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Abstract 
 

This study deals with the concept of brand equity composition in the Swedish smartphone 

market. The three dimensions used to describe brand equity are based on Aaker’s definition of 

consumer based brand equity namely; brand awareness, brand loyalty and perceived quality. The 

corporate brands represented on the market are analyzed with regards to consumer rating and 

brand equity composition using a proven theoretical model and a standardized questionnaire.  

The findings in this study indicate that the composition of brand equity on the Swedish 

smartphone market varies to a great extent between the brands. For the highest rated brand, 

consumers tend to mix up the perception of quality related to the brand with brand loyalty, and 

the only brands that are perceived in accordance with the theoretical model of brand equity are 

the ones with a very low representation on the market. The results are presented and analyzed 

with regards to market specific factors. Some suggestions regarding further research are 

presented, as well as possible implications for managers in the field. 
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Key Definitions 

 

Mobile devices have become an essential part of people’s lives. The International 

Telecommunication Union estimates that at the end of 2011, there were 6 billion mobile 

subscriptions around the world.  That is equivalent to 87 percent of the world population. The 

mobile industry has evolved for the last 15 years or so, and today, the smartphone segment is 

growing rapidly. Smartphones, cell phones/feature phones are products that are classified as 

mobile phones. A smartphone differs in many ways from the regular cellphone or feature phone. 

‘Before the advent of the smartphone, people were often carrying two devices, a cellphone and a 

Personal Digital Assistant or PDA.’(Ben, 2012). ‘Mobile phones (cellphone) gave consumers the 

convenience of having a phone wherever they went, while PDA’s gave consumers the ability to 

easily carry around all of their personal information (address book, calendar, note pad, etc.) and 

have access to their email or other data.’ (Cromar, 2010, p.5). Smartphones can be said to be a 

combination of a mobile phone (cellphone) and a PDA. Smartphones are becoming increasingly 

popular according to industry data. ‘In 2010, demand for smartphones increased by 124% in 

volume terms whereas the market for feature phones declined by 22%.’ (Consumer Electronics, 

2012). Gartner estimated Q4 2011 sales of smartphone at some 149 million (USD). (Brownlow, 

2012). ‘Vendors shipped 488 million smartphones in 2011, compared to 415 million client PCs’ 

(Canalys, 2012, p.1). This shows that smartphones popularity has by passed the computer 

industry up to a certain extend. On the other hand smartphone products have a short lifetime and 

the frequency of changing from one product to another is high comparable to for example the 

automotive industry. It was estimated that in 2009 so called upgrade phones accounted for 83% 

of mobile phones sold in the world (Albon and York 2008, p.303). This also means that there is a 

pressure on the smart phone manufacturers to retain existing customers. 

 

Due to an increase in demand in the smartphone industry, mobile phone manufacturers have 

increased the varieties of smartphone products in the market. ‘This massive growth in 

smartphone sales has resulted in aggressive industry competition, both in terms of handsets sold 



and in terms of which smartphone operating systems (such as Nokia’s Symbian and Google’s 

Android) are installed’ (Panacea, 2011). The market is fast moving and technology in this 

industry changes rapidly, product life cycles are short; and the combined aspects of 

manufacturers/platform providers (like Android, Windows Phone, etc)/ network operators makes 

the connections between different brands and products evident.  

 

In such a competitive industry, having a strong brand and being the preferred choice amongst 

consumers over your competitors is significant. Brands which are the preferred choice by 

consumers are said to have high brand equity and there is a consensus in the scholarly 

community that strong brands have high brand equity. Over the years many studies have been 

carried out on brand equity, one reason is that 'brand equity has the potential to add value for the 

firm by generating marginal cash flows in at least a dozen ways' (Aaker, 1991, p.16). Aaker who 

presented the concept of brand equity already in the 1990s says that  brand equity is comprised 

of a number of  assets or liabilities which can be grouped into five dimensions; brand awareness, 

brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary assets (these 

dimensions will be discussed further in chapter 2). In 2001 researches Yoo and Donthu took 

Aakers' idea of the brand equity composition further and developed a multidimensionality brand 

equity scale in order to measure the different dimensions of brand equity from a consumer 

perspective. They combined brand awareness and brand associations into one group and focused 

on three of assets; brand awareness/associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty. By 

mapping the assets of brand equity it is possible to determine if some aspects of brand equity are 

seen to be more important than others for the consumer, or if a brand is lagging behind in one or 

many dimensions. In order for a brand to maintain high brand equity and be the preferred choice 

of consumers, it is important that it stays in tune with how the brand is perceived by its customer 

base. However, so far little research has been carried out on how brand equity is comprised in the 

smartphone industry. Thus, this paper will look at the brand equity composition of eight 

corporate brands in the Swedish smartphone market.  

 

 

 

 



Research Question  

The problem discussion above has defined the need for a study that can look further into the 

brand equity dimensions featured in the Swedish smartphone market. Thus this study will aim to 

answer the following research question;  

 

In the Swedish smartphone market; are some dimensions of consumer brand equity more 

important than others to strong corporate brands?  
 

 

Research Objective and Scope and Relevance of the Study 

 

In regards to the research question explained above, the aim of this essay is to attempt to 

determine if, in the Swedish smartphone market, some dimensions of consumer brand equity are 

more important than others to strong corporate brands. As mentioned above in 2001 Yoo and 

Donthu developed a brand equity measurement model based on the three dimensions presented 

by Aaker. However, within the mobile industry specifically, only a limited amount of research 

has been carried on brand equity from a consumer perspective and these studies have not focused 

specifically on the composition of brand equity. This study aims to close this gap but adding to 

the discussion on the various brand equity dimensions in the Swedish smartphone market. This 

study will use the multi-dimensional brand equity scale developed by Yoo and Donthu which 

focuses on three dimensions borrowed from Aaker, namely; brand awareness/brand recognition, 

perceived quality and brand loyalty. In addition, contrary to previous studies on brand equity this 

paper will discuss the market specific factors, or proprietary assets, that are influencing the 

composition of brand equity in the Swedish smartphone market today such as rapid changes in 

technology, shared and common platforms, bundling and handset subsidies, the chauvinistic 

loyalty factor and brand negativity. The impact of these in the Swedish smartphone market will 

be further discussed in Chapter 2 below. 

  

The relevance of this study is two-fold. First, it will aim to contribute to the discussion on the 

composition of brand equity that is on-going in the scientific community and fill the gap that 



currently exists. Secondly, it will aspire to be of particular value to brand managers in the 

smartphone industry. By assessing the brand equity composition from a consumer perspective, 

brand managers can apply this information in order to devise a strategy to maintain a strong 

corporate brand. Most smartphone brands today have at least a couple of different smartphone 

products in the market and to compare the individual products’ brand equity is beyond the scope 

of this essay. Thus this study will concentrate on corporate brand equity rather than product 

brand equity within the mobile phone industry. The survey was with this in mind. The survey 

items used did not touch on individual smartphone products (such as for example the Xperia Neo 

L from the former Sony Ericsson), but rather all smartphones from a particular brand. Moreover, 

as is noted in the discussion part, some of the smartphone brands used in this study also 

manufactures and sells other products (i.e Apple selling computers and Samsung & LG provides 

TVs and other home peripherals). To identify and exclude any possible effect of brand equity 

originating from other product markets is beyond the scope of this study.  

 

Finally, in order to maintain a narrow the scope this study has chosen to focus on one specific 

market; the Swedish smartphone market, rather than a global market.  

 

 

Thesis Structure 

 

This paper starts by presenting the theory of our research approach in section 2, followed by a 

constructive method in section 3 to profoundly scrutinize our theory in practice. In section 4 of 

the paper, the results will be presented. This will be followed by a thorough analysis in section 5 

with all our findings. Finally in section 6, the paper will be concluded as well as limitations 

stated and further research areas suggested.  

 



 
The Definition of Brand Equity 

 

It has been argued that '[b]rands are complex, but ultimately they rest in the minds of customers 

as a basis on which to identify with a product, quality and image that is portrayed' (Beamish and 

Ashford, 2007, p.99). One way of measuring to what extent consumers identify with the brand is 

through brand equity. One of the most well-known scholars on brand equity is David A. Aaker. 

In the 1990s Aaker defined brand equity as; 'as set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its 

name and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a 

firm and/or that firm's customers' (1991, p.15). These assets can be grouped into five dimensions, 

which will be further presented below.  

 

 

The Importance of Brand Equity Studies 

 

Brand equity has been extensively discussed in marketing literature over the past decade and 

there seem to be a consensus amongst the scholars that a brand has high brand equity when it 

generates positive connotations in the consumers’ minds and is therefore likely to be the 

preferred purchase over other brands or non-branded products (Pappu et al, 2005, p.143; Yoo et 

al 2001, p.1; Kuhn et al 2008, p.41; Arvidsson 2006, p.189). Keller (1993, p. 3) notes; that 

customer-based brand equity occurs when the consumer is familiar with the brand and holds 

some favourable, strong and unique brand associations in memory.  It has also been argued that 

brands with high brand equity can charge a premium price for their products (Kuhn et al 2008, 

p.41; Arvidsson, 2006, p.189). Nevertheless, measuring brand equity remains an important factor 

of brand management and can be used in order to 'guide marketing strategy and tactical 

decisions, (...) to assess the extendability of a brand, (…) to evaluate the effectiveness of 

marketing decisions, and (…) to track the brand's health compared to its competitors over time,' 

(Ailawadi 2003, p.2). Aaker adds to this idea and argues that '[a]s part of its role in adding value 

for the customer, brand equity has the potential to add value for the firm by generating marginal 



cash flows in at least a dozen ways' (1991, p.16). For example sales promotions used to attract 

new customers and maintain current ones have a greater impact if the brand is familiar to the 

consumer. Secondly, when competing brands launch an innovative product, then a loyal 

customer base will buy some extra time to respond to this new challenge. There seem to be a 

consensus in the scholarly community that the study of brand equity is of great importance in 

order to build and maintain a strong brand and it therefore seems relevant to the mobile phone 

industry, which is a fast moving industry where it is important to be able to keep up with the 

competitors. 

 

 

Brand Equity Dimensions 

 

As mentioned above Aaker argues that brand equity is comprised of a number of assets or 

liabilities. These can both add or subtract value to a firm and customers. The assets or liabilities 

varies from context to context but they can be grouped into five dimensions; brand awareness, 

brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary assets. 

 

First, brand awareness; this refers to the strength of a brand’s presence in consumers’ mind 

(Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993), or as Aaker claims '[p]eople will often buy a familiar brand because 

they are comfortable with the familiar' (1991, p.19). This means that a brand that is recognized 

will most likely be selected over a brand that is not known by the consumer.  

 

Secondly, brand associations, which are believed to contain ‘the meaning of the brand for 

consumers’ (Keller, 1993, p. 3). While a brand may derive associations from a range of sources, 

brand personality and organisational associations are the two most important types of brand 

associations, which influence the brand’s equity’ (Aaker, 1991, 1996b)'. An example of this 

could be of  how McDonalds has tried to create positive associations with the brand by the 

introduction of Ronald MCDonald (1991, p.20).  

