qualitative data is expressed in words, in terms of sentences and questions (Saunders et al.,
2009). Therefore, the qualitative research examines the relationship between entities. The
entities could allegedly be relationships between people or groups of people or even objects
(ibid).

The research design and approach used for this study is the following, deductive research design
with a quantitative research approach. The reason for this was to achieve a quantifiable result
that was able to measure brand preference, which led to a quantitative research approach being
more appropriate than qualitative. Similarly, the deductive design was more appropriate than
the inductive as the study is largely based on measuring brand preference through a proven and
recognized model, Aaker's Brand Equity model. Based on the literature and also Aaker's model,

a questionnaire was then conducted to collect data.
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3.3 Research Strategy

The research strategy consist of five different strategies and the decision of strategy is
influenced by the previous choices from research purpose and approach. The five strategies are
as followed: experiment, survey, archival analysis, history, and a case study (Yin, 2009).
According to Yin there are three aspects that affect the choice of research strategy:

1. The type of the research question

2. Control over behavioral events

3. Focus on contemporary events

The table 3 will illustrate Yin“s (2019) five strategies and briefly explain the benefits of each

of them.

Table 3: Relevant situations for different research purpose

Research strategy Form of research Required control Focuses on
question over behavioral contemporary
events events
Experiment How, why? Yes Yes
Survey Who, what, where, No Yes
how many, how
much?
Archival analysis Who, what, where, No No

how many, how

much?
History How, why? No No
Case study How, why? No Yes

Source: Yin, 2009, p.8

The study focused on comparing millennials' brand preferences between Samsung and Huawei
smartphone by applying brand equity. In this regard, a survey was designed in the form of a
questionnaire with the intention of integrating Aaker's brand equity to measure millennials’

brand preferences. On another note, according to Keller (1993) one limitation with Aker's
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model was the lack of putting them five dimensions against each other, and that brand loyalty
is a result of brand equity and not its source as Aaker claimed. However, due to the model's
efficiency in terms of being easy to understand and manageable, no adjustments have been

made.

A survey strategy was chosen to achieve the purpose of the study, i.e., to compare millennials
brand preferences between Samsung and Huawei smartphone by applying brand equity. Thus,
the questionnaire enabled the collection of quantitative data which could then be analyzed by

quantitative measurement in the form of statistics.

In addition, a questionnaire is generally easy to understand and to complete for respondents.
Questionnaire is not influenced by the person who designed the questionnaire or by other
respondents, for example in a group interview. Thus, improving the objectivity of the study,

since the respondents cannot be influenced by some sort of interviewer (Bryman & Bell, 2013).

3.4 Data Collection

The study’s focus was to study millennials brand preference between Samsung and Huawei
Smartphone. In this regard a survey study was constructed with the intent of incorporating the
different dimensions of Aaker’s Brand Equity model, which can then be linked to the brand
preference between Samsung and Huawei Smartphone. Moreover, Saunders (2009) states that

when constructing the data collection, the author wants to ensure reliability and validity.

A good way to ensure that data collection is reliable and that it is illustratively valid is by
providing studies based on a combination of primary and secondary data, which has also been
done in this study. This was done through a self-administered Internet questionnaire that
became the study's primary data and the collection of literature that served as secondary data
(Saunders et al., 2009).

The study's self-administered questionnaire as shown in the appendix at the end of this
document, was also created by following Saunders (2009) recommendations. That is, the
questions were created before the answer result and have not changed since then. Moreover,
the study has used fixed response options as this design was suitable due to the need to be able

to specify the questions according to Aaker's CBBE model. At the same time, the questions
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were constructed in a clear and objective way to minimize significant differences in

interpretation among the respondents.

Furthermore, the data collection in this study was based on a 1-5 linear scale, which was chosen
for its appropriateness for the type of measurement being used and its ability to provide a
sufficient range of responses to capture the data needed for the research (Gable & Wolf, 1993;
McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Saunders et al., 2009). This scale is also easy for respondents
to understand and use, which can increase the accuracy of the responses and reduce the burden
on the respondents (Gable & Wolf, 1993). The selection of the 1-5 scale was guided by the

research goals of the study and the specific requirements of the measurement being employed.

This study utilized Google Forms to administer the questionnaire, which was distributed to the
participants' email addresses via Ladok, an IT system used for documentation of registration
and results at colleges and universities in Sweden (Ladok, 2019). Student email addresses were
provided by Ladok upon request and filtered to target the millennial generation (those born
between 1977 and 2000) at Lulea University of Technology (LTU). This approach ensured that
the study reached a specific generational market group and enabled data collection from a

targeted sample.

