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consumidor online; Marca; Smartphones; Marketing; Modelo de Equagbes
Estruturais

No mundo atual, de ritmo acelerado e orientado pela tecnologia, as marcas
batalham para criar relagdes duradouras, lucrativas e significativas com os
consumidores.

Amor a Marca é um conceito de marketing recente que pode ser alavancado e
promovido para trazer varios beneficios, tanto para os consumidores como
para os profissionais da area.

Acrescentando tecnologia a esta perspetiva, torna-se claro que existe um
caminho interessante para investigagao relativa ao Amor a Marca e as marcas
de smartphones.

Como tal, esta investigacao visa estudar os antecedentes de Amor a Marca -
nomeadamente o Envolvimento da Marca com o Consumidor Online e a
Satisfagdo com a Marca - no contexto particular das relagdes online entre os
consumidores e as marcas de smartphones.

Como forma de atingir este objetivo, foi desenvolvido um modelo de
investigac&o baseado na literatura existente, que deu origem a um estudo
construido em volta de uma metodologia quantitativa, completada com um
Modelo de Equagbes Estruturais. Os dados foram recolhidos através de um
inquérito por questionario divulgado e promovido online. Um total de 327
respostas validas foram recolhidas e analisadas utilizando o software IBM®
SPSS® Statistics 27 e IBM® SPSS® Amos 27.

Os resultados mostram que as hipoteses propostas, para além de serem
fundamentadas na literatura existente, sdo suportadas, a exce¢do de uma, o
que significa que nao foi encontrada neste estudo nenhuma influéncia
significativa de Satisfagdo com a Marca sobre o Amor a Marca.

As hipéteses suportadas confirmam que o Envolvimento da Marca com o
Consumidor Online é um forte antecedente do Amor a Marca, que tem
consequentes importantes tais como o Passa-a-Palavra Eletrénico Positivo, a
Lealdade a Marca, e a Predisposi¢do de Pagar um Aumento de Preco.

As conclusdes descobertas representam contribui¢cdes tedricas e de gestao
significativas.
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abstract

Brand Love; Consumer Behaviour; Online Consumer Brand Engagement;
Brand; Smartphones; Marketing; Structural Equation Modelling

In today’s fast-paced and technologically driven world, brands struggle to
create long-lasting, profitable, and meaningful relationships with consumers.
Brand Love is a recent marketing construct that can be leveraged and
promoted to bring about several benefits for both consumers and practitioners.
Adding technology to this prospect, it becomes clear that there is an interesting
avenue for research regarding Brand Love and smartphone brands.

As such, this research aims at studying Brand Love antecedents — namely
Online Consumer Brand Engagement and Brand Satisfaction - in the particular
context of consumers’ online relationships with smartphone brands.

As a way of attaining this goal, a research model based on extant literature was
developed, which originated a study built around a quantitative methodology,
completed with Structural Equation Modelling. Data were collected through a
survey by questionnaire disseminated and promoted online. A total of 327 valid
answers were collected and analysed using the IBM® SPSS® Statistics 27 and
IBM® SPSS® Amos 27 software.

Results show that the proposed hypotheses, besides being supported by extant
literature, are supported, with the exception of one, meaning that no significant
influence of Brand Satisfaction on Brand Love was found in this study.

The hypotheses supported confirm that Online Consumer Brand Engagement
is a strong antecedent to Brand Love, which has key outcomes such as
Positive e-WOM, Brand Loyalty, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium.

The findings uncovered represent significant theoretical and managerial
contributions.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1, regarding the introduction to this dissertation, provides a straightforward outline of the
issue to which this study concerns, as well as the driving force behind its selection and a
characterisation of the problem and objectives set, while also clarifying the guiding research
guestions and design. The general structure for this dissertation is also presented.

1.1 FRAMING THE ISSUE AND MOTIVATION

In an ever-changing global market landscape as the one witnessed today, brands evoking positive
feelings and fostering ever enduring and profitable relationships with consumers find themselves
on a very beneficial position in terms of growth, sales, enhanced brand image, and competitive
advantage. This, along with the knowledge that brands are all over and make a strong presence in
consumers’ everyday lives, has led investigators to gain a substantial interest in the different kinds
of relationships between consumers and brands — namely, brand attachment, commitment, trust,
satisfaction, advocacy and others in the like-dislike spectrum —among which is included the intense
feelings that make up Brand Love (Noél Albert et al., 2008; Bicakcioglu et al., 2018; Roy et al,,
2013).

Brand Love is, as Roy et al. (2013, p. 3) put it, a rising concept in consumer behaviour research that
can vary in intensity but is ultimately defined as “emotional and passionate feelings for a brand
that might lead to commitment or loyalty in due course”. It is thus clear that the study of its
formation and factors for its existence is vital for practitioners and managers, since it can enable
valuable outcomes for brands: either through direct experience with the brand or through the
even more complex and essential manner of word-of mouth (Roy et al., 2013).

Adding technological advances, and rising social media usage and website importance to the mix, it
becomes clear that the online world is an unmissable vehicle of communication with consumers
and for brand (and relationship) development, allowing for the creation and maintenance of
consumers’ feelings of love toward brands in a highly interactive co-creation environment apt for
the construction of meaningful experiences and strong emotions for consumers (Loureiro et al.,
2017).

As such, it is no secret that technology has snuck its way into just about every object we encounter
and situation we experience in the course of our fast-paced lives, in an initial instance in a slow,
almost shy way, and later in an exponential manner. From the most basic tasks to the more
complex and traditional ones, technology has become a necessity and has paved its way into our
hearts.

Smartphones are some of the most popular devices and are responsible for enhanced
communication, incessant connectivity, and exciting new experiences that have users addicted and
desiring to always have the latest, most exciting, and most advanced equipment. Their massive
invasion to the global market exponentially leveraged social media and the online world and calls



for a deep understanding of their usage patterns, user experience, and ultimately, of their
particular relationship dynamics with users.

As a result, the clarification of some of the antecedents of Brand Love in smartphone brands and of
the consequents that can be derived from it is seen as an exciting avenue for research which will
hopefully add value to extant literature and provide clear-cut directions for brand managers to
achieve their marketing goals. Understanding how users come to love their smartphone (and
associated brand), how that love is translated or operationalized, and the consequences of such
strong feelings is of utter importance and relevance in today’s interconnected and mobile-
technology dependent world.

1.2 PROBLEM CHARACTERISATION AND STUDY OBIJECTIVES

With hundreds of smartphone brands raiding the global markets each year to serve its billions of
avid users, each attempting to compete with unique features and value offerings, it becomes
pertinent to understand why these brands are loved by their users, how they are loved, and what
that feeling of love means to both companies and customers.

This study’s reasoning is set on a recognized market and literature need. Ergo, the problem
identified and that this study will aim to solve is related to a need for the identification of strong
Brand Love antecedents, especially in an online context and in the smartphone domain, — without
overlooking its outcomes - thus enabling the development of new insights into consumer-Brand
Love relationships in this particular environment of interaction.