 



Perceived quality is another important dimension of brand equity. According to Zeithaml, 

perceived quality is not the actual quality of the product but the consumers’ subjective evaluation 

of the product (1988, p. 3). Moreover, the notion of perception of quality will vary from industry 

to industry. However, according to Aaker perceived quality will have an impact on the 

consumers' purchase decision, specifically when a consumer is not able to research the specific 

product in depth. Furthermore, Aaker notes that high estimation of perceived quality does not 

only justify to the consumers a premium price for the brand, but it can also be used for brand 

extension, as the high quality the brand is known for in one market can be extended to a different 

marketplace. (Aaker, 1991, p.19).  

 

Most businesses are interested in keeping their current customers over the cost of gaining new 

ones. Thus brand loyalty is a major component of brand equity; Aaker even goes as far as to say 

that '[t]he brand loyalty of the customer base is often the core of a brand's equity. Oliver defines 

brand loyalty as: 'a deeply held commitment to re-buy or re-patronise a preferred product or 

service consistently in the future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having 

potential to cause switching behavior' (1997, p. 392).  If consumers pay little regard to the brand 

when they re-buy their commodity then the equity of that brand is low, whereas if a consumer 

choose 'their' particular brand even in the face of extensive competition such as in the Swedish 

smart phone market, then it could be argued that the brand and its identity has value.  

 

Finally, in the group of other proprietary assets trademarks, patents and channel relationships are 

found. These assets may prevent a competing brand to hollow out the market leader's customer 

base by offering a similar product. A recent example of this would be the ongoing patent war 

between Apple and Samsung. Some brand specific proprietary assets will be further discussed 

below. 

 

Figure 2.1. below shows the five assets, how they are  inter-related and how they affect brand 

equity. It lists the five dimensions and how they can provide value both to the consumer and to 

the firm.  



   

Figure 2.1: Aaker's Brand Equity Model 

 

 

In summary, the previous section has sought to list the five brand equity dimensions presented by 

Aaker. Brand equity continues to be a topic of much discussion and research, and in the past few 

years many scholars have applied Aakers' brand equity dimensions in different markets in order 

to see how they are weighted and how they relate to each other. This will be further discussed 

below.  

 



Previous Empirical Studies on Brand Equity 

 

Although much research has been put into the general area of brand equity, it was not until fairly 

recent that scholars devised a way to measure the various dimensions of consumer based brand 

equity. The first two articles below have both looked at how Aaker's brand equity dimensions 

can be measured. They have looked at different markets, used a different sample composition 

and as well as dimension composition. The third article is one of the few studies which focuses 

on consumer brand equity in the mobile phone market. It will also be discussed below.  

In 2001, researchers Yoo and Donthu applied Aaker’s definition of consumer based brand equity 

to a statistical model for assessment of the different dimensions of brand equity (Yoo and 

Donthu, 2001, p.2). Using a factorial model, they composed a theoretical model containing three 

components of brand equity and examined how these contributed to the overall concept of 

Overall Brand Equity. The three components in Yoo and Donthu’s model are brand loyalty, 

brand awareness/associations, and perceived quality. In their pilot study Yoo and Donthu could 

not find any discriminant validity between the brand awareness and the brand association 

dimension.  Thus they were combined into one dimension for the purpose of this study. The three 

dimensions are adapted from Aaker's model for brand equity, but the unique contribution of Yoo 

and Donthu is the aggregated factor of Overall Brand Equity (OBE).   

 



Figure 2.2: A hierarchic model of brand equity according to Yoo and Donthu (2001) 

Yoo and Donthu used the concept 'intention to purchase' as a dependent variable in their study, 

arguing that the concept of brand equity needed to be validated towards another measure in order 

to make it relevant. In order to gather enough data, Yoo and Donthu used three different samples 

in their study; Korean, American Korean, and American test subjects. The brands included were 

corporate brands of manufacturers of tv-sets, camera film, and athletic shoes – all of which can 

be defined as global corporate brands. By using this data Yoo and Donthu were able to develop 

and validate a multi-dimensional consumer-based brand equity scale (MBE) based on Aaker's 

dimensions. Yoo and Donthu presents many useful areas for the application of this scale, one of 

which will be used in this study; namely to measure the composition and hierarchy of the 

different dimensions of brand equity.  

Researchers Pappu et al have taken a slightly different approach on creating a psychometrical 

model of brand equity. Concluding that present models of brand equity 'suffers from limitations, 

including: a lack of distinction between the dimensions brand awareness and brand associations, 

the use of non-discriminant indicators in the measurement scales and of student samples' (Pappu, 

2005, p.143), they designed a scale consisting of four different dimensions in an attempt to cover 

as much variance as possible in measurement of brand equity. These dimensions were; brand 



awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty. Moreover, contrary to Yoo 

and Donthu Pappu et al chose to use actual consumers rather than non-students as their survey 

respondents. They argued that this would add to the genuineness of the study. As with Yoo and 

Donthu’s design, Pappu et al’s model is based on confirmatory factor analysis and a rather 

advanced structural equations model. The researchers examined six brands across two product 

categories, and like Yoo and Donthu the researchers actually took their theoretical model one 

step further than previous studies that had used student samples, and measured consumer-based 

brand equity in two product categories and across six brands (cars and tv-sets).  

 

Pappu et al’s model is slightly more complex than Yoo and Donthu’s in the sense that it contains 

a larger number of variables. It could be argued that the study of Yoo and Donthu is more 

generalizable than Pappu et al’s concept, due to that the scale was developed in three different 

ethnic groups, thus taking into account the possibility of different brand perception in different 

populations. However, since Pappu et al’s survey has not been applied in the same population as 

Yoo and Donthu, this is a hypothetical assumption. The study validates Yoo and Donthu's 

research by providing empirical evidence that it is possible to measure consumer based brand 

equity using a multidimensionality scale. However, although Pappu et al separated the brand 

recognition and brand awareness dimensions in order to have a four dimensional study they only 

used a single item for the latter. It is common practice to use at least three items when applying 

confirmatory factor analysis (Pappu et al, 2005, p.151). This supports Yoo and Donthu's 

argument that is is difficult to provide a discriminatory validity between brand awareness and 

brand recognition when measuring brand equity from a consumer perspective.  

 

Wang and Li recently published a study that specifically looks at brand equity in the mobile 

services industry. They put forward the compelling argument that in order for mobile phone 

providers to understand their strengths and weaknesses, it is crucial to look at the constituents of 

brand equity and how and why they are formed (Wang and Li 2012, p.16). In their study they 

focus on how brand equity influences the purchase intention of mobile value-added services and 

the linkage between key m-commerce attributes and brand equity study that was carried out 

through survey collected data from 497 consumers of mobile.  

 



Wang and Li's study is one of the few so far on consumer based brand equity in the mobile 

industry. They have chosen to focus on two aspects. First, for the section on m-commerce four 

key attributes were identified from previous academic studies namely; usability, personalization, 

identifiability and perceived enjoyment and a number of hypotheses were put forward regarding 

their impact on brand awareness, brand association, brand loyalty and brand awareness. 

Secondly the study put forward the hypothesis that brand loyalty, brand quality, brand awareness 

and brand associations all have a positive influence on the purchase intention of mobile value-

added services (Wang and Li, 2012, p.23). The study found that brand association and brand 

loyalty has a higher total effect on the purchase intention than perceived quality and brand 

awareness.  

 

 

Proprietary Assets and Market Specific Factors 

  

As noted by Aaker above, brand equity cannot be fully reduced to the four dimensions of 

awareness, associations, loyalty, and quality. Proprietary assets including patents and channel 

relationships must also be considered.  These assets are composed differently with different 

brands; some brands share software platforms, other brands manufacture hardware for use by 

others. The two first studies above (Yoo and Donthu and Papu et al) have focused their studies 

on how to, firstly develop and later to improve, a multi-dimensional brand equity scale. This 

means that they have not given these assets much attention. Moreover, the proprietary assets 

must be regarded in a qualitative way, since they are per definition part of the individual 

characteristics that constitute the market.  Some of these assets, with relevance for this specific 

study, are explained in detail below. 

 

 

Rapid Changes in Technology 

 

Within the mobile industry new, better and faster products are introduced so regularly that 

changes occur very quickly in the smartphone industry. ‘The range of computer-like 



functionality offered by top-of-the-range devices, are leading some observers to speculate that 

many people in the not so distant future will start to see the mobile phone as an alternative to a 

PC.’ (Attewell, 2005, p.2). In fact, consumers are now using their smartphone for emailing, 

surfing the Internet, chatting and even shopping, something which was previously done through 

a computer. 

  

There is extensive competition between extensive competition can be seen between the mobile 

phone manufacturers and the mobile platform vendors to introduce smartphone devices with 

faster processing time, bigger memory space and newer and improved functionalities. These 

days, technology has brought us to a place where a smartphone is used as a universal remote 

control for the television and stereo set, as a mouse to computers, a device to activate your home 

security alarm system, etc. Almost every electronic device can be controlled and monitored 

through a smartphone device in today’s environment with the right application installed in the 

mobile device.  The smartphone manufacturers in this study have dealt with the challenge of 

rapid changes in technology in different ways. Some focus on continuously presenting new 

products with the latest technology associated with the brand, whereas for example Apple has a 

lower rate of hardware updates, but on the other hand updates the operating system quite 

frequently. 

 

Shared/Common Platforms 

  

Besides the intense competition between the smartphone manufacturers, there is an aggressive 

battle between the different mobile operating systems. The mobile operating systems that are 

used as platforms to build the smartphones by the mobile phone manufacturers are continuously 

improved to support faster processors and wider variety of functionality to fulfill the demand 

from consumers. The smartphone manufacturers join in the battle together with the mobile 

operating system providers by working together to increase their market share. ‘A mobile OS 

reflects your lifestyle because it determines the choice of apps and phone functionality.’ 

(Geek.com, 2012). There are several mobile operating systems in the market today that are used 

as platforms by the smartphones manufacturers. Some of the manufacturers develop their own 



mobile operating systems in-house but some choose to use an operating system that is developed 

and maintained by third party firms. To name a few in reference to current market shares are 

Android developed and maintained by Google, IOS developed by Apple, Symbian provided by 

Nokia, Blackberry developed by RIM (Research in Motion), Bada created by Samsung, and last 

but not least Windows Phone developed by Microsoft. Manufacturers such as Samsung, HTC, 

Sony Ericsson, Motorola and LG, delivers products bundled with the Google Android platform. 

Both Nokia and HTC provide products bundled with Windows Mobile. This opens up the 

opportunity for consumers to try out different brands within the same platform providers they are 

most comfortable with.  

 

Although the bottom layer of the platform software is the same for all brands that uses Android, 

all the mobile phone manufacturers customizes their product with some changes on the top layer 

to be able to distinguish their brand from the others. This principal is used the same way for 

other platform vendors as well. This gives the opportunity for consumers to try out different 

brands that provide products in the same operating system that they are most comfortable with. 

Switching operating system could be troublesome and learning curve towards switching could be 

long. Moreover, it is worth mentioning that consumers interested in Apple IOS do not have the 

option to try out other brands as Apple IOS is specifically bundled with Apple products only.  

  

Figure 2.3 below represents the market share for 2011 platform vendor smartphone shipments. 

At a platform level, Android accounted for 52% of global smartphones shipments in Q4 2011, 

with iOS representing 23% and Symbian 12%. Android was also the leading smartphone 

platform by volume for the whole year, accounting for 49% of all devices shipped in 2011 and 

ahead of iOS with 19% share and Symbian with 16%. ‘Collectively, Android smartphone 

shipments grew 149% year on year in Q4 2011 to 81.9 million units, resulting in a total of 237.8 

million for the full year, up 244% on 2010.’ (Canalys Press Release, 2012, p.3).  