The average per brand was calculated as follow: ((X1 * Y1) + (X2 * Y2)+...4+ Xn *
Yn)) divided by the Total number of respondents, where X represents the score, and Y
represents the number of respondents. The calculation of the overall average was done
similarly: (X1 = Y1) + (X2 * Y2)+...+(Xn * Yn)) divided by the Total number of
respondents, where X and Y represented the scores and number of respondents for both

Samsung and Huawei, and the Total number of respondents was equal to 28.

The Total Brand Equity (BE) Average was calculated by sumarise the relevant averages of both
Samsung and Huawei and divide the result by 8 (as 8 averages were included in each brand's
calculation). This resulted in separate numerical values for the Total Brand Equity (BE)

Average of Samsung and Huawei, representing the overall Brand Equity for each brand.
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3.5 Sample Selection

Probability and non-probability are the two primary categories of sampling strategies covered
by Saunders (2009). While non-probability sampling frequently entails the researcher
handpicking individuals and the likelihood of selection is unknown, probability sampling
involves randomly selecting participants with an equal chance of being chosen.

To generalize the population based on the data acquired, Saunders (2009) advises utilizing
probability sampling, particularly random sampling, which is helpful using a questionnaire. A
type of probability sampling known as random sampling gives each member of the population
an equal chance of being included in the sample, making it representative of the population and

allowing for population inferences.

The study used a random sampling technique to choose a representative and unbiased sample
of 1000 participants from the larger population of people born between 1977 and 2000 who
were enrolled as students at Lulea Technical University in the academic year of 2019. The goal
was to minimize potential biases in the results by guaranteeing that every member of the
population would have an equal chance of being included in the sample (Fisher, 2007). The
sample was then chosen using a random number generator and entered into an Excel

spreadsheet using the Index and Match function.

3.6 Validity

The validity of the study is an important aspect of research, Fisher (2007) argues that it is
impossible for a study to be totally objective. However, constructing validity can be used in the
form of a questionnaire to strengthen the validity (Fisher, 2007). Thus, this study chose to use
a questionnaire with closed multiple-choice questions. This is because an advantage of closed
questions avoids the risk of subjective analysis, and the respondents answer the questions in the

survey in a structured way (Saunders, 2009).
The questionnaire that has been used has followed the advice from Fisher (2007), and therefore

the questionnaire was designed and structured along the study's research material. The link

between the questionnaire and research material that was made was to use the brand equity
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model presented in Chapter 2, under Figure 5. To create design validity, all questions in the

questionnaire represented a dimension in the Aaker brand equity model (Fisher 2007).

3.7 Reliability

In order to increase the validity of the study, it must be reliable and produce similar results
when performed by a different author using a different population sample (Bryman, 2011;
Saunders, 2009). This study followed Fisher's (2007) guidelines for using correct references,
grammar, analysis, and research evidence to meet academic standards. It also used models and
studies by recognized authors such as Aaker (1991), Kapferer (1992), Keller (1993), Kotler
(2014), and Keegan (2014) that are relevant to the research area.

The material used in the study was assessed for quality based on correctly used references and
was further supported by peer-reviewed sources and objective databases. The questionnaire was
sent out via Google Forms, and Excel and Power Bl were used to analyze the results. The survey
was conducted in a consistent manner and the participants were familiarized with the

assessment criteria and given clear definitions of relevant terminology.

The 13 questions included in the survey were carefully constructed to measure the various
dimensions of brand equity according to Aaker's model (e.g., brand loyalty, brand awareness,
perceived quality, brand association), using clear and unbiased response options and ensuring

internal consistency among the questions (Dillman, 2014; Sinder, 2016; Saunders, 2009).

While a pilot test was not conducted, the use of established models and techniques can help to
increase the reliability of the questions as well as tools such as Cronbach’s alpha to provide a
deeper understanding and analysis by observing correlations from the graphs (Bryman, 2007;
Fischer, 2007).