Following this reasoning, it is possible to unravel the study’s main and specific objectives. In this
sense, the main objective concerns the study of Brand Love antecedents in the particular context
of consumers’ online relationships with smartphone brands, with the intention of assessing which
factors allow or influence the formation (and maintenance) of consumers’ feelings of love toward
brands while addressing gaps in extant literature. In particular, the specific objectives are: to study
the appropriateness, strength and type of influence each antecedent has on Brand Love; to draw
conclusions on some of the most common Brand Love outcomes, according to their contribution to
relationship type and strength; to possibly draw conclusions on individual-specific characteristics in
consumer-Brand Love relationships; and to contribute to literature on the evolving online
consumer market and Brand Love, providing practitioners with a valuable understanding of the
potential of this environment on the promotion of Brand Love and the benefits they could derive
from it.

In the impossibility of studying the behaviour, influence, and interaction of every possible Brand
Love antecedent and outcome, it was opted to select some of the considered to be most
important, relevant and interesting ones, that could fittingly lead to significant and valuable
conclusions.



It is then expected that the fulfilment of the mentioned main and specific objectives will lead to the
validation of the proposed conceptual model, and to the confirmation or disconfirmation of the
proposed hypotheses through the identification of the constructs that positively affect Brand Love.

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DESIGN

The conduction of this study will be guided by a set of research questions, which directly influence
the research design and all steps regarding its operationalization. Similarly to the conceptual model
and research hypotheses, the research questions are expected to be supported and verified by the
results and are as follows:

Q1. Can Online Consumer Brand Engagement and Brand Satisfaction predict Brand Love?
Q2. What impact does Online Consumer Brand Engagement have on Brand Love?

Q3. What are the most influential outcomes of Brand Love?

In this fashion, the study focused on the antecedents of Brand Love in smartphone brands through
online consumer-brand relationships ought to be precise, thorough, and conscientious so that the
maximum validity and accuracy of results is achieved, in line with the proposed research objectives,
guestions, and reasoning.

As a result of the mentioned research aspects, it is determined that the methodological approach
to be undertaken is a quantitative one, with a defined set of variables under investigation and
linked in a conceptual model that will serve as the foundation for the survey by questionnaire to be
employed in order to gather a cohesive, valid, and adequate dataset to the study in question, all
while being scientifically supported by an in-depth literature review.

1.4 GENERAL STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION

The present study is settled on a funnel basis, meaning that its guiding thread — overall and in each
chapter - flows from a general discussion of a topic to an in-depth, more complex and detailed
analysis of a specific subject. This conveys a rational, coherent, and intuitive line of thought and
knowledge that allows for a rich integration of the topic of the dissertation and the proposed
research model, thus promoting the drawing of important, clear-cut conclusions.

As such, the dissertation will follow the structure presented in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1 - Dissertation Structure

In Chapter 1, the Introduction involves framing the issue and motivation, problem characterisation
and study objectives, research questions and design, and the general structure of the dissertation,
as a way of unveiling the theme and the intended direction of this study.

In Chapter 2 the Literature Review offers a comprehensive analysis of the constructs in analysis in
this study — Brand Love, Online Consumer Brand Engagement, Brand Satisfaction, Positive
Electronic Word-of-mouth, Brand Loyalty, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium — all explained
and contextualized within the current technological environment and consumer-brand relationship
and consumer behaviour landscape. By opening with a foundational reasoning for Brand Love in
the modern-day global interconnected smartphone marketplace, a complete understanding of its
antecedents and consequents is possible through a natural flow of each of these concepts.

Chapter 3 encompasses the Research Model elaborated and implemented in this research.
Through the detailed definition of the problem, the development of the conceptual model with
exhaustive representation of all variables to be included and expected effects on each other, and
the development of the related hypotheses to be tested, it is anticipated that the answers to the
research questions will be rightfully uncovered.

In turn, Chapter 4 comprises the Research Methodology, quantitative in nature and consisting of a
discussion defining the design, scales, measures, population, sample, and pre-test of the data
collection method of survey by questionnaire, and also defining the data analysis methods to be
utilised in the following chapter and stage of the study.

Next, Chapter 5 makes use of sample characterisation, a filter question, descriptive statistics, factor
analysis, conceptual model reliability and validation, and of structural equation modelling in order
to provide an extensive analysis of the data collected by means of the survey by questionnaire
implemented.

Last, but certainly not least, Chapter 6 brings about the Conclusions of the research undertaken,
specifying a set of final considerations from the author and limitations encountered in the course
of the study, as well as a compilation of several suggestions for future investigations.



CHAPTER 2.  LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter 2 presents an exhaustive and comprehensive literature review on the constructs under
examination: Brand Love, Online Consumer Brand Engagement, Brand Satisfaction, Positive e-
WOM, Brand Loyalty, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium.

2.1 BRAND LOVE

In a world full of environmental stimuli and where consumers find themselves to have less and less
available time to engage in pleasurable activities from which they can elicit joy and fulfilment, it has
become increasingly clear that building valuable, profitable, strong, and long-lasting relationships
with consumers is no mean feat for brands, as well as a growing necessity to ensure survival in the
marketplace. In fact, customer behaviours that generate revenue and profit, two of the most
sought-after business objectives for companies, are greatly facilitated and supported by such
strong emotional attachments to brands (Grisaffe & Nguyen, 2011). Grisaffe and Nguyen (2011)
further argue that in order to arouse these profitable attachment-based repurchase behaviours,
marketers and practitioners should clearly define the essence of the desired emotional
attachments towards the brand, identify their antecedents and assess which of the antecedents
are controllable and should thus receive marketers’ full attention and efforts to maximize gains.

Drawing on Psychology research, there are pieces of evidence in consumer psychology hinting that
consumers’ strong attachment to brands might be an interesting and powerful predictor of their
loyalty/commitment toward brands and willingness to pay a price premium in order to benefit
from its products, services, or offered experiences (Thomson et al.,, 2005). Additionally, these
attachment bonds can benefit from relationship quality and familiarity (repeated exposure and
positive interaction), which along with satisfying responsiveness can act as a foundation for
fulfilling peoples’ vital need for security in their relationships and life (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).

Interestingly enough, satisfaction — which has been regarded as businesses’ main strategic goal
with customer relationships for over half a century — is no longer considered a sufficient predictor
of consumer Brand Loyalty and of continued devotion and commitment towards brands, thus
giving consumers the power to switch brands and destabilise marketers’ efforts (Carroll & Ahuvia,
2006; Huber et al., 2015).

This power switch, along with the advent of modern services and industrial marketing and the
growing importance of networks and technology in business settings has led to an important
transformation in marketing, with an emphasis now being placed on a continuous relationship-
oriented strategy rather than on the simplistic marketing mix approach (Gronroos, 1994). This
means that an integrated relationship marketing strategy, involving the entire corporation, and
betting on high-quality direct interactions, responsiveness, and on a broader customer interface on
a long-term basis can open doors for an innovative environment of bilateral value co-creation
where customers become more engaged, perceive higher quality, and become overall more



satisfied with the product/service, the firm and with the delivered personalized experience
(Gronroos, 1994; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004).

This paradigm shift in marketing has led to the emergence of a central construct in consumer-
brand relationship research: Brand Love (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2017).

Research on the promising construct of Brand Love has only recently attained greater interest, and
a consequence of this novelty may well be the lack of a universally accepted, clear-cut definition
(Batra et al., 2012) on this “new marketing construct that helps explain and predict variation in
desirable post-consumption behaviours among satisfied consumers” (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006, p.
79).