 



 
(Canalys Press Release, 2012, p. 3) 

  

Figure 2.3: Platform Vendor Market Share 

 

As the mobile operating system is also associated with consumer lifestyle, a lot of effort and 

focus is placed on improving and providing a large variety of software applications that can be 

supported in a particular mobile operating system. ‘According to a new report from analytic 

outfit Distimo, if Google’s Android Market maintains its current rate of growth it will surpass 

Apple’s App Store to become the largest app store in number of applications. In fact, it is already 

top in the number of free apps it offers’ (Paczkowski, 2011). This raises the question; Why are 

applications so important to consumers? According to Ng et al ‘Young consumers are 

technology savvy, early adopters of new technologies, and always willing to try new things. 

Rapid changes in mobile applications often attract their attention and they are easily prompted to 

take on a new promotional package or service’ (Ng, Voges, Goi, 2010).  

  

Bundling and Handset Subsidies 

  

Another external factor affecting brand equity is the extensive bundling and handset subsidies 

applied by Swedish mobile phone operators. Today many smartphone brands are being sold for 



as little as 0 SEK (http://www.phonehouse.se/) due to operator bundling. According to Tallberg 

there are several types of bundling; firstly; pure bundling - where products and services are sold 

in different bundle packages but the individual products or services are not for sale. Secondly 

there is mixed bundling - where customers can choose to buy the bundle package as well as the 

individual products or services that make up the bundle package. Thirdly; price bundling - where 

a bundle is sold without any products included. Finally; there is product bundling where the 

bundle package and the product are sold together (ibid, p.649). Handset subsidies can be seen as 

a part of bundling.  

 

Today, most mobile phone operators offer some sort of handset subsidies where the consumers 

have the option to buy the phone at a very low price in exchange for a basic monthly charge. One 

reason for this is the current situation on the mobile phone market. According to Albon and York 

‘[m]obile subscription levels in virtually all highly developed economies have reached the 

equivalent of in excess of 90%  plus of their populations’ (2008, p.302). In addition they note 

that ‘penetration has tended to be higher in Europe than in North America’ (ibid). Albon and 

York moreover argue that handset subsidies are ‘an significant feature in most highly developed 

economies’, but the exact extent of handset subsidies has not been possible to determine. One of 

the reasons for the high focus on handset subsidies by the phone operators is the mature mobile 

phone market. As the market matures focus is shifted from equipping new customers with their 

first handset, to allowing current customers a phone upgrade. 

 

Already in 2005 it was noted that ‘upgrade phones will become a larger part of the more than 

700 million handsets shipped each year. Upgrade phones will account for 62 per cent of all 

handsets sold this year. In 2009, upgrades will account for almost 83 per cent of mobile phones 

sold’ (Albon and York, 2008, p.303). Furthermore, Smith Barney at Citigroup argued that 

‘[h]andset discounts will always take the most competitive focus and the most effective tool of 

persuading customers to move to networks and spend more. [...] Handset subsidies can be 

targeted at least for retention purposes. Albon and York agree with this and argues that handset 

subsidies can be seen as a ‘churn’ activity: customer retention and customer transfer and can thus 

be seen as a competitive marketing used by the mobile phone operators (ibid, p.295).  

 



Although bundling and handset subsidies in the mobile industry is not a new concept, from the 

discussion above it can be argued that bundling in general and handset subsidies in particular has 

an impact when it comes to measuring the components of brand equity in the Swedish mobile 

phone industry; the choice of brand may not be solely dependent on brand awareness, brand 

recognition, brand loyalty or even perceived qualities, it may be the result of clever bundling and 

handset subsidies by the mobile phone operators. 

 

The Chauvinistic Loyalty Factor 

  

Another external factor that can have an effect on brand equity is the origin of the product; as 

shown in a recent study by Pan and Chang (2011, p.6). The conducted an empirical study with 

200 participants where they looked the attitudes towards the country of origin. What they found 

was that there exists a chauvinistic loyalty factor, which would indicate that national brands to 

some extent would be preferred over foreign ones. Apple and Motorola are companies that were 

started in America. RIM was started in Canada. Sony Ericsson is a joint venture brand; Sony is 

from Japan and Ericsson comes from Sweden. Samsung and LG are Korean companies. Nokia 

comes from Finland and finally HTC is a well-known Taiwanese company. Since this research 

will concentrate on the Swedish demography, the correlation can only be associated with Sony 

Ericsson brand.  

 

Brand Negativity 

 

In addition to the external factors presented above, Alexander Rusetski argues in a recent article 

that high brand equity actually can have a negative effect for a brand (2012, p.357). According to 

Rusetski market leadership and high brand equity may contribute to an increased consumer 

perception of the brand. This may subsequently lead to the fact that one category of consumers 

may have specific demands that are not compliant with the offer of the market leader. This 

category may show a strong aversion to the market leader, even though the failure of meeting 

expectations may be largely attributed to a mismatch between consumer expectations and brand 



offer, rather than less-than-successful brand and product management (Rusetski, 2012, p.360). 

This notion is summarized by Rusetski as ‘building brand awareness and brand association will 

carry the risk of uncontrolled growth in performance expectations that may, if those are not met, 

result in consumer dissatisfaction and the blame being placed on the brand’ (ibid, p.361). The 

notion of brand negativity among market leaders will be further discussed in section 5 of this 

study.  

 

To sum up, it is evident from the literature study above that consumer based brand equity has 

received much scholarly focus over the past years. Aaker and Keller’s concepts have been added 

to and built on by other scholars. However, it is also evident from the study above that Aaker’s 

key liabilities; brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty still remain 

the basis for brand equity measurement and studies. As mentioned in the introductory section, 

this thesis will also use Aaker’s four key dimensions and incorporate them into a 

multidimensional study on the consumer based brand equity in the Swedish smartphone market 

in order to see which of the components are the most significant to consumers.  

  



3. METHOD 

Overview 

 

This study has been carried out through the application of a multi-dimensional brand equity scale 

(in this context, the term scale refers to a statistically validated questionnaire) based on the 

findings of researchers Yoo and Donthu. Respondents were chosen to represent the consumer 

profile in an optimal manner. By performing an exploratory factor analysis (PCA) on the results 

the ambition was to provide a reliable indication of how brand equity is composed in the 

Swedish smartphone market. As presented below, the finding that different brands have different 

compositions of brand equity also inhibits the option of calculating the Overall Brand Equity of 

the participating brands in this study. 

 

Research Approach 

 

As previously presented, certain dimensions of brand equity are identifiable regardless of what 

market and brands are analyzed, which has been proven on a general level by Yoo and Donthu as 

previously been discussed. To some extent, awareness, loyalty, perceived quality, and brand 

associations are all factors that can be recognized regardless of how the concept of brand equity 

is otherwise constructed. Given the conditions on the Swedish smartphone market this would 

appear to be a very suitable model for describing a complex reality. As mentioned above, within 

the mobile segment only a few papers have been published on the different dimensions of brand 

equity and how it influences the purchase intention of consumers. However, during the research 

taken carried out for this thesis no previous studies were found regarding the specific 

components of brand equity in the Swedish smartphone market.  

 

The focus of this paper is organizational brand equity on the Swedish smartphone market, 

determined with a scientifically predetermined brand equity measure. Evaluating the brand 

equity related to specific products from different manufacturers may be of relevance in some 



markets, but it was judged to be beyond the reasonable scope of this paper. Instead, a comparison 

has been done between eight top smartphone manufacturers in the market today and how the 

brand equity dimensions weigh differently in each brand. This kind of research is seen to be new 

within the Swedish smartphone industry.  

 

In this study it has been assumed that any manufacturer of smartphone devices would have a 

significant advantage in knowing their position regarding the brand equity model introduced by 

David A. Aaker, and adapted by Yoo and Donthu. This knowledge may have many advantages 

including the opportunity of a focused market positioning, and the option to supply products that 

fulfills the requirements of the dimensions according to the preference stated by consumers 

within this segment of mobile devices.  

Sampling and Scope 

The sample consisted of one hundred working professionals and students between the ages of 18 

to 65, residing in Sweden, and who currently own a smartphone. Background data was collected 

regarding these variables. Ideally we would have access to a reliable consumer profile regarding 

smartphone users in Sweden, but we have failed to come up with such information. 

 

Since the survey was constructed on an on-line platform, internet-based invitations was deemed a 

proper method of data collection. Personally addressed invitations were sent out, to a random 

choice of contacts of the authors of this study, including fellow students at BTH. An invitation to 

participate was also posted on an Internet blog regarding management research, with about 1500 

monthly readers.  Participants were informed that they could answer the survey only once, 

otherwise results would be considered invalid (the survey platform provides the opportunity to 

identify doubles based on tracking of IP-numbers). It was assumed that Internet familiarity was 

sufficient among the smartphones users. The criteria of the sample were chosen to maintain the 

scope of the research within a manageable time. Future studies could further explore the brand 

equity components in specific customer segments, but is beyond the focus of this thesis. 

 



Six days after the invitation to participate was posted, the database contained a total of 112 

respondents. Based on the number of invitations sent out this indicates an average response 

frequency of close to sixty percent; adjusted for the fact that fellow students had a significantly 

lower response rate than individual contacts and blog readers (survey fatigue may have been an 

issue for the students). Twelve respondents had an IP-number located outside Sweden and were 

excluded from the survey, even if they theoretically could have been Swedish respondents 

utilizing some kind of proxy server. The scope was solely on consumers in the Swedish 

smartphone market. No reward or incentive was offered to the participants of the survey. 

 

Questionnaire and Measurements 

The questionnaire that was used in the survey for this study is an adapted version of a survey on 

brand equity by Yoo and Donthu. Utilizing this survey, these scholars could statistically prove 

that there are core dimensions ever present in brand equity, regardless of market characteristics 

or nationality (Yoo, Donthu, 2001, p.1). Each of these dimensions has a set of questions 

associated with them in the survey, enabling the researcher to extract a quantitative score on each 

question for analysis. The questions are associated with dimensions on consumer based brand 

equity that include loyalty, perceived quality, brand awareness or association and items of other 

constructs: attitude toward brand and purchase intention, product category involvement and 

experience, and brand purchase experience called OBE in short (as will be presented in the 

results section, the concept of Overall Brand Equity proved not to be applicable in this context 

due to large qualitative variation in the composition of brand equity between different brands). 

Here, consumer-based means measurement of cognitive and behavioral brand equity at the 

individual consumer level through a consumer survey (Yoo, Donthu, 2001, p 2).  Listed below 

and on the next page are the questions included in the Overall Brand Equity scale.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Questions on Loyalty 
L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 
L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 
L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 
Questions on Quality 
Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand) is extremely high. 
Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from  (this brand) would be functional is very high. 
Questions on Awareness/Association 
AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 
AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 
AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 
AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 
AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 
Questions on Overall Brand Equity 
OBE1 It makes sense to buy the mobile device from (this brand)  instead of any other brand, even if they are the 
same. 
OBE2 Even if another brand has the same features as the mobile device from (this brand), I would prefer to buy 
brand ‘X’. 
OBE3 If there is another brand as good as the mobile device from brand (this brand), I prefer to buy (this brand)! 
OBE4 If another brand is not different from the mobile device from (this brand) in anyway, it seems smarter to 
purchase (this brand). 
Table 3.1: Questions Associated to The Yoo and Donthu Brand Equity Scale adapted for 
use in this survey  
 

Since awareness and associations turned out to be strongly correlated to each other in Yoo and 

Donthu’s study, these two dimensions were aggregated with each other. For each brand, all 

questions were presented to all respondents in the survey. 