To achieve a reliable sample, a random sampling method was used to select the respondents
from a population of 12609 individuals at Lulea Technical University. As a result, the sample's
inclusion rate was the same for every member of the target population. Thus, reducing the
potential for biases (Fisher, 2007). The sample size of 1000 respondents were selected using a
random number generator from an online website, random.org, which was then plugged in to

Excel having used the function, Index and Match.
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Furthermore, the study carefully considered the quality of the questions and the sampling
method, as well as performing analysis of the data for errors or inconsistencies. Although, it is
significant to note the sample's limitations and any possible sources of bias or mistake in the

data. Due to the lack of a pilot test and the limited sample size, the results cannot be generalized.
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4 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter consists of two main sections and five sub-sections that will represent this study’s
presentation and analysis of data. The different sections are constructed as follows:
presentation of measured population and discussion of the study. The four sub-sections are;
brand loyalty analysis, brand awareness analysis, perceived quality analysis, brand

association analysis.

4.1 Presentation of Sample

This main section together with its four associated sub-sections will present the results of the
study using 13 figures where a summary analysis of the data will be made under each figure.
The first of the survey study question to the respondents is illustrated by figure 6, to know
whether they owned a smartphone of the brand Samsung, Huawei or unspecified, this to filter
the consumers under the respective brand. This was important for the purpose of the study
because the follow-up questions presented below are linked to Aaker's four dimensions of
CBBE, which is then possible to analyze and distinguish between Samsung and Huawei users.

1. Today | own a smartphone from the following brand (or the latest one i owned)

Number of Owners by Brand

Samsung ® Huawei ® Ospecificerad

3,968...

Samsung Total BE Average Huawei Total BE Average

Ospecificerad 2 (6,67%)

Huawei 7 (23,33%)

~Samsung 21 (70%)

Source: Google Forms
Figure 6: Number of Owners by Brand.
The survey consisted of 29 respondents out of a total of 1000, resulting in a response rate of 2.9

percent, which is below the recommended. On the other hand, the response rate may be
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misleading due to the existence of other smartphone brands in the market. Based on Figure 4
on page 9, which displays the distribution of smartphone market shares by brand in Sweden,
the researcher estimates that at least 60 percent of the sample population owns a smartphone
that is not from Samsung or Huawei. Thus, approximately 29 out of 400 millennials at LTU
who own a Samsung or Huawei smartphone responded to the questionnaire, yielding a response

rate of 7.25 percent.

Figure 6 indicates that two respondents did not answer the question regarding their smartphone
ownership, and these responses were excluded from the analysis. The average brand equity
score for Samsung was 3.968 out of 5, while the average brand equity score for Huawei was
3.771 out of 5. However, these findings should be interpreted with caution and further research

is necessary to draw definitive conclusions.

4.1.1 Brand Loyalty

Total (Average)

3.357...

2. 1 would buy the latest model as soon as it is launched

1 would buy the latest model as soon as it is launched (Samsung)

0

Samsung (Average)

: 3.333...

1 2 3 4 5
Linear scale (1-5)

Number of Respondents

1 would buy the latest model as soon as it is launched (Huawei)

w

IS

Huawei (Average)

3.428...

Number of Respondents
~ w

=

Linear scale (1-5) Source: Google Forms

Figure 7: Brand loyalty based on continual smartphone purchase.
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Total (Average)

3.357...
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The average between Samsung and Huawei in figure 7, is 3.333 and 3.428 respectively.
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0
Source: Google Forms

Figure 8: Brand loyalty based on capacity inferiority.

Samsung respondents have responded more widely, however, if Huawei would had as many
respondents as Samsung, it probably would have leveled off. Figure 5 on page 15 illustrates
that Samsung users are more willing to change brand if their smartphone is inferior. This means
that on the basis of figure 8, Huawei having an average of 4.142 will have stronger brand loyalty

overall, when summarizing the average of figure 7 and 8.
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4.1.2 Brand Awareness

Total (Average)
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Figure 9: Brand awareness based on pre-exposure i.e., the logotype of Samsung.

Total (Average)
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Figure 10: Brand awareness based on pre-exposure i.e., the logotype of Huawei.

Figure 9 gives a total average of 4.751 while Figure 10, gives a total average of 3.678. This
means that Samsung has stronger brand recall than Huawei. Both figures fit under brand recall,
which is a subcategory of brand awareness as stated in chapter two.
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Total (Average)

4.928...

6. | can place the Samsung brand in the right product category after having seen the brand logo
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Figure 11: Brand awareness based on post-exposure i.e., the logotype of Samsung.
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Figure 12: Brand awareness based on post-exposure i.e., the logotype of Huawei.