Evidently, there are a few definitions present in the extant literature, that are accepted and
employed by many scholars in their investigations. Namely, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006, p. 81) define
Brand Love as “the degree of passionate emotional attachment a satisfied consumer has for a
particular trade name”, highlighting the elements of passion, attachment, positive evaluation,
positive emotions, and declarations of love for the brand; while Aro et al. (2018, p. 73) put forward
a definition comprising “the emotional attachment of a satisfied consumer toward a brand, which
can be formed and become apparent in different ways for different persons but which typically
includes identification with a brand to some degree”.

Conversely, Batra et al. (2012) focus on consumers’ experiences on this phenomenon and
distinguish between the frugal aspect of love as an emotion and love as a relationship, ultimately
adopting the novel prototype approach on Brand Love. The authors pose that consumers’ love for
all sorts of brands is only enhanced and enriched when the prototypical conceptualization is
employed, along with its seven “multiple interrelated cognitive, affective, and behavioural”
elements: passion-driven behaviours indicating strong desires and history of using and investing
into it; self-brand integration; positive emotional connection, including a sense of positive
attachment and “rightness”; anticipated separation distress; long-term relationship and future
commitment intentions; positive attitude valence; and high certainty and confidence displayed in

attitudes (Batra et al., 2012, pp. 6; 13).

But why exactly is there a need to distinguish between emotional and relational love? A look into
the most common approaches to love throughout the years and in different contexts may be
helpful in this understanding. The most useful conceptualization of love in consumer behaviour
studies is that of Psychology, given that the application of a relationship paradigm is much more
adequate than Sociology’s observable expressions of love (traditionally translated in marriages or
reproduction, for example) and Psychoanalysis’ focus on sexuality (Noél Albert et al., 2008).

In this regard, Long-Tolbert and Gammoh (2012) assert that Brand Love’s conceptualization and
measurement in marketing research matches and is deeply rooted in Sternberg’s widely acclaimed
and supported Triangular Theory of Love. This theory presents a social psychology standpoint on
interpersonal love, claiming that love is composed of three components: intimacy, passion, and
decision/commitment, whose absolute and relative strengths, interactions, and products



determine both the amount and the kind of love that is experienced by means of the components’
presence or absence in the mix (Sternberg, 1986).
Hence Sternberg (1986) presents a taxonomy of eight different kinds of love:

e Nonlove — characterised by the absence of all three components and thus representing the
absence of love observed in most trivial interpersonal relationships;

e Liking — characterized by the sole presence of the intimacy component of love,
representing the set of feelings experienced in true, close, and warm friendships, where
the absence of the other person does not evoke much thought nor preoccupation;

e Infatuated love — characterized by the sole presence of the passion component, resulting
in instantaneous infatuations where an individual experiences a strong level of
psychophysiological arousal for a certain period of time, with its duration depending on the
right circumstances;

e Empty love — characterized by the sole presence of the decision/commitment component,
usually found in dormant long-term relationships where the couple is close to the absence
of love and have lost intimacy and passion, or in the case of arranged marriages where
couples are committed from the start but have to learn to love each other;

e Romantic love — derives from the intimacy and passion components, consisting of an
emotional bond with the added value of physical attraction, thus stronger than simple
liking;

e Companionate love — consists of a combination of the intimacy and decision/commitment
components, representing long-lasting, solid friendships where passion does not exist or
has dissipated;

e Fatuous love — derives from the passion and decision/commitment components and
represents those relationships that move swiftly, making decisions on the basis of passion
and not on the crucial intimacy that promotes stability;

e Consummate love —represents the ultimate kind of love where all components are present
and towards which most romantic relationships aim to reach but may fail in maintaining.

Given this theory’s robustness, universality, and empirical backing, two main viewpoints on
interpersonal relationship development have emerged in marketing literature: one transferring
theories of interpersonal love to consumer-object relations, and another linking customer
emotions to the relational paradigm in building, developing, and maintaining customer-brand
relationships (Fournier, 1998; Long-Tolbert & Gammoh, 2012; Shimp & Madden, 1988).

One great example of the first viewpoint is the work of Shimp and Madden (1988) who, by making
use of Sternberg’s theory and components, set forth three analogous notions: liking, yearning, and



commitment/decision for the emotive, motivational and cognitive psychological processes of
consumer-object relationships (Shimp & Madden, 1988). The interrelation between Sternberg’s
and Shimp and Madden’s components is also evident in the eight kinds of consumer-object
relations at the brand level that Shimp and Madden (1988) analogously present, also dependent on
the presence, absence, and interactions between the three components:

e Nonliking — characterized by the absence of all three components of consumer-object
relations (liking, yearning, and decision/commitment), meaning that consumers do not
possess any particular feelings for a product or brand, whether because they are not
engaged with the product category or are already more involved with at least one other
brand in that category, for example;

e Liking — the only component present is ‘liking’, representing situations where a consumer
may buy the brand and feel some sort of connection of affection towards it, but does not
actively desire or is committed to purchasing from it;

e Infatuation — characterized by the sole presence of the ‘yearning’ component, signifying
for the most part young consumers’ strong desires to possess a ‘hit’” product from a ‘hit’
brand due to peer pressure in the pursuit of the satisfaction of symbolic needs that lead to
infatuated consumer-object relations;

e Functionalism — characterized by the sole presence of the ‘decision/commitment’
component, meaning that purchases are made by necessity and under pure functionalism;

e Inhibited desire — characterized by the presence of the ‘liking’ and ‘yearning’ components,
this relationship represents those situations where the only thing stopping consumers
from making the purchase is some discouraging behavioural constraint external to them;

e Utilitarianism — characterized by the presence of the ‘liking’ and ‘decision/commitment’
components, utilitarianism signifies a very common consumer-object relation, where
consumers are attached and committed to the product or brand, but do not display any
kind of passionate relationship with it;

e Succumbed desire - characterized by the presence of the ‘yearning’ and
‘decision/commitment’ components, representing situations where consumers give in to
other’s consumption desires, resulting in a conflicting personal decision due to strong
external factors or encouragements;

e Loyalty — characterized by the presence and interaction of all components, similar to Brand
Loyalty and interpersonal love, where consumers feel affection, commitment and a strong
purchase/repurchase desire towards a specific product or brand.