 

Yoo and Donthu used a five point rating scale in their brand equity model but in this research, 

seven point rating scale was used to improve the reliability of the response patterns from survey 

respondents. By using 7-point or 9- point scale instead of a 5-point scale, it would be possible to 

increase the sensitivity of the scale which may improve reliability if scale variance is limited. As 

used here, ‘sensitivity refers to the likelihood that the scale will detect a true change in the 

dimension being measured, if one occurs. You can see that the more points you have, the more 

sensitive the scale is to detect change’ (Friends, 2012, p.1). For further indications on this matter, 

please proceed to results section of this thesis. 

 

 

 



Data Collection 

Due to the number of questions in the survey, it was necessary to present the survey in a manner 

manageable to participants. Each of the seventeen questions on brand equity was presented in a 

manner that allowed respondents to answer them in a quick manner, in order to maintain interest 

in answering the survey. An example of a survey question can be seen in figure 3.1 below. 

Figure 3.1: Example of the Questions in the Survey 

Survey Platform 

A survey in reference to Yoo and Donthu’s brand equity scale that was modified from Aaker and 

Keller’s model was constructed in an on-line survey instrument called surveygizmo 

(www.surveygizmo.com). The surveygizmo platform provided us with the options to make a 

series of beta tests, since the layout and web apparition of the survey in itself will affect response 

if not properly designed.  

After three attempts where six beta respondents were presented with updated versions of the 

survey, it could be concluded that the version was in accordance with Yoo and Donthu’s original 

but adapted layout-wise to encompass eight different brands on the Swedish smartphone sarket. 



Smartphone Brands included in the Study 

In order to get a total representation of the aforementioned market, the following brands were 

selected (all of them are present in some way on the market, even if market shares vary 

significantly). As of our knowledge, no other brands aimed at the average consumer is 

represented on the market, making brand representation complete in this study. Below is a list of 

the brands included. 

 
Figure 3.2: Brands selected for Comparison in the Survey 

 

Sony Ericsson is in the midst of re-branding since the split between Sony and Ericsson. 

‘Swedish telecoms equipment giant Ericsson confirmed on Thursday (10th January 2012) that it 

would sell its stake in mobile phone joint venture Sony Ericsson to Sony for €1.05 billion ($1.47 

billion)’ (The Local, 2011, 2.) ‘Sony bought Ericsson’s share of the company in 2011 with the 

goal of switching the focus heavily to smartphones’ (The Local, 2012).  However, it was decided 

to keep the Sony Ericsson brand as part of the survey as no products were released under the 

name of Sony during the time of the survey.  

Nokia is (according to market research firm IDC) still the largest mobile phone manufacturer in 

the world. However, measures are taken within the organization to focus on the smartphone 

industry since the smartphone segment is seen as the most profitable segment in the mobile 

industry. ‘Nokia has today announced planned changes at its factories in Komarom, Hungary, 



Reynosa, Mexico and Salo, Finland. The measures follow a review of smartphone manufacturing 

operations that Nokia announced last September and aim to increase the company's 

competitiveness in the diverse global mobile device market’ (Nokia, 2012).  

 

Apple has been very successful within the smartphone industry. ‘In the third quarter of 2011, 15 

percent of all smartphones sold to end-users were phones with the iOS operating system’ 

(Statista, 2012).  

 

Samsung has also been spending a lot in marketing their smartphones all around the world. 

‘Samsung Electronics' mobile chief said it aimed to nearly double its smartphone sales in 2012 

from last year, stepping up its battle with arch rival Apple Inc’ (Reuters, 2012).  

 

Motorola reported on plans for their comeback in the mobile industry by introducing a few 

smartphones in the European market. ‘Motorola Mobility, the US mobile phone maker, is 

planning to mount a comeback in Europe following the success of its Google Android-based 

smartphones in its domestic market’ (FT, 2011).  

 

Smartphone providers such as RIM, LG and HTC are also putting a lot of emphasis on 

increasing their market share within the smartphone segment in Europe. Huge competition 

between the manufacturers is easily spotted in the Swedish mobile industry. A table that presents 

a market share composition of mobile devices in Sweden is not available; however a table that 

shows worldwide market share of mobile phones (smartphones and cellphones/feature phones) 

for 2011 is presented on the next page. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  



Vendor 4Q11 Unit 
Shipments 

4Q11 Market 
Share 

4Q10 Unit 
Shipments 

4Q10 Market 
Share 

Year-over-
year Change 

Nokia 113.5 26.6% 123.7 30.7% -8.2% 

Samsung 97.6 22.8% 80.7 20.0% 20.9% 

Apple 37.0 8.7% 16.2 4.0% 128.4% 

LG Electronics 17.7 4.1% 30.6 7.6% -42.2% 

ZTE 17.1 4.0% 15.7 3.9% 8.9% 

Others 144.5 33.8% 135.9 33.7% 6.3% 

Total 427.4 100.0% 402.8 100.0% 6.1% 

(IDC Worldwide Mobile Phone Tracker, 2012) 

Table 3.2: Mobile Phone Vendors, Shipments, and Market Share, Q4 2011 (Units in 

Millions) 

 

Data Analysis 

 

Data was exported from the surveymonkey web engine to the statistical analysis program SPSS. 

Having done that, a descriptive statistics on all background variables was produced, and 

concluded that the N (number) of respondents was satisfactory, and also that the representation 

of ownership regarding different brands was satisfactory in the group.  

 

In accordance with the example of Yoo and Donthu, a form of exploratory factor analysis was 

done; Principal Component Analysis with an oblique rotation on the factors. By performing a 

principal component analysis, we could expect to identify a stable pattern in the survey 

corresponding to the loyalty/qualtiy/awareness - model of Yoo and Donthu. Performing a 

principal component analysis (PCA) is a practical way of analyzing a large amount of data and 

reducing it to a smaller number of manageable factors and to “Explain the most with the least” 

(Henson & Roberts, 2006, p. 393). 

 

The central idea of principal component analysis is to reduce the dimensionality of a data set in 

which there are a large number of interrelated variables, while retaining as much as possible of 

the variation present in the data set (JT Joliffe, Principal Component Analysis, 2ed, 2002, p.1). 

With this material, we were to expect a result identical to the model of Yoo and Donthu given 



that the conditions of the Swedish smartphone market are equal to the general conditions stated 

by Yoo and Donthu in their model. However only the dimensions on loyalty, quality, and 

awareness dimensions were included in the final statistical analysis. This was due to the fact that 

initial analyses indicated different component relationships depending on what brand that was 

examined.  Therefore a static statistical model assuming fixed relationships and utilizing a 

regression analysis between each of the brand dimensions and the overall brand equity 

component could not be utilized. Because of this the calculation of OBE was excluded on an 

overall level for all brands in the survey due to the difference in how low-rated and high rated 

brands are composed in terms of brand dimensions. 

 

The generalizability of a PCA is depending on the situation of the sample at the time the analysis 

is being performed. This is why a significant amount of focus has been attributed to the market 

characteristics of the Swedish smartphone market. Regarding the recommendations on sample 

size and subject-to-item ratio, scholars seem to agree that no general recommendations may be 

defined, but that these things are depending on the variance in the populations, the underlying 

theoretical structure and the quality of the scale used in the survey. Having chosen a well-proven 

scale and theoretical structure, it was concluded that a 100 subject-sample would be sufficient as 

a first study in this field, as long as geographical and age-related variance was satisfactory. A 

100-subject sample size is also satisfactory by many authorities in the field (MacCallum, 

Widaman, Zhang & Hong, 1999, p.85). The results from a principal component analysis thus 

represent the underlying aspects that account for the reasons subjects answer groups of questions 

in a similar way; in the example of this thesis, according to the Yoo and Donthu brand equity 

model, subjects would ideally respond in a similar way to the groups of questions regarding the 

quality, loyalty, and awareness, no matter which brand we look at (supposing the general brand 

equity model is actually relevant to the same extent on all brands in the study).  

 

The results of a principal component analysis are related to many statistical aspects, like sample 

size and the theoretical model used when constructing the survey. In this case, a proven and 

scientifically valid model of brand equity was utilized (the Yoo and Donthu Brand Equity Scale) 

and performed individual principal component analyses on each set of questions for every brand. 



In accordance to Yoo and Donthu’s model, oblique rotation was used to produce components 

(called Dimensions in accordance to the brand equity theory). This means that in order to get 

interpretable results, the statistical model accepts partial correlation between the different 

dimensions as long as the dimensions are internally homogeneous.  

 

In statistical terms, analysis was restricted to produce components with eigenvalues over one 

(Kaiser rotation). Factor loadings were interpreted as relevant when they were larger than the 

cutoff value of .5 recommended by Costello & Osborne in their general recommendations of 

PCA validity (Costello & Osborne, 2005, p. 5). Communalities – or the the amount of variance 

in a specific variable explained by all the factors jointly – should be above 0.6 in order to 

indicate reliablility  (MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, and Hong, 1999, p 96) and these conditions 

are satisfied in all of our analyses. 

 

  



 
The overall purpose of this study is to examine whether some dimensions of consumer brand 

equity are more important than others to strong corporate brands in the Swedish smartphone 

market; that is, the individual brand equity composition of every brand is our main interest once 

we have rated the included brands according to the ratings of the participants in the study.  

Therefore, we initially present the overall results of how the participants in this study have rated 

the brand, and then go on with presenting the background data of the respondents. We then 

present results related to the reliability of the computations performed, both regarding the whole 

survey, and regarding the data for each brand.  

Finally, we dedicate the main focus of the results section to presenting the results on brand 

equity composition, according to our research question. As will be presented, the eight brands in 

the study can be divided into four different categories with the help of the Yoo and Donthu brand 

equity model. The brands are therefore presented according to category of equity composition. 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Results 

 

Using the brand equity scale (the questionnaire created by Yoo and Donthu to assess brand 

equity components) in order to rank the included brands, the following results were seen: 

Table 4.1: Brand equity rating, brands arranged in ascending order from highest 

As indicated above, there are significant differences between the highest rating brand (Apple) 

and the lowest ranking brands (Motorola and RIM).  The rankings above must be viewed with 

Brand Brand Equity Rating (on a scale of 1 - 7) 
Apple  5.14 
HTC   4.26 

Sony Ericsson  4.23 
Samsung  4.17 
Motorola  2.81 

Nokia  3.97 
LG  4.26 

RIM/Blackberry 3.06 



the understanding that lower ranking brands have a different brand equity composition than 

higher ranking ones; please see below. 

 

The histogram in the table of appendix labeled ‘Figure 1’ shows the age of the respondents that 

has completed the survey. Sample size of our survey (N) is 100 respondents who lives in Sweden 

and own a smartphone device today. As we have no data on the actual age dispersion in the total 

population of smartphone users in Sweden, we may conclude that age dispersion is satisfactory 

for this survey result with some inclination towards younger participants. Although there are no 

correlation made in this study between the age and the survey results, it is interesting to show 

that the survey correspondents with regards to smartphone users in the market today represent all 

age group. 