Figure 11 shows a total average of 4.928 for Samsung's brand recognition, while Figure 12
shows a total average of 4.035 for Huawei's brand recognition. This indicates that Samsung has
stronger brand recognition compared to Huawei. It is expected for brand recognition to have a
higher average than brand recall as it is easier for consumers to place products in the right
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categories after seeing the brand. The increase between Figure 9 and 11 for Samsung is expected
to be smaller compared to the increase between Figures 10 and 12 for Huawei, due to Huawei's

lower brand recall.

4.1.3 Perceived Quality
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Figure 13: Perceived quality based on design.
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Figure 14: Perceived quality based on functionality.
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An interesting point between Samsung and Huawei is that the respondents do not differ by
much on the respective question in Figure 13 and Figure 14. Figure 13 shows that both group
of respondents have an average of 4.000, and Figure 14 shows that both groups have an average
of 4.142.

4.1.4 Brand Association

Total (Average)
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Figure 15: Brand association based on connecting Samsung with South Korea.
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Figure 16: Brand association based on connecting Huawei with China
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The results from Figure 15 indicate that Samsung has a total average score of 3.500 in terms of
brand nationalism, while Figure 16 reveals that Huawei's total average score is 2.821. The
results suggest that Samsung is more strongly associated with its country of origin compared to
Huawei, based on the responses of the limited sample size.

Total (Average)

4.000...

12. | associate Samsung smartphone with the brand's slogan “Do What You Can't"
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Figure 17: Brand association based on connecting Samsung with its slogan.
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Figure 18: Brand association based on connecting Huawei with its slogan.
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According to Figure 17, the measurement of the respondents' association with Samsung's slogan
was made, yielding a total average score of 4.000. Similarly, Figure 18 presents the
measurement of the respondents' association with Huawei's slogan, resulting in a total average
of 3.928. A comparison between the results of Figure 15 and 18 reveals that Samsung is the

brand with the strongest brand association.

The Total Brand Equity (BE) Average was determined by summarizing the relevant averages
of both Samsung and Huawei, based on the information provided. The determination of relevant
averages involved scores from both blue and orange charts, as well as scores unique to each
brand. The Samsung's relevant averages were 7 (from the Blue chart only), 8 (from the Blue
chart only), 9 (from Both charts), 11 (from Both charts), 13 (from the Blue chart only), 14 (from
the Blue chart only), 15 (from Both charts), and 17 (from Both charts). While Huawei's relevant
averages were 7 (from the Orange chart only), 8 (from the Orange chart only), 10 (from Both
charts), 12 (from Both charts), 13 (from the Orange chart only), 14 (from the Orange chart
only), 16 (from Both charts), and 18 (from Both charts).

4.2 Discussion

The survey result indicated that Samsung scored higher in brand awareness, perceived quality
and brand association being more significant on both questions on brand awareness and
perceived quality based on design with the rest being close to equal but given a slightly higher
averages to Samsung. In terms of brand equity, the results indicated that Samsung had stronger
overall brand equity than Huawei, with a total average of 3.968 out of 5 compared to an average
of 3.771 for Huawei.

The finding aligns with the literature on brand equity, which suggests that a range of factors
such as perceived quality, brand associations, and customer satisfaction can influence
consumers' perceptions and attitudes towards a brand and contribute to its overall added value
(Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993). The higher brand equity of Samsung is likely due to the brand’s
strong performance on these dimensions, more specific the dimensions found in Aaker’s CBBE
model. For instance, Samsung may have a reputation for delivering high-quality products and
services, building strong customer relationships, and creating positive brand associations

through effective marketing and branding strategies.
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The results of the brand loyalty demonstrate that Huawei has a higher level of brand loyalty
compared to Samsung. The average scores, with 3.428 for Huawei and 3.333 for Samsung,
suggest that Huawei users are more likely to remain loyal to the brand based on continual
smartphone purchases despite potentially perceiving lower product quality. The conclusion is
further strengthened by the question on figure 8, page 35. Hence, analyzing brand loyalty based
on capacity inferiority of which the question checks if the respondents would stay with current
brand even though its capacity may be inferior to that of a competitor.

This finding supports Aaker's theory, which posits that even though a product or service might
be inferior in regard to its capacity compared to that of a competitor, the consumer still might
not switch over to the competitor. Thus, five out of seven of the respondents from the sample
population (see figure 8) may be level four or five from Aaker’s brand loyalty theory level as

mentioned in chapter 2.4.1.