These eight kinds of consumer-object relations offer significant insight into the psychology behind
Brand Love, helping to understand different levels of love or deep affection that different



consumers may feel for different brands while giving power to the theory that these feelings may
be equivalent to those people experience in person-to-person relationships (Long-Tolbert &
Gammoh, 2012; Shimp & Madden, 1988)

In turn, the second viewpoint in interpersonal relationship development is well represented by
studies linking consumer emotions, relationship quality, and both consumers’ and brands’
characteristics and experiences (Fournier, 1998; Smit et al., 2007). Particularly focusing on
Fournier's (1998) work, this author examines the quality, strength, and stability of consumer-brand
relationships in a dynamic model influenced by both brands and consumers’ behaviours and
supported by a novel theoretical framework. Here, brand relationship quality is a multifaceted
central key construct comprising the following elements proposed by Fournier (1998), including
Sternberg's (1986) three components of love:

e Love/Passion — reminiscent of interpersonal feelings of love, the love and passion element
portrays strong, endurable, and deep brand relationships that evoke separation anxiety
upon withdrawal, a wide spectrum of feelings of love, biased attributions of blame,
accommodation in the thinning of negative events, and ultimately biased positive
perceptions of the partner in the relationship;

e Self-Connection — this element suggests the extent to which the brand expresses
significant facets of the self, such as identity concerns, tasks, or themes that are key to
relationship maintenance and endurance varying in type, objective centrality, and
temporal span;

e Commitment — high levels of this element represent consumer behaviours supportive of
strong brand relationships and their longevity in the form of emotional or investment-
related commitments, thus fostering intention to use and stability through self-integration
in relationship outcomes and alternative disparagement;

e Interdependence — strong consumer-brand relationships are also characterized by high
levels of the interdependence element which, through frequent, diverse, and intense
interactions is nurtured into consumption rituals deeply anchored in consumer’s recurrent
daily life activities;

e Intimacy — the intimacy element greatly benefits brand relationship quality due to the
elaborate knowledge and meaning structures formed around dearly held brands, with
superior product performance beliefs, brand meaning, and brand relationship memory
constituting simple cues for strong intimacy and lasting relationship ties;

e Brand Partner Quality — analogous to interpersonal marital relationships, the brand partner
quality element reveals the brand’s perceived performance as a partner in the relationship
with the consumer, through the assessment of five aspects: the brand’s positive consumer
orientation; the brand’s reliability, dependability, and predictability as a partner; the
brand’s compliance to the unspoken relationship contract; conviction that the brand will



deliver the desired product or service; and lastly, but not least, confidence and assurance
that the brand is accountable for its own actions.

It is also important to take note of findings in this line of work that discuss consumer-brand
relationships’ holistic nature, highlighting that individuals’ life experiences and goal compatibility
between them and the brand are just as important factors to be considered in understanding this
phenomenon as the unique meaning and role of each brand relationship in each consumers’ brand
portfolio and added lifestyle value (Fournier, 1998). Additionally, Smit et al. (2007) also stress
partner quality, brand personality characteristics (such as competent, outspoken, unique, or
exciting), and product and purchase motivation as vital elements in enabling, developing, and
maintaining consumer-brand relationships for increased relationship strength, durability, and
length.

Naturally, there are some signs that theories of interpersonal love are not directly applicable to
Brand Love. In Batra et al. (2012), the authors learned from two of their studies that the major
incompatibilities are related to brands’ lack of reciprocity in their love emotions or behaviours
toward consumers, and with consumers’ lack of altruism in Brand Love due to their high concern
with what the brand could do for them and not the other way round. The fact that, in most cases,
consumers don’t spontaneously use the word “love” to express their feelings for brands and that
Brand Love may even be considered less important than interpersonal love relationships by them
only adds to the idea that feelings of love for another person may not be a perfect match with
feelings of love toward brands, but the notion that the latter is undoubtedly a more intense and
more complex emotion than plain liking remains factual (Batra et al., 2012; Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006;
Kaufmann et al., 2016).

2.2 ONLINE CONSUMER BRAND ENGAGEMENT

The usage of the term “engagement” is not necessarily new in consumer-business relationship
management and research, and it has been subject of attention for many different academic areas
throughout the years, but only recently (as of about fifteen years ago) has it been a focal point of
knowledge and practical insights for marketing literature (Brodie et al., 2013).

It has picked up the most steam since managers and marketing scholars grasped the idea that
sustaining and nurturing a loyal customer base can bring about a strong and lasting competitive
advantage in the marketplace, through pluses as reduced business and cash flow volatility,
increased shareholder value, increased bargaining power with partners and suppliers, and
increased market penetration and acceptance — and so this customer-based metric gained
significance in organizational performance measurement beyond repurchase behaviour (Anderson
et al., 2004; van Doorn et al., 2010).

As noted by Loureiro et al. (2017, p. 986) in their work on online brand engagement, many have
tried to define engagement but most authors end up mentioning the same four key aspects of this
construct: its multidimensionality, the positivity and “favourable expressions, emotions, and
outcomes” associated with it, its interactive nature, and a universal agreement on its cognitive
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processing, affection, and activation dimensions being the most relevant and essential to the core
of the brand engagement construct, although dependent on environmental context and
engagement object.

For instance, while Hollebeek et al. (2014, p. 151) conceptualize consumer brand engagement as “a
consumer's positively valenced cognitive, emotional and behavioral brand-related activity during,
or related to, specific consumer/brand interactions”, Mollen and Wilson (2010, p. 923) define
engagement as a “cognitive and affective commitment to an active relationship with the brand as
personified by the website or other computer-mediated entities designed to communicate brand
value”, and van Doorn et al. (2010, p. 253) even conceptualize customer engagement behaviours
as “the customers’ behavioral manifestation toward a brand or firm, beyond purchase, resulting
from motivational drivers”.

Acknowledging and understanding the drivers and motivation behind customers’ active behaviours
helps appreciate and leverage the desirable influence these can have on the firm and its
performance. To this extent, van Doorn et al. (2010) suggest five dimensions to customer
engagement behaviours:

e Valence — customer engagement behaviours may be positively valenced when they result
in positive financial or nonfinancial consequences for the firm, or they may be negatively
valenced when, for example, the nature of the recommendation or review doesn’t
promote an adequate fit between the brand and the potential new customer;

e Form and Modality — customer engagement behaviours can be expressed in different
ways, namely relating to the type of resources utilized in the engagement, such as time or
money, and also relating to the type of impact they can have at the brand or customer
level, and even relating to the type of behaviour — In-role, as defined by company
guidelines; Extra-role, as a mode of co-creation with the firm; and Elective behaviours, as a
way for consumers to achieve their consumption goals (Bolton & Saxena-lyer, 2009);

e Scope - customer engagement behaviours may be transitory or ongoing, on a temporal
basis, or have a more local or global impact, as depending on the form and modality
chosen to express such engagement;

e Nature of impact — customer engagement behaviours can have varying degrees of impact
on the company/brand and its stakeholders, namely in terms of their immediacy of impact
on either brand or its stakeholders, of their intensity in terms of change provoked on the
behaviours’ target audience, of their total reach, and of their longevity, as some
behaviours may be preserved in some way, which is highly enhanced by the current digital
era;

e Customer goals — considering the engagement behaviours’ target audience, the extent of
its planning and the extent to which customer and company goals are aligned is very
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important in order to assess the engaged customer’s motivation and intentions, as well as
degree of engagement and overall relationship and attitude towards the brand.

Thus, highlighting the Internet and digital world’s impact on customer engagement and for the
purpose of this research, the construct of Online Consumer Brand Engagement (OCBE) will be
employed and operationalized in the form of three actionable antecedents present in Loureiro et
al.'s (2017) study: Brand Involvement, Online Brand Experience, and Self-Brand Image Congruency.

2.2.1 BRAND INVOLVEMENT

Reflecting a consumer’s level of interest in a brand and its personal relevance to the consumer,
brand involvement has been regarded as a consumer brand engagement antecedent (De Vries &
Carlson, 2014; Hollebeek et al., 2014). In fact, early definitions describe involvement precisely as “a
person's perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values, and interests”
(Zaichkowsky, 1985, p. 342).