 

The histogram in the table of appendix labeled ‘Figure 2’ shows the number of different owners 

of smartphone devices among the 100 survey respondents corresponded to the 8 brands that was 

chosen for this study. The histogram shows that Apple has the highest number of owners among 

the survey takers followed by HTC, Sony Ericsson and Samsung. There are no owners of either 

Motorola or RIM brands among the survey correspondents. There is presently no independent 

data available on actual market shares of the Swedish market so this table shows an interesting 

aggregation among our 100 respondents from Sweden.  

 

In the exploratory principal component analysis on the items of the individual brands significant 

differences appeared between the brands in the study. The concept of corporate brand equity 

varied in composition depending on the brand itself, even when applying a highly generalized 

and very reliable model like the one of Yoo and Donthu. For a full list of explained variance, 

factor loadings, and rotated/initial solutions for each brand, please see Appendix. The difference 

between the variance of each dimension within brand equity for each brand is presented under 

heading 4.3 Differences between the brands.  

 

One significant aspect of the results is that the dimension of “Overall Brand Equity” (OBE) 

defined by Yoo and Donthu was not applicable regarding Swedish smartphone brands. As the 



brand equity composition was individual with every brand, the predefined construct of Overall 

Brand Equity factor could not be applied (the three brand equity dimensions were not discernable 

when analyzing all brands in the study simulateously). Because of this, the analysis will not 

spend any further focus on the concept of OBE in this context. 

 

Reliability 

 

4.1.1 Reliability of the questionnaire 

The reliability in this context defined as the amount of variance depending on measurement error 

in the survey was measured with Cronbach’s Alpha. For each brand, the reliabilities are 

presented in the table 4.1 below. Note that all alpha coefficients show very satisfactory levels. 

This indicates that the survey questionnaire has a very high accuracy in measurement. Based on 

this, it is also reasonable to apply further statistical analyses on the material.  

 
Table 4.2: Reliability coefficients on each brand in survey for ten-item scale 

 

4.1.2 Reliability of the arrangement of Brands towards each Dimension 

In a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) the communalities coefficients may be interpreted as a 

measure of reliability in the scale. Each column must thus be considered separately and unrelated 

to the other columns, since every brand has been analyzed independently of the others. Each 

respondent had to answer for every brand in the survey independent of which brand they 



currently owned. Thus, the measure of reliability with the response given for each brand was

seen needed to address in the results.  

The coefficient indicates the percent of variance in a given variable explained by all the factors 

jointly. A high coefficient thus indicates that the components generated by the PCA analysis 

have a high correlation with a specific variable. If the coefficient is below 0.6 this indicates a 

lower degree of correlation with the results in the PCA analysis. There may be a number of 

causes generating a low communality coefficient; random errors of measurement (most likely 

due to a badly composed question in the survey) or other external factors like a large 

unsystematic variation in how respondents answer a specific question in the survey. The 

communalities for each brand that is associated to each dimension are presented in the table 4.3 

below. 

Item Apple Samsung S-E HTC Nokia LG Motorola RIM 

L1 0.858 0.655 0.734 0.784 0.759 0.735 0.774 0.814 

L2 0.867 0.807 0.780 0.840 0.827 0.781 0.813 0.837 

L3 0.825 0.683 0.693 0.758 0.757 0.728 0.704 0.774 

Q1 0.629 0.681 0.728 0.746 0.715 0.772 0.824 0.854 

Q2 0.664 0.653 0.647 0.696 0.648 0.805 0.895 0.877 

AW1 0.698 0.631 0.704 0.722 0.669 0.701 0.620 0.720 

AW2 0.740 0.699 0.668 0.712 0.636 0.652 0.593 0.611 

AW3 0.825 0.719 0.655 0.815 0.581 0.610 0.576 0.692 

AW4 0.603 0.438 0.528 0.693 0.540 0.489 0.446 0.630 

AW5 0.574 0.576 0.623 0.747 0.621 0.686 0.732 0.772 

Table 4.3: Communalities for all Dimensions. Categories of PCA analysis indicated. 



The recommended value of 0.6 was met or surpassed in all variables on loyalty and quality. 

However in some cases, certain variables on Awareness did not fully meet the 0.6 criteria. Many 

brands scored low for the awareness dimension questions compare to the other two dimensions.  

Question AW4 did not meet the 0.6 criteria in no less than four cases (Samsung, Sony Ericsson, 

Nokia, LG, Motorola) which indicates some lack in general reliability. Loyalty questions scored 

the highest for Apple.  

Overall, the awareness dimension for Motorola has the lowest reliability. This may be due to a 

number of reasons that are further explained in the analysis section of this thesis. Analyzing the 

communalities between each brand comparing these with the outcome of the rotated factor 

matrices, four distinguishable categories are discernible in both cases (see arrangement in table 

4.3).  

 

Differences between the Different Brands 

For every brand, a principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the results from the 

questions regarding the Loyalty, Quality, and Awareness dimensions. If the Yoo and Donthu 

model were consistent in this context, the results would be arranged in three dimensions 

accordingly, providing the opportunity to compare each dimension of each brand with each 

other.  

However, the PCA showed results with an apparent deviation from what could be expected 

based on the theoretical framework of brand equity; high-rating brands in the survey had 

significantly different combinations of brand equity dimensions, compared with low-ranking 

brands. For the highest rated brand, Apple, indications are that respondents’ rating of quality is 

based on the same underlying attitude as the perception of loyalty; in other words, no actual 

discrimination between Loyalty and Quality are made by the respondents when it comes to their 

appraisal of the Apple brand. If you are loyal, you tend to associate the brand with high quality, 

and if you are not loyal, you just tend to associate Apple with low quality. But this arrangement 

does not apply for all the other brands, see below. 



Based on differences and similarities between brands in the rotated component matrices (which 

is the “final” presentation of results from the PCA) the eight brands can be arranged into four 

different categories. Theroetically, the rotated component matrix should show perfect 

correspondence with Yoo and Donthu’s model, generating three brand equity dimensions for 

every brand. However, as results show, this only occurs in the case of the three last brands 

presented. The practical implication of this is that brand equity in the Swedish smartphone 

market is composed in different ways, depending on which brand is analyzed; both in terms of 

strong the brand is rated by consumers, but also depending on the proprietary assets of the brand.  

The results for each brand are presented in the tables, showing the outcome in terms of a rotated 

component matrix by each group, beginning with Apple – the brand that has the highest rating 

from respondents on each dimension, and also the only brand where loyalty seems to be the 

strongest dimension of brand equity. 

 

Category 1: Apple – Loyalty is the Strongest Component, Determining Perception of 

Quality 

 

 
,924 ,059 

,917 ,159 
,907 ,058 
,725 ,321 
,673 ,459 

,489 ,677 

,237 ,827 
,295 ,859 

,037 ,776 
,028 ,757 

Table 4.4: Rotated Component Matrix for Apple 



The Apple brand equity has the highest variance explained within the dimensions of Loyalty and 

Quality as shown in Figure 4 in Appendix. Awareness of the brand scored almost 100% from the 

results obtained. On a scale between 1 and 7, the average response on the question “I am aware 

of the symbol or logo of (Apple)” was 6.8. The result indicates consumers perceive the quality 

dimension inseparably from the loyalty dimension – that is, customers are likely have a diffuse 

notions of the difference between loyalty and quality in the case of the Apple brand. Looking at 

the table above, the very strong correlation coefficients between questions L1-L3 and component 

1 show that the Loyalty dimension is outstanding in terms of explaining the Apple brand equity 

composition. 

 

Category 2: Samsung and Sony Ericsson: Awareness is the Dominant Dimension, Loyalty 

and Quality Less Clear 

 

 

Table 4.5: Rotated Component Matrix for Samsung and Sony Ericsson 

 

As opposed to the case of Apple, the strongest component in the equity model is awareness when 

it comes to Samsung and Sony-Ericsson, instead of loyalty/quality. Awareness of the Apple 



brand is very high (6,1 out of 7), but lower with Samsung and Sony Ericsson (4,9 and 5,1 

respectively, see appendix A).  

 

Indications are that the market leader (Apple) have a unique position regarding customer’s 

awareness whereas Sony Ericsson and Samsung are equal competitors for customers’ awareness.  

Another difference arises between Apple and these two brands. The loyalty variables have less 

strong correlations with the second component than the loyalty variables in the case of (Apple 

loyalty correlation being above 0.9 in all cases, whereas Sony Ericsson and Samsung both rank a 

few decimals above 0,8).  From this may be concluded that loyalty is a less dominant dimension 

in the brand equity composition for Samsung and Sony Ericsson than for Apple. 

 

Category 3: Nokia and HTC: A Case of Diffuse Quality Perception? 

Table 4.6: Rotated Component Matrix for Nokia and HTC 

 



With HTC and Nokia, one unique characteristic appears; the quality dimension cannot be 

extracted. This does not appear with any other brands in the study.  Instead the two questions on 

quality (Q1 and Q2 above) end up divided between the two other factors. The implications of 

this are that consumers have a less clear perception of the quality dimension in the Nokia and 

HTC brands than with the components. 

 

Looking at the ratings on quality for Nokia and HTC, it can be seen that they are not bad (5,0 and 

4,7) – basically equal to Samsung’s and Sony Ericsson’s (see Appendix A). We may then 

conclude that even if customers think that the quality component of Nokia and HTC is fairly 

high, it appears that this perception is more related to the components of loyalty and awareness 

than the other brand. 

 

Another possible implication of the unclear result regarding quality perception with these two 

brands is that it’s not the perception of quality that’s shifting – but one of the other dimensions in 

the equity model, resulting in a generally diffuse model of equity.  

 

Finally, it is of course possible that the Yoo and Donthu brand equity model is just not suitable to 

measure brand equity with Nokia and HTC. This however is contradicted by the fact that the 

results from other brands are relatively clear within their specific categories. One way or the 

other these brands stand out from the others in the survey, indicated by the results in the survey. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Category 4: Motorola, LG and RIM: A Good Fit of the Brand Equity Model 

 

Table 4.7: Rotated Component Matrix for Motorola, LG and RIM  

 

LG stands out as the strongest of these three brands, judging from participants’ ratings (LG: 5,0; 

RIM: 3,6; Motorola: 3,3 – please see appendix B for full presentation of equities). 

 

But these are also the brands with the fewest owners represented in the participants of the study; 

two people own LG smartphones, and none owns Motorola or Blackberry devices. So, in 

practice, participant perception of these brands is not based on a personal relationship or 

ownership experience as opposed to the other brands. 

 

For all three of these brands, brand dimensions are extracted in a clear way in the rotated 

component matrices (indicated by the three different colours in the columns in the table above).  