On the other hand, the result of the study aligns with established literature on brand loyalty,
which emphasizes the influence of customer satisfaction and overall brand experience on
consumer loyalty (Anselmsson, 2007; Gronroos, 1984). The higher level of brand loyalty
observed in the case of Huawei may be attributed to the brand's capacity to offer quality
products and services that meet customer needs and expectations, while also being priced lower

in comparison to Samsung on average.

The results of the brand awareness study indicate that Samsung has a higher level of brand
recall and recognition compared to Huawei. This aligns with Aaker's theory that brand
awareness is a crucial component in constructing brand equity. The higher scores for Samsung
suggest that the brand has made a significant impact on consumers' minds and has effectively

conveyed its brand image and message.

In terms of brand awareness, the study results showed that Samsung has a stronger brand recall
and recognition compared to Huawei, with average scores of 4.750 and 4.928, respectively,
compared to 3.678 and 4.035 for Huawei. This is in line with the literature on brand awareness,
which suggests that effective marketing and branding strategies can enhance consumer
recognition and memory of a brand (Kotler, 2017; Gremler & Brown, 1996) if such conclusion
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if one may want to draw that Samsung has been more effective with marketing, even though no

such claim can be made from the study.

The higher brand recall and recognition of Samsung can be attributed to the brand's strong brand
identity and visibility in the market. For instance, Samsung may have a well-known and
distinctive brand logo, slogan, or other branding elements that are easily recognizable and

memorable to consumers.

Regarding perceived quality, both Samsung and Huawei are similarly perceived in terms of
design and functional quality. This indicates that the respondents view both brands as being of
equal quality, which is crucial in establishing brand equity as Aaker's theory highlights

perceived quality as a key determinant of brand loyalty and brand awareness.

Finally, concerning perceived quality, the results showed that both Samsung and Huawei had
comparable perceived quality scores, with average scores of 4.000 for both brands regarding
design and 4.142 for both brands regarding functionality. This is consistent with the literature
on perceived quality, which posits that consumers' perceptions of a brand's quality can be
impacted by various factors such as product features, performance, and reliability (Brown,
1992).

The results indicate that Samsung has a stronger brand association, both with its country of
origin (South Korea) and its slogan, compared to Huawei. This is in line with Aaker's theory
that brand associations, such as the country of origin, can significantly influence brand equity.
The stronger association with South Korea could be a contributing factor to Samsung's higher

Scores.

Regarding brand associations, the results revealed that Samsung had stronger brand
associations, with average scores of 3.500 and 4.000 for Samsung compared to 2.821 and 3.928
for Huawei on measures of the country of origin and slogan association, respectively. This is
consistent with the literature on brand associations, which indicates that consumers may
associate a brand with various attributes or concepts that hold meaning or value for them

(Keller, 2002; Macdonald, 2002). The stronger brand associations of Samsung may result from
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the brand's effective communication and association with certain appealing values, attributes,

or emotions for consumers.

To summarize, the study findings indicate that Samsung has higher brand equity compared to
Huawei among Swedish millennials. These results partially align with Aaker's framework of
the four dimensions of brand equity that was brought up in the survey, which highlights the
significance of brand awareness, brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand association in
building brand equity. Further research is necessary to validate these findings and to investigate

other potential factors that may impact brand equity among Swedish millennials.
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5 CONCLUSION

This chapter consists of four sections that will represent this study’s findings and conclusions.
The different sections are constructed as follows: conclusion, theoretical and practical

implications, limitations and suggestions for further research.

5.1 Conclusion

The purpose of the study was to compare millennials’ brand preferences between Samsung and
Huawei smartphone by applying brand equity. Therefore, the study focused on managing
Aaker's brand equity model, since according to Aaker, a strong brand can increase the
consumer's preference for a brand. A strong brand is based on brand equity, which creates a
long-term sustainable brand that generates positive results in the form of competitiveness and

increased sales volumes.

The study was based on a survey of 29 respondents out of a total of 1000, resulting in a response
rate of 2.9 percent, although based on previous explanation one may instead count for
approximately 29 out of 400 millennials yielding in a response rate of 7.25 percent. After
summing up all the dimensions from Aaker's model on which the questionnaire was based,
Samsung received a higher BE average of 3.968 compared to Huawei’s 3.771. Moreover,

Huawei had stronger brand loyalty overall.

Meanwhile, Samsung scored a higher-or similar average within the other dimensions. Both
brands shared almost a similar score in terms of perceived quality based on design and
functionality. Samsung had a stronger brand association with its country of origin compared to

Huawei, although both scored similarly in terms of brand association with their slogans.