When it comes to categorization of (brand) involvement, Zaichkowsky (1985) mentions three areas
with the potential to affect a consumer’s involvement level: personal, as a set of motivational
intrinsic interests, values and needs as mentioned earlier; physical, as the distinguishable and
valuable characteristics that make the object interesting; and situational area, as the presence of
something that momentarily enhances the objects’ significance and interest for the consumer.

Benefiting from the increasing care given to the relationship and interactions between consumers
and an object — which may be the act of purchasing, the consumption of a product or service, or
even communication stimuli such as an advertisement or website, - involvement is certainly a
fundamental construct in consumer-object relationship research, by helping predict consumer
behaviour in different involvement level situations, and define involvement strategies (De Vries &
Carlson, 2014; Evrard & Aurier, 1996).

2.2.2 ONLINE BRAND EXPERIENCE

The primary concept of brand experience presents itself as a valuable asset in consumer-brand
relationships giving its powerful lasting effect on consumer memory, in which sense Chase and
Dasu (2014) discuss experience psychology and argue that, while consumers evoke an explicit
memory when remembering past events or experiences, it is in fact an implicit memory of how the
consumers where feeling for the length of said event or experience that is more easily and strongly
recalled, thus demanding an effective emotional management on the behalf of brands in order to
ensure that consumers’ experiences are in line with the brand’s intentions.

Theorized to be “subjective, internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings, and cognitions) and
behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli [e.g., colors, shapes, typefaces, designs,
slogans, mascots, brand characters] that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging,
communications, and environments”, brand experience clearly demands managerial attention and
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its increasing understanding only supports the development of effective marketing strategies
(Brakus et al., 2009, p. 53).

Furthermore, Brakus et al. (2009) also clarify that brand experience can come about in varying
strengths, intensities, valences (positive or negative), time-spans, spontaneously, deliberately and
even expected or unexpectedly.

However, one cannot forget that in this day and age, the landscape of global branding and of the
global marketplace have been revolutionized and almost completely taken over by the advent of
the Internet and technologies it brought about in such a way that, in spite of some inherent
challenges, an online presence has become mandatory for brands — with some brands even
operating fully online (Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 2013).

In this sense, Online Brand Experience (OBE) “captures the individual's internal subjective response
to the contact with an online brand” and encapsulates both goal-oriented and cognitive
processing, and the emotional and affective processing of brand experiences (Morgan-Thomas &
Veloutsou, 2013, p. 22; Rose et al., 2011). Conversely, and as already mentioned above, Mollen
and Wilson (2010, p. 923) define the analogous concept of online engagement as “a cognitive and
affective commitment to an active relationship with the brand as personified by the website or
other computer-mediated entities designed to communicate brand value”, therefore only
emphasising the idea that continuous interactive experiences between consumers and brands are
critical for brand performance success, with user experience design jumping to the top of priorities
for managers (Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 2013).

Hence, the present study will adopt the simple yet effective definition on OBE hinted by Loureiro et
al. (2017) and put forward by Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou (2013, p. 22), which describes OBE as
an “holistic response to the stimuli within website environment”.

2.2.3 SELF-BRAND IMAGE CONGRUENCY

It is no secret that the successful development, communication and maintenance of a strong brand
image, based on a brand concept or specific meaning, is key for brands’ lasting triumph in the
marketplace (Bhat & Reddy, 1998). Moreover, Bhat and Reddy (1998) reported that brands, and
more specifically brand concepts, can either be functional and satisfy urgent and practical needs,
or symbolic and satisfy consumers’ self-expression and prestige needs in the first place.

Tapping into self-concept theories, that is the “image shaped by the very person holding the
image” (Hong & Zinkhan, 1995, p. 54), Sirgy (1982) summarizes Grubb and Grathwohl's (1967)
qualitative model of individual self-enhancement as follows, claiming that:

e The self-concept is of value to the individual, thus making their behaviour directed at the

protection and enhancement of their self-concept, which is formed through interactions
with parents, peers, teachers, and significant others;
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e Acting as social symbols, the individual communicates a symbolic meaning to him or
herself and others by purchasing, displaying, and using goods;

e The behaviour of consuming goods as symbols will contribute to the enhancement of the
self-concept.

Additionally, Sirgy (1982) presents a matrix of the different types of self-congruity resulting from
the interaction of value-laden self-image beliefs and product-image perceptions, which essentially
shows how a positive or negative self-image belief can interact with a positive or negative product-
image perception and consequently influence self-congruity to be positive and therefore desirable
for both managers and consumers who will strive for achieving or maintaining the looked-for self-
image, or influence self-congruity between these concepts to be negative and therefore
demanding of immediate action and attention to avoid dissonance and belief discrepancies.

These rulings call for careful management of the relationship between brands and the meanings
consumers associate with them, as well as the relationship with consumers’ self-images and
perceptions (Jamal & Goode, 2001). This is on the account of earlier findings reporting that self-
concept and brand image congruency, as per evaluated by the consumers themselves, resulted in
higher brand preference and purchase intention, thus making marketing communications
congruent with the consumers’ self-concept to be more effective and accurate in their expected
results (Hong & Zinkhan, 1995).

With this, self-brand image congruency pertains to the fit between a consumer’s self-concept and
their particular perception of a brand’s personality which, by fulfilling the consumer’s motivational
needs for self-esteem and self-consistency, ultimately leads to brand preference and Brand Loyalty
(De Vries & Carlson, 2014; Kressmann et al., 2006; Sirgy, 1982).

For the purpose of this study, the conceptualization presented by Loureiro et al. (2017, p. 990) and
based on Sirgy (1982) of self-brand image congruency will be adopted, thus defining this construct
as “the fit between a consumer’s self-concept and the brand image (the attributes and the
personality of a brand perceived by consumers)”.

2.3 BRAND SATISFACTION

Although frequently paired or compared, Brand Love and Brand Satisfaction are two very distinct
constructs that each deserve marketers’ and practitioners’ full attention and dedication. By
conceptualizing Brand Love as a mode of satisfaction experienced by some but not all satisfied
consumers, Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) discuss four big aspects/dichotomies in which Brand Love
and Brand Satisfaction differ: whilst Brand Love has a greater affective connotation, Brand
Satisfaction has a bigger focus on cognition; whilst Brand Love concerns to a lasting ongoing
relationship between consumers and brands, Brand Satisfaction is more transaction-specific and
episodical; whilst Brand Love does not entail expectancy nor disconfirmation, Brand Satisfaction is
strongly linked to the confirmation or disconfirmation of consumers’ expectations in each
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transaction; and lastly, whilst Brand Love is accompanied by declarations of love and self-brand
integration, Brand Satisfaction is independent of this.

The satisfaction construct in marketing research is seen by Fournier and Mick (1999) as an attitude
resembling judgement ensuing a purchase or pertaining to a series of consumer-product
interactions in a dynamic, holistic, and context-depending process. It is a highly relevant construct
as, as it builds up over time, satisfaction is a great enabler for consumption-related “cognitive
judgments” and “affective reactions” that ultimately lead to the establishment of an emotional
bond between brand and consumer (Mano & Oliver, 1993, p. 451; Roy et al., 2013).

But what exactly is satisfaction to consumers? According to Oliver (1999, p. 34), satisfaction is “the
consumer's sense that consumption provides outcomes against a standard of pleasure versus
displeasure”. In other words, this means that whether it be for a single consumption act or for
ongoing consumption, satisfaction entails a confirmation of consumer’s expectations about a given
product or service performance and rationale while its counteract, dissatisfaction, entails a
disconfirmation of said expectations — thus resulting in a positive or negative evaluation by means
of consumer’s interactive engagement process with brands (Loureiro et al., 2017).