Rotated Component Matrix Motorola, LG, RIM   

 

Component Component Component 

 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this 
brand) ,160 ,775 ,329 ,118 ,865 ,228 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand)  would be my first choice ,180 ,813 ,296 ,264 ,819 ,310 
L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this 
brand) is available ,069 ,845 -,101 ,130 ,862 ,117 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand)  is 
extremely high. ,216 ,258 ,812 ,146 ,322 ,854 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from  (this brand) 
would be functional is very high. ,191 ,068 ,874 ,201 ,220 ,888 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) 
among other competing brands! ,804 ,100 ,211 ,783 ,159 ,286 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! ,785 -030 ,189 ,723 ,024 ,296 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this 
brand) come to my mind quickly. ,604 ,397 ,297 ,826 ,065 ,075 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this 
brand). ,685 ,074 ,118 ,760 ,226 ,034 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from 
(this brand) in my mind. ,768 ,311 ,003 ,850 ,221 ,027 



For all three brands, the model corresponds very well with the Yoo and Donthu dimensions. In 

practical terms this means that customers actually have clearer perceptions on quality, loyalty, 

and awareness for each of the brands than the others in the study.  For example, knowledge of 

the brand LG is varying, as well as perception of quality and loyalty, and these dimensions vary 

more or less independently of each other.  

 

This is quite different from of equity model of Apple, with the largest market share among the 

participants. The apple brand equity model is heavily loaded with market dominance (extremely 

high awareness) and personal loyalty (which evidently affects the perception of quality). 

In conclusion, results showed a high degree of individual variation regarding brand equity 

composition for all the brands except for Motorola, LG and RIM. Results are regarded reliable 

(with high reliability coefficient for the questions, and generally high communalities in the 

variables used for the PCA).  

 

The results generated by these computations are satisfactory regarding sample size, reliability, 

subject to item ratio, and communalities. The model of Yoo and Donthu has been replicated only 

in the case of three brands out of eight, but these brands are the three ones with the weakest 

representation regarding ownership among the respondents.  

 

Even so it can be concluded that the analysis is successful in terms of performing a scientifically 

coherent study; but due to the variation of brand equity with different brands, a general model for 

brand equity and purchasing behavior cannot be established through the results that were 

obtained. Further explanation on each brand and groupings established through the correlation of 

the dimensions and their behavior are explained in the Analysis.  

  



 
 

As mentioned above, in 2001 Yoo and Donthu took Aaker (1991) and Keller’s (1993) brand 

equity dimensions and developed a multidimensional consumer-based brand equity scale with 

the purpose of providing ‘value to the firm by enhancing efficiency and effectiveness of 

marketing programs, prices and profits, brand extensions, trade leverage and competitive 

advantage’ (2001, p.2).  

In addition, Yoo and Donthu believed that they had developed a ‘universal measurement 

structure across cultures’ (ibid). The feasibility of applying Yoo and Donthu’s ‘cross cultural’ 

brand equity scale to the Swedish smartphone market is further discussed below. The results 

clearly indicate differences in how the three dimensions of brand equity are composed between 

the eight brands. Moreover, some brands have similar brand equity dimensions making it 

possible to group the eight brands into four different categories. The survey also indicate brand 

equity effects of proprietary assets - the market specific factors influencing the composition of 

brand equity that were presented in Chapter 2. The section below will discuss the four groups 

and the market specific factors influences in further detail.  

 

Group 1: Apple – Two Dimensions; Loyalty, Quality/Awareness 

 

Apple has the highest rating in brand equity ratings all through the questionnaire, regarding 

loyalty, quality, and awareness. It has not been the primary aim of this study to rate the different 

brands, but it is evident that the brand equity of Apple in many ways is corresponding to the 

market’s high evaluation of the company. One notable aspect is the total awareness of the Apple 

brand from all survey respondents. The score was close to 100% by the survey respondents. 

Most of them had full awareness of the brand and what the logo of the brand represents.  

Further noteworthy results were found when principal component analysis was performed on the 

Apple questions. The most dominant dimension was loyalty/quality. That is, in the eyes of the 



participants of this study, being loyal (or disloyal) to the Apple brand is directly related to the 

perception of quality in the products associated by the brand. The loyalty/quality correlation 

could of course have many reasons; either depending on that Apple has total technical control of 

both the hardware and the software platforms (I OS, itunes, and App. Store), or that smartphone 

users simply do not (from obvious reasons) tend to be loyal to brands with low quality. Another 

reason could be that Apple has managed to offer content management and lateral relations to 

other functions with the help of computer software iTunes, the on-line store iTunes Store, the 

application manager AppStore, and the cloud service iCloud in a superior way. Regarding 

applications for smartphones, the App. Store business model; where third-party operators offer 

applications that has been proven by Apple’s testers, most likely is of special importance. 

Regardless of the reasons, our findings on Apple’s brand equity dimensions indicate support for 

Oliver’s argument that high product quality leads to loyalty as a result of customer satisfaction 

(Yoo and Donthu, 2001, p.12). The analysis of the Apple brand equity shows an explained 

variance of 73% in two dimensions; loyalty/quality and awareness. However, when looking at 

the specific result regarding loyalty, it is evident that even though the awareness is almost total, 

there exists a wide variety of opinions regarding the perceived quality and loyalty connected to 

the Apple brand. The brand has its followers, but it also has its strong critics. 

Considering that Apple is such a dominant brand in the market, this may provide an argument 

that a general brand equity model is not applicable in the case of Apple in the Swedish 

smartphone market. Loyalty seems to generate a perception of quality, and market dominance 

may attract a great number, but also provoke a number of consumers negatively to market 

leadership itself (Rusetski, 2012, p 3). This may be due to a number of factors, according to 

Rusetski; but generally, a failure to meet expectations is attributed to the brand itself by 

disappointed consumers, rather than understanding that one’s own expectations is different from 

the brand’s offer. In the case of Apple, this could possibly be attributed to the fact that for some 

consumers, Apple’s total control of the hardware and software platforms is more of a problem 

that an asset - these consumers would typically be interested in the option to install third-party 

hardware and software not controlled by the Apple manufacturing chain. 

 



Group 2: Samsung & Sony Ericsson – Two Dimensions; Awareness and Loyalty/Quality 

Aaker’s traditional brand equity model does not seem not applicable in the case of neither 

Samsung and Sony Ericsson in the Swedish smartphone market. Awareness is the principal 

component regarding both these brands but loyalty/quality comes secondary in the hierarchy of 

brand equity dimensions.  Samsung’s brand equity dimensions show similarities in regards to 

Apple, but with some small differences. The awareness dimension in the model explains the 

most variance indicating that as opposed to Apple. Samsung and Sony Ericsson’s primary brand 

equity is less related to loyalty and quality, and more related to variance in the visibility on the 

market. These brands are similar in the brand equity composition in the eyes of the consumers, 

and also in terms of how they are rated regarding brand strength by the respondents of this 

survey. 

Also, Samsung and Sony Ericsson (as well as the other brands in this survey) has been less 

successful in systematically promoting a small number of products with the same product brand; 

Apple’s iPhone has been around since January 2007, and even if other brands have attempted to 

promote product brands like Samsung’s Samsung Galaxy and Sony Ericsson’s Xperia, these 

brands are used in a variety of versions; some less advanced than the flagship model. It is thus 

likely (and supported by the results in this study) that Samsung and Sony Ericsson have gained 

consumer awareness by marketing several versions of their “top brand” products, but it is evident 

that the negative aspects for the corporate brand (Samsung) in promoting a product brand 

(Galaxy) in multiple segments, from premium to entry-level. 

The same may be true for the Xperia-product brand of Sony Ericsson; in Sweden, the entry-level 

Xperia versions have been available along with the premium models for several product life 

cycles. The conclusion here is that there may be a trade-off between awareness and 

loyalty/quality for corporate brands promoting identical product brands in different price 

segments. In order to gain and maintain brand equity in the dimensions of loyalty and quality, 

promoting different product brands in different price segments may be a way to tackle this 

problem (in the same way that Volkswagen has the Audi/VW/Skoda product brands, and Toyota 

has the premium brand Lexus). 



Another important fact is that at the time of the survey, Sony Ericsson was in the process of re-

branding to Sony, which is likely to have effect on the brand equity perception. Loyalty and 

quality are very similar with respect to factor loading, which possibly indicates that patriotic 

loyalty has a lesser influence on the outcome of the survey results in the case of Sony Ericsson; a 

hypothesis supported by the similarities with the Samsung model. 

 

5.3 Group 3: HTC & Nokia – Two Dimensions; Awareness and Loyalty 

The general brand equity model is not fully applicable in the case of both HTC and Nokia either 

in the Swedish smartphone market. The brands in themselves are relatively strong; both HTC 

and Nokia are among the stronger rated brands by respondents in this study. 

However, when it comes to brand equity dimensions, HTC shows interesting results. The total 

brand equity variance explained is a relatively high 75%, with a 62% emphasis on the awareness 

dimension (unrotated factor loading). The reported brand awareness is between 4.61 and 5.22 in 

(7 being maximum) which indicates that brand awareness is a central dimension in HTC brand 

equity. Consumer loyalty and perception of quality is less clear in contributing to brand strength; 

which is further emphasized by the fact that the quality dimension of the model does not reflect 

in the survey responses.  

The brand equity composition of Nokia raises some questions equal to the ones in the HTC 

example. A total variance of 68% is explained, but the dimensions do not fit the Yoo and Donthu 

model. Awareness is the more important factor, and loyalty is seen secondary – but the 

perception of quality seems not to be a defined part of the Nokia equity model. Nokia has been a 

market leader within this industry for a very long time but they have been losing market share 

lately due to the shift of interest from feature phone to smartphone. It could also be that Nokia 

brand awareness has been carrying the burden of a brand that sells feature phone. Due to change 

of preference between the consumers within the mobile phone industry, Nokia products have lost 

their popularity among consumers.   

Indications are that something is changing in the perception of the brands of HTC and Nokia. 

One aspect that unites HTC and Nokia is that, these brands are trying new software platforms - 



Nokia is transferring from the Symbian operating system to (Microsoft) Windows Phone, and 

HTC is utilizing both Windows Phone and Android platform with their products. It is possible 

that this accounts for consumers’ diffuse perception when it comes to the quality dimension of 

these brands. Microsoft is in itself a strong corporate brand, but we have yet to see if these two 

manufacturers manage to integrate the Microsoft platform into their own products without a loss 

of consumer’s perception of quality. It can, however, be concluded that indications are possibly 

negative, based on the results of this survey. 

 

5.4 Group 4: LG & Motorola & RIM – Three Dimensions, Good Model Fit 

These three brands share the same equity model; all of them comply in a very good way to the 

Yoo and Donthu concept of separate dimensions regarding awareness, quality, and loyalty. This 

part of the survey actually proves that a general brand equity model is applicable in the Swedish 

smartphone market, but only regarding corporate brands that are less familiar to consumers – 

their market share is relatively small, and customer awareness is fairly low. 

LG stands out in this group of three. Consumers perceive the LG brand as quite equitable, much 

more so than Motorola and RIM. Statistically, the fact that only two respondents in the survey 

own a smartphone by the LG brand is not reason enough to account for the major difference in 

brand equity compared to the Motorola and RIM results. It may be that LG’s corporate brand 

equity is strengthened by the manufacturer’s large market share in consumer electronics, but that 

as opposed to Samsung with several owners among the respondents in the survey, the effects of 

ownership in this survey do not compromise LG’s brand equity. Further research is needed in the 

specific group of LG smartphone owners to validate this hypothesis on how brand equity is 

composed in the case of LG. 