However, it is notable for the transparency of the study to clarify that the weighted value
between Samsung and Huawei is not significant, as no independent sample t-test has been
performed due to the low number of respondents who participated in the survey study. Thus,
the conclusion that can instead be deduced from this result without being completely
established, is that millennials at LTU tended to lean towards the Samsung smartphone over

the Huawei smartphone.
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5.2 Theoretical and Practical Implications

The results of this study contribute to the existing knowledge in the area of brand equity by
providing a further empirical examination of Aaker's four dimensions of CBBE. The study adds
to the existing literature by focusing on two smartphone brands and comparing the brand equity
of each in a context of constructing a comparative study between Samsung and Huawei
smartphone. The results provide further evidence of the usefulness of the CBBE model in
analyzing brand equity and the four dimensions' impact on brand equity. The study highlights
the importance of brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, and brand association in

building and maintaining brand equity.

Nonetheless, it is noteworthy to highlight two models that complement Aaker's model, which
are brand identity and brand personality. Kapferer (2004) and Aaker (1996) take up the role of
brand personality in a brand context and define it as a reflection between the consumer and the
brand. In other words, a further deepening of brand association which is a dimension of Aaker's
(1991) brand equity model. Therefore, it may be interesting to research in brand equity and at

the same time apply brand identity as well as brand personality models.

Moreover, regarding the findings of this study’s practical implications for marketers and
managers of Samsung and Huawei. The results suggest that Huawei should focus on increasing
brand recall and recognition, while Samsung should focus on maintaining strong brand loyalty
and association with its country of origin. Additionally, both brands should focus on
maintaining high levels of perceived quality based on design and functionality. The study
highlights the need for companies to consider the four dimensions of CBBE in their brand-
building and management strategies. The results can serve as a basis for further research in the

field of brand equity and the analysis of smartphone brands.

As previously stated, Kotler and Aaker, among others, claim that brand equity is valuable to
analyze for managers and CEOs. If the goal is to build a long-term sustainable brand and to
measure which brand consumers prefer, then brand equity is an important area to research. This
study highlights how a company or person can make effective solutions to measure one's own
brand equity by using a CBBE model such as Aaker’s.
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It is recommended for managers to utilize Aaker's brand equity model as a starting point. This
model is simple to handle and provides a clear hierarchy of its dimensions. However, there are
other established Consumer-based Brand Equity (CBBE) models, such as Keller's model, which
supplements Aaker's model by analyzing the interrelationship between dimensions. Both
models have received recognition and testing in both academic and professional settings. This
study utilized Aaker's CBBE model.

5.3 Limitations

The main limitations of the study were the low number of responses and the implications it has
for analysis and reliability. Moreover, the study could have made use of supplementary models
that were previously pointed out in chapter 5.2. If resource availability had been better, then the
study would have used a larger population with the aim of being able to generalize the study's

results more safely.

5.4 Suggestions for Further Research

For future research, the researcher would desire to extend this study by analysing the trends in
brand equity, specifically whether it increases, decreases, or remains constant over time. This
would entail conducting the same survey and study but collecting new data for instance on a
monthly or quarterly basis. Subsequently, the trends would be analysed using graphs, in an
effort to comprehend the outcome and make predictions for the future. The researcher
concludes that such analysis is valuable for companies as it enables them to steer their brand in

a positive direction.

In addition to gathering data over a longer period, it could be of interest to also take the median
into account, as it helps to forecast an outcome. Additionally, a larger sample population can
be made, such a population would reasonably be divided into cities, municipalities, and counties
or nationwide for instance in Sweden. It may also be interesting for Samsung and Huawei to
study the other generational market groups mentioned in Chapter 2.1. Lastly, the study could
of course serve as an inspiration to further research on other companies’ brand equity, not least

within the smartphone industry while using Aaker’s CBBE model.

43



REFERENCES

Aaker, D. A., (1996). Building strong brands. Free Press.

Aaker, D. A., Biel, A. L. (1993). Brand Equity and Advertising. Lawrance Erlbaum

Aaker, D. A., (1991). Managing brand equity: Capitalizing on the value of a brand name. New
York: Free Press.

Definitions, M. (1960). A glossary of Marketing Terms. Committee on definitions of the
American Marketing Association.