Satisfaction so presents itself as a fantastically interesting yet complex construct, since it can be
regarded as an antecedent of Brand Love, as its accumulation can enable the creation of an
emotional bond among brand and consumer, or as a consequent, as it can, under the right
circumstances, either directly or indirectly through Brand Love prompt Brand Loyalty — with the
indirect path usually indicating stronger Brand Loyalty on the account of consumers (Roy et al.,
2013).

It is important to clarify the discussion above about satisfaction being transaction-specific but also
as susceptible to building up over time: this is well explained by Thomson et al. (2005) when they
argue that consumers can experience satisfaction right after the consumption act, but their
individual levels of emotional attachment may vary and tend to develop and become preferably
stronger little by little with the increasing number of interactions between brand and consumer.

In this investigation, and mirroring Khan et al.'s (2020) work, Brand Satisfaction is considered a
perceived functional benefit of Brand Love and is studied under the more detailed Brand
Satisfaction affective and cognitive dimensions, following the authors’ adoption of the affective
and cognitive Brand Satisfaction components of consumers’ post-consumption evaluative
judgment as previously seen in Roy et al. (2013).

2.4 POSITIVE E-WOM

In its traditional shape, Word-Of-Mouth (WOM) communications are a phenomena that usually
occurs in post-purchase settings and consists of “informal communications directed at other
consumers about the ownership, usage, or characteristics of particular goods and services and/or
their sellers” (Westbrook, 1987, p. 261).
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Westbrook (1987) goes further and discusses three different identified states of a consumer’s
involvement in a product or use situation and claims that each of the three have a significant
affective footing (Dichter, 1966, as cited in Westbrook, 1987). The three stages are as follows:

e Product involvement, where a consumer is highly involved with the product and feels the
urge to talk about its purchase and the satisfaction, enjoyment, and benefits it entails;

e Self-involvement, where a consumer hopes to gain attention, recognition, or status
through their purchase by telling others about it;

e and Other-involvement, where a consumer hopes to help others by sharing their
experience or knowledge of using the product.

As seen earlier, Brand Love and word-of-mouth go hand in hand in constructing consumers’
identity through conversations they have with other people about their loved brand or brands,
with high levels of positive WOM usually being a good indicator of the presence of Brand Love in a
consumer-brand relationship (Aro et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012). Additionally, the contrary also
posits to be true, meaning that a consumer who is already satisfied and experiencing strong and
positive feelings such as love for a brand is more predisposed to spread positive word-of-mouth,
visit the brand’s website and to buy brand merchandising, in an active engagement behaviour that
stems from Brand Love and indicates that Brand Love is positively associated with word-of-mouth
(Aro et al., 2018; Bergkvist & Bech-Larsen, 2010; Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Wallace et al., 2014).

But with the advent of social media and expansion of the Internet into our daily lives, WOM has
evolved from the traditional means of interpersonal and mass communication to involving
“individuals sharing information with other individuals in a verbal form, including face-to-face,
phone, and the Internet”, in a marketing landscape now ruled by user-generated content in online
communities, online journals, and social network and consumer review sites (Hawkins &
Mothersbaugh, 2010, p. 238).

In fact, with an astonishing 4.80 billion internet users and 4.48 billion active social media users
worldwide as reported by DataReportal (2021) in their Digital 2021 July Global Statshot Report —
almost 61% and 57% of the world population, respectively — the online world is unquestionably
one of the most attractive means of communication and business for both practitioners and
consumers, as enhanced by the COVID-19 global pandemic that forced everyone to embrace the
digital world if they hadn’t done so already.

Henceforth dubbed online word-of mouth (e-WOM), it is undoubtedly a highly relevant construct
that brings us closer and helps shape our identity and relationships, as consumers trust the most
the opinions of their peers, family members and friends and are keen to hear their true
experiences, thoughts, and advice on a product or brand, but also highly trust the opinions of the
so-called opinion leaders and influencers they follow on social media (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh,
2010).
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The e-WOM notion thus highlights the dynamic, broad, and convenient scope offered by the
internet and refers to “any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former
customers about a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and
institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 39).

Logically, practitioners have successfully recognized the power that electronic word-of-mouth can
have on their success in the marketplace and sales and market share growth, and have in recent
years started to adopt burgeoning word-of-mouth marketing activities, defined by Kozinets et al.
(2010, p. 71) as “the intentional influencing of consumer-to-consumer communications by
professional marketing techniques” which can be operationalized in social media, viral, buzz, and
guerrilla marketing, for example.

This has resulted in a shift from the simplistic two-step flow of communication where companies’
marketing activities are delivered directly to the target market segment mostly through mass
media or similar sources, to the dynamic multistep flow of communication where opinion leaders
come into play as important intermediates that actively seek and share information and feedback
back and forth between the mass media and their followers, in a process greatly facilitated by
social media and the internet (Hawkins & Mothersbaugh, 2010).

As Wallace et al. (2014) suggest, we are in the presence of a construct that presents a cost to the
consumers since offering a recommendation takes time and initiative, and requires a certain level
of involvement with the brand and appeal to the consumers’ inner selves, given that otherwise
they will not find any incentives or desire to share their opinions and experiences with others.
Accordingly, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004, p. 50) have put forward a set of motives for consumers to
engage in e-WOM, such as “social benefits, economic incentives, concern for others, and
extraversion/self-enhancement”, therefore showing the attractiveness this activity offers for both

businesses and consumers.

With this, and keeping in mind that according to Batra et al. (2012), Brand Love explains the
variation in consumer experiences such as positive WOM and resistance to negative information, it
was only logical to take a modern approach to this construct and investigate Positive Electronic
Word-of-Mouth as a valuable and actionable consequent of Brand Love in the smartphone
industry.

2.5 BRAND LOYALTY

The Merriam-Webster (n.d.-a) dictionary defines ‘loyal’ as “unswerving in allegiance” or “showing
loyalty” to another person, a cause, institution, or even a product, thus highlighting the notion of
faithful relationships not only between people, but also towards love objects. This is in line with
businesses’ main goal for the past few decades, that is to pursue these kinds of strong brand
relationships with their customers in the hopes of obtaining market-related benefits - mostly
through consumer satisfaction strategies.
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However, when Reichheld et al. (2000, p. 138) discussed the “satisfaction trap” — summarised in
their ultimate advice for companies as “It's not how satisfied you keep your customers, it’s how

l”

many satisfied customers you keep!” — a shift towards fully understanding loyalty and loyalty
strategies started to be undertaken by most researchers and businesses, as they began assimilating
the potential impact of a loyal customer base on profits and business performance (Oliver, 1999).
Moreover, it has been noted that loyalty and customer retention present a highly attractive asset
for businesses and particularly to brands due to the reduced cost of present customer retention
and maintenance when in comparison to the high costs and effort needed to acquire new

customers (Fornell & Wernerfelt, 1987).

Additionally, Oliver (1999) helps assert the notion that satisfaction is but a component of loyalty
behaviour given that the presence of satisfaction is usually a given when a consumer is loyal, but
the reverse isn’t always true as not all satisfied consumers are loyal.