In the sample used for this survey, none of the respondents owned a smartphone by the 

Motorola brand. It is therefore quite interesting that the Motorola brand equity corresponds 

perfectly with the Yoo and Donthu model used in the survey. Awareness is the strongest 

dimension here, followed by loyalty and quality. However, Awareness dimension scored the 

lowest compare to other brands. Motorola has had a history of quality problems with some 



products, which may account for the lowest rating regarding the quality dimension of brand 

equity in the survey. One very strong indication is that a general brand equity model is applicable 

in the cases where consumers do not have a strong personal relationship to products from a 

specific brand; like the brands for Motorola and the next one, RIM/Blackberry.  

The equity composition of RIM/Blackberry corresponds well to the ones of LG and Motorola in 

the sense that the equity dimensions follow Yoo and Donthu in a statistically satisfactory way. 

None of the respondents owned a smartphone by this brand. The variance explained by the three 

dimensions was 76%. This brand is a newcomer in the Swedish market and consumers are likely 

not to have a personal relationship to products from this manufacturer 

To sum up, the results discussed above clearly show that there is a difference in not only the 

weighting but also the composition of the different brand equity dimensions among the eight 

brands. It could be argued that among these eight brands, Apple has the most attractive brand 

equity composition with a significantly high awareness factor and where consumers are loyal to 

the brand’s high quality. RIM, LG and Motorola on the other hand have the brand equity 

composition most like Aaker’s initial model, and Yoo and Donthu’s multidimensional scale. This 

is noteworthy as these are the brands with few or no owners in the survey. 

Moreover, the implications from this study is that brand equity in the Swedish smartphone 

market is highly influenced by personal loyalty to the brand that the customer presently owns (or 

has chosen not to own as in the case of Apple, which had some very negative ratings regarding 

both quality and loyalty. Consumers are likely to be more objective (in terms of loyalty confused 

with the perception of quality) to brands that they have relatively little knowledge of. 

Judging from the results of this survey consumers have perceptions of brand strength mainly 

based on the three dimensions on brand equity, and the overall market penetration of the brand 

itself. The stronger the brand regarding market penetration and consumer awareness, the lower 

the distinction between different dimensions of brand equity –in some ways,  with an extremely  

strong brand like Apple, it seems like consumers aggregate the perceptions of different aspects of 

the brand into a general or “overall goodness”. 



Other external factors influencing the brand equity perception in the Swedish smartphone 

industry are mainly platform vendors (Google Android/Windows Phone/IOS), fast changing 

technology, bundling of smartphone devices by the operators, and finally the possible existence 

of patriotic loyalty factors. In addition, brand negativity; in terms of negativity towards the 

market leader, is clearly indicated for a number of respondents in the survey. It is evident from 

the Apple brand equity model that the general strength of a corporate brand could be an asset; 

but may also be corrupt the independent assessment of quality in the equity model.  

To conclude, it is possible to rate the eight largest brands in the Swedish smartphone market with 

the help of the Yoo and Donthu brand equity scale. Indications are also seen that the stronger the 

brand, the harder it is for consumers to separate different dimensions of brand equity from each 

other. It is also evident that some brands, such as Motorola and RIM, are lagging behind in terms 

of their consumers' perception of the quality of the brand, whereas others are struggling with the 

flip side to being a market leader; brand negativity.  

Moreover, even though Yoo and Donthu’s concept for measuring brand equity is not entirely 

applicable to all of the eight brands, the section above has highlighted some interesting results 

that should be of interest to brand managers and managers in similar positions when devising or 

updating their various brand management strategies. The next section will sum up the results and 

look at what specific conclusions can be drawn from them. 

  



 
 

This study has sought to apply Yoo and Donthu’s multidimensional brand equity scale to the 

Swedish smartphone market with the aim of finding out if some dimensions are more significant 

to the consumers than others for different brands. The results show a discrepancy between 

Aaker's traditional brand equity model and the brand equity dimensions in the Swedish 

smartphone market. Aaker presents a model with five distinct dimensions; brand awareness, 

brand recognition, brand loyalty and perceived quality, all influencing brand equity. This study 

took Yoo and Donthu’s brand equity scale which included three dimensions namely; 

awareness/recognition, loyalty and perceived quality. The results show that not only all brands 

have a different composition of brand equity in terms of weighting of the dimensions; but also 

that in some brand equity compositions there are only two identifiable dimensions. According to 

Wang and Li’s study the brand loyalty dimension is closer related to consumer purchase 

intention than the brand awareness dimension.  This is significant for those brands where the 

awareness is high but the brand loyalty is low. The results make it possible to group the brands 

into four different sub-groups, all with a different brand equity composition. The specific 

findings for each group will be discussed further below.  

 

This study has also found that external factors or proprietary brand assets such as rapid changes 

in technology, shared and common platforms, bundling and handset subsidies and brand 

negativity have a significant impact on the consumer’s brand choice. It is evident that handset 

subsidies and bundling in general are affecting all of the eight brands. To this date there have not 

been any studies of to what extent they contribute to consumers purchase decision, but it could 

be noted that handset subsidies make it possible even for low income consumers to own a high 

end smartphone. Brand negativity was also an external factor that was visible, foremost in 

Apple’s brand equity composition. Among the majority of Apple fans there were also some 

fierce critics. What makes this even more interesting is that Apple’s awareness dimension scored 

very high, 6.8 out of 7. So this means that there will be consumers who have made an informed 

decision against the brand. Rusetski puts forward a compelling argument regarding the reason for 

this; namely that market leaders such as Apple has such as high hype that it is unavoidable that 



they will fail to meet a segment of their potential consumers’ expectations. In addition, it has 

been mentioned above that Sony, Samsung, Apple and LG do not only sell smartphone products. 

Their commodities includes computers, TVs, tablets to name a few. The next step forward could 

be interesting as how these brands could bundle their products in a bigger package to consumers 

with an emphasize towards a strong brand equity model. Other mobile phone manufacturers that 

only sell smartphone devices such as HTC, Nokia, Motorola and RIM have to find alternative 

ways to compete with already existing contenders in these arenas. Extending this research in 

itself would be seen logical in the near future.  

 

As mentioned in the introduction, this study set out not only to contribute to the scientific 

discussion on brand equity and its dimensions but also to be useful to managers when making 

strategic brand management decisions. In conclusion from the study, there are several managerial 

implications and useful points that can be further elaborated and subsequently incorporated by 

the eight smartphone manufacturers and applied in a beneficial way within brand equity 

measures. Both the group specific conclusions and the managerial implications are presented 

below:   

 

Group 1: Apple - Loyalty is the Strongest Component, Determining Perception of Quality 

 

The general brand equity model is not applicable in the case of Apple in the Swedish smartphone 

market. Within the Apple brand, only two separate dimensions were identifiable; awareness and 

perception of quality/loyalty. 

 

Moreover, in the eye of the participants of this study, being loyal (or disloyal) to the Apple brand 

is directly related to the perception of quality in the products associated by the brand. Findings 

on Apple’s brand equity dimensions indicate that high product quality leads to loyalty as a result 

of customer satisfaction. 

 

Furthermore, even though the brand has its followers, it also has its critics. A failure to meet 

expectation is attributed to the brand itself by disappointing consumers. In the case of Apple, this 

could possibly be attributed to the fact that for some consumers, Apple's total control of the 



hardware and software platforms is more of a problem than an asset-these consumers would 

typically be interested in the option to install third-party hardware and software not controlled by 

the Apple manufacturing chain.  

 

 

Group 2: Samsung and Sony Ericsson - Awareness is Strongest, Loyalty and Quality 

Secondary 

 

The Yoo and Donthu model is applicable in the case of neither Samsung nor Sony Ericsson in 

the Swedish smartphone market. Awareness is a dominant dimension of these brands but 

loyalty/quality comes secondary to the hierarchy of brand equity dimensions. This could be due 

to the fact that both Samsung and Sony Ericsson have in the past promoted several versions of 

their product brands rather than focusing on one product brand like Apple’s I-phone. The 

conclusion here is that there may be a trade-off between awareness and loyalty/quality for 

corporate brands promoting identical product brands in different price segments. Samsung has 

attempted to promote the product brand Samsung Galaxy, the Galaxy comes in a variety of 

versions; some less advanced than the flagship model. The same may be true for the Xperia-

product brand of Sony Ericsson; in Sweden, the entry-level Xperia versions have been available 

along with the premium models for several product life cycles. 

 

In addition to this, in order to gain and maintain brand equity in the dimensions of loyalty and 

quality, promoting different product name/brand in different price segments may be a way to 

tackle this problem (in the same way that Volkswagen has the Audi/VW/Skoda product brands, 

and Toyota has the premium brand Lexus). Finally, loyalty and quality are very similar with 

respect to factor loading, which possibly indicates that patriotic loyalty has a lesser influence on 

the outcome of the survey results in the case of Sony Ericsson; a hypothesis supported by the 

similarities with the Samsung model. 

 

 

 

 



Group 3: HTC & Nokia - A Case of Diffuse Quality Perception 

 

The general brand equity model is not applicable in the case of HTC and Nokia either in the 

Swedish smartphone market. Although awareness seems to be the focus for both HTC and 

Nokia, loyalty/quality does not seem to be particularly clear for these two brands; which are 

further emphasized by the fact that the quality dimension of the model does not reflect in the 

survey responses. It is possible, however, to conclude that indications are possibly negative, 

based on the results that were obtained through the survey. 

 

Furthermore, as the quality dimension is not dominant when it comes to the results for Nokia, it 

can be a trade-off that Nokia is paying from being the market leader within the mobile phone 

industry for several years. Nokia has been well-known within the mobile industry as a provider 

of low-end devices. As with HTC, the manufacturer have been providing products for other 

mobile manufacturers and functioning as an outsourcing company before deciding to join the 

battle between the manufacturers themselves under their own brand. Such results from the survey 

for both these brands could have been visible due to their historical impact that respondents have 

heard and experienced in the past. 

 

One aspect that unites HTC and Nokia is that both brands are experimenting with new software 

platforms, namely the (Microsoft) Windows Phone. It is possible that this accounts for 

consumers’ diffuse perception when it comes to the quality dimension of these brands. Microsoft 

is in itself a prominent corporate brand, but we have yet to see if these two manufacturers 

manage to integrate the Microsoft platform into their own products without a loss of consumer’s 

perception of quality.  

 

 

Group 4: LG, Motorola & RIM - A Good Fit of the Brand Equity Model 

 

Finally, LG, Motorola and RIM was the group that came closest to replicating Yoo and Donthu’s 

brand equity model. For these three brands all three dimensions of brand equity were discernible. 

However, these corporate brands are less familiar to consumers; their market share is relatively 



small, and customer awareness is fairly low. 

 

Although all these brands fits the Yoo and Donthu’s measure, it cannot be proven that they are 

presently successful in the Swedish smartphone market. These brands had the fewest owners 

represented in the survey, and generated the lowest scores regarding brand awareness. This raises 

the question regarding how applicable the Yoo and Donthu’s measurements scale is in the 

Swedish mobile market  - results indicate that for well known brands, the individual dimensions 

are less distinguishable. 

 

To conclude, the answer to the research question; in the Swedish smartphone market; are some 

dimensions of consumer brand equity more important than others to strong corporate brands, 

does not have a simple and straightforward answer. The research has showed that all eight brands 

have an individual composition of brand equity, some being more similar than others. Moreover, 

it is evident that the relatively unknown brands LG, Motorola and RIM, are the ones showing the 

best fit with the Yoo and Donthu brand equity model. On the other hand the market leader Apple 

is described with the effects of a high degree of awareness and confusion between loyalty and 

quality in the eyes of the customers.  