Anselmsson, J., Johansson, U., Persson, N. (2007). Understanding price premium for grocery
products: a conceptual model of customer-based brand equity. Journal of Product &
Brand Management, pp.404-424.

Armstrong, G., Kotler, P. (2007). Marketing: An introduction. Upper Saddle River, N.J:
Pearson Prentice Hall Associates, New Jersey.

Baumgarten, M. (2012). Paradigm Wars- Validity and Reliability in Qualitative Research, Grin
publisher, Munich, Germany.

Brown, G. (1992). People, Brands and Advertising. Millward Brown International, New York,
NY

Bryman, A. (2007). Social research methods (3rd ed.). Oxford University Press.

Bryman, A., Bell, E. (2011). Business Research Methods, Oxford University Press, Third
Edition, New York.

Cassavoy, L. (2019, 19 July). Need know Accomplish. Retrieved from:
http://www.about.com/:cellphones.about.com/od/smartphonebasics/a/what_is_smart.h
tml.

Coelho, N. M., Peixoto, M., Cruz-Cunha, M. M. (2019). Prototype of a paranoid mobile
operating system distribution (7th ed.). International Symposium on Digital Forensics
and Security (ISDFS) (pp. 1-6). IEEE.

Der Hovanesian, M. (1999). Spending it, investing it-coming on strong: The children of the
baby boomers are affecting spending and investing as significantly as their parents did;
the similarity ends there. Wall Street Journal, 12

Dillman, D. A. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: The tailored design
method (4th ed.). John Wiley & Sons.

Fisher, C. (2007). Researching and Writing a dissertation: A guild Book For Business Student
(2th ed.)., Prentice Hall.

Fisher, R. J. (2007). Sampling (2nd ed.). Routledge.
44



Gable, S. L., & Wolf, G. (1993). The effects of item content and context on response format
and response quality in survey research. Psychological Reports, 72(3, Pt 2), 1247-1250.

Gremler, D.D., & Brown, S.W. (1996). Service loyalty: Its nature, importance, and
implications. Advances in service marketing and management. 5, 171-195.

Howe, N., Strauss, W. (2000). Millennials Rising; The Next Great Generation. New York City,
NY: Vintage Books.

Kapferer, J.N. (1992). Strategic Brand Management, London: Kogan Page.

Kapferer, J.N. (2004). The New Strategic Brand Management: Creating and Sustaining Brand
Equity Long Term. London: Kogan Page.

Keegan, J. W., Green, C. M. (2017). Global Marketing (9th ed.). Person Education Limited.

Keller, K.L., (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand equity.
Journal of Marketing. 57(1), 1-22.

Keller, K. L., (1998). Building, Measuring, and Managing Brand Equity. Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice Hall.

Kotler, P., Armstrong, G., Parment, A. (2013). Marknadsforing: Teori, Strategi och Praktik.
Pearson Education Limited.

Kotler, P., Armstrong, G., & Cunningham, M. H. (2017). Principles of marketing. Toronto:
Pearson Prentice Hall.

Macdonald, E.K., Sharp, B.M. (1996). Management perceptions of the importance of brand
awareness as an indication of advertising effectiveness. Marketing Research On-Line,
1(2), 1-15.

Macdonald, E. K., Sharp, B. M. (2003). Management perceptions of the importance of brand
awareness as an indication of advertising effectiveness. Marketing Bulletin. 14(2), 1-
13.

McMiillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2010). Research in education: Evidence-based inquiry (7th
ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.

MccCarthy, E. J., Perrault, W. D. (1990). Basic Marketing (10th ed.). Homewood, IL .

McCasland, M. (2005). Mobile marketing to millennials. Young Consumers, 6(3), 8-13.

Moore, K., Reid, S. (2008). The Birth of Brand: 4000 Years of Branding History. Business
History. 50(4), 418-424.

Mostertt, P. G., Petzer, D. J., & Weideman, A. (2016). The interrelationships between customer
satisfactions, brand loyalty and relationship intentions of Generation Y consumers

45



towards smart phone brands. South African Journal of Business Management, 47(3),
25-34.

Murphy, J. (1990). Assessing the value of brands, Long Range Planning. 23(3), 23-29.

Saunders, M. N. K., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research methods for business students
(5th ed.). Prentice Hall.

Sinder, J. L. (2016). Simple random sampling. The Sage encyclopedia of social science
research methods. 4(1), 1412-1413. Sage Publications.

Soukup, P. A. (2015). Smartphones. Communication Research Trends, 34(4), 3.