But what exactly is Brand Loyalty? Traditionally, it has been defined through a behavioural
outcome lens, usually classifying loyal customers based on their repurchase of a brand, without
considering any other alternatives and having done no brand-related information seeking, as
according to Newman and Werbel (1973).

Notwithstanding, Oliver (1999, p. 34) wittily identified the problem with these simplistic process
definitions and proposed an updated definition that grasps the psychological dimension of loyalty,
therefore consisting in “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred
product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same brand-
set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause
switching behavior”. This definition is in line with the Brand Loyalty dichotomy found in literature
that states that Brand Loyalty, as a measure of attachment, comprises a behavioural dimension (as
stated above), regarded as the habitual purchase or repurchase of a brand, and an attitudinal
dimension, characterized by strong desires to commit to the one brand and no other by virtue of
unigue value associations pinned on said brand (Aaker, 1991; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Oliver,
1999).

As can be noted, Richard Oliver is one of the greatest promotors of Brand Loyalty research. The
author puts forward a continuum-like framework in which Brand Loyalty flows through three
distinct stages - cognitive, affective, and conative loyalty — where each stage depends on the
completion of the preceding. Specifically, Oliver (1999) clarifies that loyalty is usually formed on a
consumer’s mind in a cognitive sense in a first instance, then evolves into an affective sense, and
only ultimately in a conative manner, which is then translated into a repurchase-encouraging
behaviour.

Cognitive Brand Loyalty, as the first stage, occurs when consumers’ views and expectations of the
brand are shaped by previous vicarious or experience-based attribute information about it,
resulting in a shallow consumer state based on a brand belief, when on the previous stage
satisfaction is processed, it paves the way for affective Brand Loyalty, which occurs in the presence
of a “strong emotional attachment with the brand” that stems from pleasurable cumulative
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satisfaction and ultimately leads to positive attitudes and experiences with the brand, although
also still subject to switching and demanding for a deeper commitment level, such as; conative
Brand Loyalty, which entails a brand-specific commitment to repurchase and is the last step in the
loyalty process, occurring when consumers’ levels of satisfaction are met, kept, and fulfilled, thus
being translated in a motivated repurchase intention that can later be fulfilled through a mix of an
action control sequence and desire to carry the intention through whatever hindrances (Oliver,
1999; Salem & Salem, 2019, p. 5).

Taking these remarks into consideration, consumer Brand Loyalty will be applied and measured in
the present research according to its three interrelated dimensions of cognitive, affective, and
conative Brand Loyalty. As one of the strongest and widely recognized outcomes of Brand Love,
and considered one of the most excellent measures of organizational success (Nyadzayo &
Khajehzadeh, 2016), it poses a very interesting incorporation into this study given the chosen
product category and Carroll and Ahuvia's (2006) findings pertaining to different levels of loyalty
and other Brand Love outcomes reliant on hedonic versus utilitarian product categories, and on
self-expressive brands.

2.6 WILLINGNESS TO PAY A PRICE PREMIUM

The last, but surely not the least of the Brand Love consequents to be included in this research is
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium. This construct, seen by Khan et al. (2020) as another of Brand
Love’s behavioural outcomes, symbolizes “the amount a customer is willing to pay for his/her
preferred brand over comparable/lesser brands of the same package size/quantity” (Netemeyer et
al., 2004, p. 211).

According to Aaker (1996), the ‘price premium’ construct is deeply linked to Brand Loyalty when in
comparison to one or more brands that offer similar or less benefits, with this association
depending on the brands involved. By effectively capturing customers’ loyalty, the price premium is
most likely the best measure of brand equity — that is, the set of assets and liabilities associated to
a brand name and symbol that add to or subtract from the value a product or service provides to a
firm or that firm’s customers - and benefits from the segmentation of the market into loyalty
groups (loyal buyers, customers who are brand switchers, and noncustomers), thus allowing for a
better marketing strategy, understanding of the reference brand’s equity profile, and of its brand
value (Aaker, 1996).

As a positive behavioural outcome of Brand Love and emotional attachment to brands, Willingness
to Pay a Price Premium can be translated into a higher predisposition from consumers to invest
money (along with time and energy) into their relationship with said brands, thus displaying a
degree of price insensitivity or, in other words, by being more willing to making financial sacrifices
in order to avoid separation anxiety or distress — especially when there is a perceived quality
differential in comparison to other brands (Batra et al., 2012; Khan et al., 2020; Thomson et al.,
2005).
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In light of these theoretical evidences, and keeping in mind that the Willingness to Pay a Price
Premium construct is one of the benefits to be reaped from companies’ investment on the
development of Brand Love not only financially, but also managerially by helping marketers assess
the brands’ perceived value and define the pricing strategy (Garg et al., 2016), it only made sense
to include this comprehensive concept in this study and evaluate its performance and interaction
with the other constructs under the specific theme of Brand Love in smartphone brands.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH MODEL

The present section relates to the research model, that is, the schematized overview of the
research process that displays the hypothesized relationships among the different constructs
(variables) and guides the researcher’s work in supporting, or not, said hypotheses. Composed by a
problem definition and the development of a conceptual model and inherent hypotheses, the
research model is very useful in fulfilling the research objectives and answering the research
guestions defined.

In the current marketing landscape, the study of the factors that not only lead to the consumption
of smartphones on behalf of consumers but to the every so often long-lasting consumption of a
specific smartphone brand poses a great issue, especially when aiming to study those factors that
transpire from the presence, communication, and interactions amongst brands and consumers
online — this, of course, without overlooking the generous outcomes coming from this singular type
of consumer-brand relationship that is Brand Love.

Drawing closely on Loureiro et al.'s (2017) own research and conceptual model, this study takes the
central construct of Brand Love and relates it to its key antecedent of Online Consumer Brand
Engagement and to its vital outcomes of Brand Loyalty, Positive e-WOM, and Willingness to Pay a
Price Premium. Special care is also given to Brand Satisfaction, a construct that too is expected to
serve as a Brand Love antecedent and has its own set of consequents shared with Brand Love, on
Brand Loyalty and on Positive e-WOM.

3.1 DEFINING THE PROBLEM

Since the Industrial Revolution that technological advances have been in the limelight in many
aspects of people’s personal, professional, and social lives. From cars to industrial pieces of
machinery, printers to laptops, from touch screen to wireless technologies, just about every
breakthrough brought about a huge change in people’s habits, behaviours, and actions.

Having evolved from the first telephone and with a little help from the Internet, smartphones are
no exception to the rule and have become essential gadgets that provide instant connection,
communication, and information exchange from and to anywhere in the world.

With the speedy proliferation of smartphones, businesses saw a golden opportunity to connect
instantly with their existing or potential customers through company websites, institutional blogs,
social media, or discussion forums to name a few, and thus work on building brand equity, a strong
customer base, brand image, brand reputation, meaningful and profitable customer relations, and
everything associated with the great benefits the online world can bring businesses.