 

Furthermore, the results have shown that in determining brand equity in the Swedish smartphone 

market it is crucial to also consider external factors, such as handset subsidies and rapid changes 

in technology as they will most likely have an impact on the consumers brand equity appraisal. 

Unfortunately, there is currently little or no data in order determine to what extent these market 

specific factors influence consumers' intention to purchase and consequently also the brand 

equity composition of smartphones in the Swedish market. So in short; it can be argued that all 

dimensions of Aaker’s consumer brand equity dimensions are visible in the Swedish smartphone 

market, but the composition and the extent of external factor influence varies from brand to 

brand. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

As this piece of research was concluded according to a strict timetable it was necessary to apply 

a narrow scope. Further research into this area could be applied by extending the sample of 

survey respondents and also the number of smartphone brands. With a larger sample it should be 

possible to gather sociological information on the respondents in order to see if the brand equity 

components are different among men and women, or varies with income and geographical 

location.  Is there for example a regional difference in the brand equity composition or a 

difference between big and small towns? This could be of additional value to the smartphone 

manufacturers when further investigating the aspects of brand equity. Moreover, the survey; Yoo 

and Donthu’s multidimensional brand equity scale, was carried out in its original language, 

English. The reason for this was a concern that any translation of the material short of a 

professional translation may have resulted in an ambiguity of the specific concepts, something 

that may have corrupted the data. Nevertheless, it is advisable that any further research considers 

a professional translation to the native language of the country the survey is to be held in order to 

increase the sample and be more inclusive. 

 

As explained in the theory section in this paper, many external factors contribute in affecting the 

brand equity dimensions. As a continuation of this study, a follow-up survey to respondents 

could include the different mobile operating system and how those influences consumers to 

decide on a smartphone device. Besides the rivalry among the smartphone manufacturers, 

extensive competition between the mobile operating systems seems to also influence purchase 

intention of consumers in the mobile phone industry. Swedes are known to be patriotic towards 

Swedish brands. However, patriotic loyalty has lesser influence from the outcome of the survey. 

This was seen through the results that were obtained for Sony Ericsson brand from the loyalty 

score. If the study were performed in different region, possibly a different kind of results would 

have been visible on brand loyalty. It is believed that including patriotism towards home brands 

and further investigating this towards purchase intention might provide a completely different 

dimension and conclusion on brand equity. The standard of living in Sweden is quite high 

compared to other European countries. This subsequently leads to a higher percentage of 



spenders on technological driven gadgets, which includes mobile devices. It may be of interest to 

see how early adopters of new technology affects the brand equity model in depth. 

 

Moreover, the switching cost between changing smartphones today has not been addressed in 

this paper. Switching cost includes operator chargers, subscription chargers, choices of bundles 

or packages, and dual/multiple carrier options that consumers needs to consider when purchasing 

a new smartphone device. Further emphasis in these areas could meticulously improve the study 

on how brand equity can be associated with smartphone purchase intention. Changes within the 

mobile industry happen so rapidly that regular research is seen needed to be able to reflect and 

associate purchase intention of consumers and brand equity dimensions.  

 

As mentioned in the introduction, even though the data is available, due to a limited scope, this 

paper has focused on how smartphone owners feel about all eight brands. It would, however, be 

beneficial to brand managers and managers in similar position to know what non-owners (i.e. 

potential customers) think about their brands so that they can devise their marketing strategy 

accordingly. It is therefore suggested that further research is carried out in this area. 

 

Finally, it would be beneficial to a future study to get a clearer understanding of the relationship 

between the intention to purchase and brand equity in this specific market; that is, how different 

brand equities affect the intention to actually switch brands if you are an owner of a specific 

brand. 

 

Another aspect to consider if replicating this study is the use of the Overall Brand Equity (OBE) 

dimension, as presented by Yoo and Donthu. Since brand equities are different from one another 

in terms of composition, there is an necessity to clarify the relationship between the different 

equities; is it possible to determine which one is the single most important dimension of brand 

equity when it comes to a concept of OBE - and how is this related to consumer behavior? 

 

Yet another issue to be addressed when performing a principal component analysis (PCA) on 

data from a standardized survey like the one in this paper is the methodological limitation of the 

statistics in themselves. One fundamental limitation of analyzing data with PCA is that the data 



set is limiting the possible outcome of the results; that is, only variables included in the survey 

can contribute to the final result. Measurements were taken to tackle this limitation by not only 

considering the brand equity dimensions in the results, but also considering the full theoretical 

models of brand equity, as well as the specific characteristics of the included brands and the 

Swedish smartphone market, when analyzing the results from the PCA. Nonetheless, a in a 

replication of this study, it would be desirable to have access to updated information on the 

market shares of each brand, as well as updated knowledge on how each brand utilize proprietary 

assets like technical platforms, updated use of product brands, and strategic cooperation. With 

this knowledge and a larger sample of participants, future researchers may have a very reliable 

data source for brand equity analysis.  

 

To conclude this paper can be seen as an attempt to define and apply the academic concept of 

brand equity in the Swedish smartphone market. Further research is needed in order to develop 

the concept with relevance to individual brands and groups of consumers. 
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Appendix A: background variables 

 

Figure 1: The age of the participants 

 
Figure 2: Segmentation of current Brand owners in respondents of survey 



 

Appendix B: Communalities on Principal Component Analyses 
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Appendix C: Variance and components in PCA, listed brandwise 

Variance explained in principal component analysis, listed by brand: 
Total Variance Explained - Apple 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 52,836 52,836 3,881 38,807 38,807 

2 19,991 72,827 3,402 34,019 72,827 

 
Total Variance Explained - Samsung 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 52,448 52,448 3,293 32,926 32,926 

2 12,985 65,433 3,251 32,507 65,433 

 
Total Variance Explained – Sony Ericsson 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 53,005 53,005 3,547 35,473 35,473 

2 14,601 67,606 3,213 32,133 67,606 

 
 

Total Variance Explained - HTC 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 61,961 61,961 3,979 39,791 39,791 

2  75,128 3,534 35,337 75,128 



Total Variance Explained - Nokia 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 

1 5,082 50,818 50,818 5,082 

2 1,671 16,710 67,528 1,671 

 

Total Variance Explained - LG 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 42,814 42,814 2,832 28,318 28,318 

2 15,595 58,409 2,318 23,176 51,495 

3 11,195 69,604 1,811 18,109 69,604 

 

Total Variance Explained - Motorola 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 42,982 42,982 2,864 28,640 28,640 

2 16,428 59,410 2,398 23,981 52,621 

3 10,370 69,780 1,716 17,159 69,780 

 
Total Variance Explained – RIM 

Component 

Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

% of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 47,300 47,300 3,280 32,798 32,798 

2 18,432 65,731 2,446 24,458 57,256 

3 10,072 75,803 1,855 18,547 75,803 

 



Appendix D: Ratings of brand strength and Brand Equity composition, by brand 

Respondents’ ratings of Apple brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 3,63 2,485 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand)  would be my first choice 100 4,27 2,390 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 3,74 2,513 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand)  is extremely high. 100 4,92 1,895 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from  (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 5,45 1,690 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 6,16 1,529 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 6,31 1,440 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 6,22 1,554 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 6,80 ,932 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 6,29 1,641 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.1 Descriptive Statistics On Apple Items in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 

7 (Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.1: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for Apple 

 

Respondents’ ratings of Samsung brand strength 



 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 2,91 1,897 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand)  would be my first choice 100 3,71 1,956 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 2,85 1,850 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand)  is extremely high. 100 4,22 1,784 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 4,61 1,693 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 4,64 1,946 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 5,34 2,011 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 4,43 2,138 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 5,25 2,066 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 5,03 1,972 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.2: Descriptive Statistics on Samsung Items in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly 

disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree) 

 

Figure 9.4.2: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for Samsung 

 

 

 

Respondents’ ratings of Sony Ericsson brand strength 



 N Mean Std. Dev. 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 3,28 1,913 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 100 3,62 1,879

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 2,87 1,790 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand)  is extremely high. 100 4,06 1,687 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from  (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 4,56 1,641 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 4,80 1,853 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 5,24 1,821 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 4,51 1,997 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 6,07 1,671 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 5,03 1,992 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.3: Descriptive Statistics on Sony Ericsson in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) 

to 7 (Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.3: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for Sony Ericsson (Sony) 



Respondents’ ratings of HTC brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 3,06 2,103 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 100 3,95 2,042 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 3,09 2,109 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand)  is extremely high. 100 4,27 1,819 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from  (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 4,61 1,797 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 4,68 2,029 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 5,22 1,845 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 4,61 2,015 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 5,14 2,361 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 5,15 2,071 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.4: Descriptive Statistics on HTC in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.4: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for HTC 

 

  



Respondents’ ratings of Nokia brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 2,82 1,971 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 100 3,14 1,928 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 2,83 2,010 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand) is extremely high. 100 4,13 1,739 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 4,46 1,783 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 4,40 2,060 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 4,67 2,113 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 4,03 1,888 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 5,65 1,893 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 4,65 1,982 

Valid N (listwise) 100     

Table 9.4.5: Descriptive Statistics on Nokia in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.5: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for Nokia 

  



Respondents’ ratings of LG brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 3,06 2,103 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 100 3,95 2,042 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 3,09 2,109 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand) is extremely high. 100 4,27 1,819 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 4,61 1,797 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 4,68 2,029 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 5,22 1,845 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 4,61 2,015 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 5,14 2,361 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 5,15 2,071 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.6: Descriptive Statistics on LG in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) 

 
Figure 9.4.6: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for LG

  



Respondents’ ratings of Motorola brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 100 1,71 1,166 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 100 2,03 1,291 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 100 1,96 1,414 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand) is extremely high. 100 2,95 1,388 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from (this brand) would be functional is very high. 100 3,41 1,602 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 100 3,05 1,893 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 100 3,49 2,139 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 100 2,63 1,606 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 100 4,42 2,438 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 100 3,14 1,886 

Valid N (listwise) 100   

Table 9.4.7: Descriptive Statistics on Motorola in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.7: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for Motorola 

  



Respondents’ ratings of the RIM/Blackberry brand strength 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

L1 I consider myself to be loyal to the mobile device from (this brand) 98 1,87 1,469 

L2 A mobile device from (this brand) would be my first choice 98 2,11 1,692 

L3 I will not buy other brands if the mobile device from (this brand) is available 98 2,16 1,757 

Q1 The likely quality of the mobile device from (this brand) is extremely high. 98 3,29 1,650 

Q2 The likelihood that the mobile device from (this brand) would be functional is very high. 98 3,78 1,768 

AW1 I can recognize the mobile device from (this brand) among other competing brands! 98 3,93 2,249 

AW2 I am aware of the mobile device from brand (this brand)! 98 3,65 2,234 

AW3 Some characteristics of the mobile device from (this brand) come to my mind quickly. 98 3,45 2,159 

AW4 I know the symbol or logo of the mobile device from (this brand). 98 3,37 2,468 

AW5 I have no difficulty in imagining the mobile device from (this brand) in my mind. 98 3,60 2,323 

Valid N (listwise) 98   

Table 9.4.8: Descriptive Statistics on RIM in Survey, Rating 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) 

Figure 9.4.8: The amount of variance in the survey explained by brand equity dimensions 

for RIM 
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