Soderlund, M. (2006). Measuring customer loyalty with multi- item scales. International
Journal of Service Industry Management, 17(1), 76-98.

Thornhill, A., Saunders, M., Lewis, P. (2009). Research methods for business students. Prentice
Hall: London.

Yarrow, K., O’Donnell, J. (2009). Gen buy: How tweens, teens and twenty-somethings are
revolutionizing retail. John Wiley and Sons.

Zheng, P., Ni, L. M. (2006). Spotlight: the rise of the smart phone. IEEE Distributed Systems
Online, 7(3), 3-3.

Websites

AMA (2019, 13 august). Definition of Brand (AMA Dictionary), Retrieved:
http://www.marketingpower.com/_layouts/Dictionary.aspx?dLetter=B

Bloomberg (2019, 20 august). Samsung and Huawei Double Down on Apple's High-Price
Phone Strategy, Retrieved: https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-02-
25/samsung-huawei-double-down-on-apple-s-high-price-strategy

Jiang, J (2019, 08 august) Millennials stand out for their technology use but older generations
also embrace digital life, Retrieved: https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2018/05/02/millennials-stand-out-for-their-technology-use-but-older-generations-
also-embrace-digital-life/

Ladok (2019, 20 august) Detta ar Ladok, Retrieved: https://ladok.se/ladok/detta-ar-ladok
Sciencenode  (2019). A brief  history of the smartphone, Retrieved:
https://sciencenode.org/feature/How%20did%20smartphones%?20evolve.php
Statcounter  (2019), Mobile  Vendor Market Share  Worldwide, Retrieved:

https://gs.statcounter.com/vendor-market-share/mobile

46



Statista (2019). Number of smartphones sold to end users worldwide from 2007 to 2020 (in
million  units).  Available:  https://www.statista.com/statistics/263437/global-
smartphone-sales-to-end-users-since-2007/

47



APPENDIX, QUESTIONNAIRE

Samsung vs Huawei

This study is aimed at those who own a smartphone from either Samsung or Huawei. Therefore,
see the question below before you begin the survey.

Have you ever owned an Samsung or Huawei smartphone?
Yes: Please, Continue with this survey.
Mo Please, Exit this survey.

This study will take about 4 minutes to complete.
Please answer this guestionnaire by selecting the relevant box under each guestion.
Thank you for choosing to participate!

Definitions of important terms:

+  Inferior: When something is worse; lower in rank in comparison. In this context, the
smartphone.

= Lego: It is a print type that consists of several merged letters, usually the name of a company.
= Product category: Is a particular group of related products, In this context, smartphone.

*  Slogan: It is a short and striking or memorable phrase used in advertising. An example of a
slogan is McDonald's, "Lovin 1",

Today | own a smartphone from the following brand (or the
latest one | owned)?

C} Samsung

O Huawei

| would buy the latest model as soon as it is launched.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly disagree O O O O O Strongly agree

| had chosen my current smartphone brand even though its
capacity is inferior to that of a competitor.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly disagree O O O O O Strongly agree



| can place the Samsung brand in the right product category
before having seen the brand logo.

1 2 3 4 5

stronglydisagree (O (O O (O ()  strongly agree

| can place the Huawei brand in the right product category
before seeing the brand logo.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly disagree O O O O O Strongly agree

| can place the Samsung brand in the right product category
after seeing the brand logo.

1 2 3 4 5

Stronglydisagree () (O (O (O ()  strongly agree

| can place the Huawei brand in the right product category after
seeing the brand logo.

1 2 3 4 5
Stronglydisagree () (O (O (O ()  Strongly agree
My smartphone meets my need for design.
1 2 3 4 5
Stronglydisagree (O (O O O (O strongly agree
My smartphone meets my need for functionality.
1 2 3 4 5

Stronglydisagree (O (O O (O (O  Strongly agree



When | think of Samsung, | think of South Korea.

1 2 3 4 5

Stronglydisagree (O (O (O (O (O  Strongly agree

When | think of Huawei, | think of China.

1 2 3 4 5

stronglydisagree (O O O O (O  strongly agree

| associate Samsung smartphone with the brand's slogan "Do
What You Can't"

1 2 3 4 5

Stronglydisagree (O O O O (O  strongly agree

| associate Huawei smartphone with the brand's slogan "Make it
Possible”

1 2 3 4 5

stronglydisagree (O O O O (O  strongly agree