As many academics point out, studies aiming to identify and comprehend the behaviour and
influences of the various factors that enable consumers to feel love for a brand are scarce but of
the utmost importance to both researchers and practitioners as antecedents help gain a better
understanding of how, why, and when Brand Love is formed and how it can be maximized and
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leveraged for the benefit of all stakeholders involved in the process (Bergkvist & Bech-Larsen,
2010; Loureiro et al.,, 2017; Roy et al., 2013). Antecedents identified in extant literature are as
wide-ranging and disperse as brand trust, brand identification, respect, sense of community,
consumer delight, and even individual romanticism (Noel Albert & Merunka, 2013; Bergkvist &
Bech-Larsen, 2010; Garg et al., 2016; Roy et al., 2013).

Moreover, this type of research is even scarcer when pertaining to online environments and to the
smartphone industry given the recency and novelty of this line of work.

As a matter of course, the problem to take into consideration for the present research concerns
the understanding of how Online Consumer Brand Engagement leads to or influences Brand Love
in smartphone brands, in an online context. At heart, all Online Consumer Brand Engagement
antecedents, as well as all Brand Love consequents considered in this research (Brand Loyalty,
Positive e-WOM, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium) will have to be taken into consideration
in order to fully comprehend the impact of OCBE on Brand Love and what it entails for
stakeholders.

3.2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Being the basis of this research, constructs are defined by Neo (2017) as concepts that can directly
or indirectly be measured or observed in some way, and only then being considered a variable.
Thence, guaranteeing construct validity is crucial in making sure that the fit between the construct
and its operational measure is so suiting that no essence is lost in the process and so what is being
measured perfectly matches the researcher’s intention and chosen constructs (Neo, 2017).

Table 1 below provides a summary of concept conceptualisation and consequent theoretical
validity by presenting the main sources for each construct.

Concept Source

Brand Love is a recent construct that consists in more than a strong

emotion for a brand and more than a simple transference of (Batra et
interpersonal love to a love object, as it displays cognitive, affective, = al., 2012;
Brand Love [and behavioural elements. It is a complex construct in which a| Carroll &
consumer's long term, positive and pleasurable relationship with a|  Ahuvia,
brand culminates in a strong affective bond that goes beyond 2006)

momentary experience.

Online Consumer Brand Engagement consists in a form of online
engagement between consumers and brands, as it relates to
Online consumers' overall positive brand related activities in relation to| (Hollebeek
Consumer | specific online interactions between them and the brand. Since these et al., 2014;
Brand activities are of positive cognitive, emotional, and behavioural nature, | Loureiro et
Engagement | this construct is operationalized in the Brand Involvement, Online | al., 2017)
Brand Experience, and Self-Brand Image Congruency actionable
constructs.
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Concept Source
Brand Satisfaction is a construct conceptually close, but very distinct (Kh tal
anetal,
Brand from Brand Love, and is related to consumers' perceptions and 5020
ran ;
) i expectations of pleasure or displeasure derived from consumption. It _
Satisfaction | ) ) _ Oliver,
is regarded as a perceived functional benefit of Brand Love and 1999)
entails a cognitive and an affective dimension.
Positive e-WOM is a powerful marketing construct comprising
positively valenced statements published on the internet by different (Henni
ennig-
types of consumers, which can be current, past, or future customers h gt
urau e
Positive of the brand to which their comments pertain to. There are different | 2004
al., ;
e-WOM motives for consumers to engage in this type of communication, and Cozinets et
ozinets e
companies have started to understand that this comprises an 1 2010)
al.,
important communication channel they can use to their advantage
and to build relationships with consumers.
Brand Loyalty consists in a cognitive, affective, and conative
successive process through which consumers develop a strong sense
Brand of commitment that prompts them to repeat purchase and| (Oliver,
Loyalty repatronize a preferred brand's product or service above all 1999)
competitors, external influences or deviating efforts, in a display of
almost unbreakable attachment.
. Willingness to Pay a Price Premium is a construct that translates the
Willingness R _ | (Netemeyer
amount that a consumer is willing to pay extra for the value their
to Pay ) ) ) ) et al., 2004;
: preferred brand provides, over all its competitors. It is one of the
a Price , _ _ Thomson et
: greatest measures of consumers' active commitment and of the
Premium ) - . ) ] al., 2005)
different sacrifices they are willing to make for their favourite brand.

Table 1 - Construct Conceptualisation

Brand Love doesn’t just happen overnight. As seen earlier, it is a rather complex construct that
requires the existence of special circumstances for it to become a reality, while also being the
catalyst for an intricate and looked-for set of outcomes.

Putting an emphasis on some definitions of Online Consumer Brand Engagement helps shed a light
on this issue, as scholars generally highlight the strong motivational force that elicits positively
valenced cognitive, affective, and behavioural manifestations on behalf of consumers towards a
dynamic interactive relationship they dearly share with a brand, in this case in an online
environment (Hollebeek et al., 2014; Mollen & Wilson, 2010; van Doorn et al., 2010). By offering a
motivational perspective on online engagement between consumers and brands, it is fathomable
that a prosperous avenue for Brand Love is paved in this setting, as Brand Love relies heavily on
positive post-consumption manifestations and interactions, which are also highly related to Brand
Satisfaction (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006).

Herewith, the three antecedents that make up the OCBE construct: Brand Involvement, Online
Brand Experience, and Self-Brand Image Congruency, all enhance the relevance, interaction,

23



internal subjective and behavioural responses, commitment, symbolism, and self-brand
congruency that create the perfect mix for the birth of a passionate, satisfied, understanding, and
committed relationship in which there is a nearly perfect consumer-brand cognitive and affective
alignment (Bhat & Reddy, 1998; Brakus et al., 2009; Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 2013; Sirgy,
1982; Zaichkowsky, 1985). Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1™: Online Consumer Brand Engagement has a positive influence on Consumer Brand
Satisfaction.

H2™: Online Consumer Brand Engagement has a positive influence on Consumer Brand Love.

Since Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) have established that, although conceptually distinct, Brand Love
consists in a mode of satisfaction that only a few lucky satisfied consumers are able to experience,
it is implicit that in order for Brand Love to be manifested, consumers must experience satisfaction
beforehand as a result of their product/service and brand interactions. If satisfaction is nurtured
and maintained over time with more and more positive and meaningful brand experiences, its
accumulation can eventually lead to a tightening of the emotional bond between brand and
consumer (Roy et al., 2013).

As this argument goes in line with Carroll and Ahuvia's (2006) definition of Brand Love involving a
satisfied consumers’ passionate emotional attachment to a trade name, it is posited that the build-
up of satisfaction over time will unequivocally lead to Brand Love. Therefore, it is only natural that
the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3™: Consumer Brand Satisfaction has a positive impact on Consumer Brand Love.

As previously debated, it is largely expected that the Brand Love felt and displayed by previously
satisfied consumers provides a helping hand in the understanding and prediction of such post-
consumption behaviours as the commitment to repurchase and the enthusiastic willingness to
share positive opinions, experiences, or remarks about the brand and its products, either online or
offline, to acquaintances or even to complete strangers (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006).

Given that commitment has been identified by Oliver (1999) as the core element of loyalty and
keeping in mind that Loureiro et al. (2017) argued that satisfaction is both a predecessor and a
reward in the interactive engagement process between consumers and brands, it is possible to
hypothesize that satisfaction itself facilitates the growth of a strong commitment element in
consumer-brand relationships that will ultimately be translated into consumer Brand Loyalty.
Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H4™): Consumer Brand Satisfaction has a positive influence on Consumer Brand Loyalty.

Sequentially, when consumers’ expectations about a certain product or service performance are
met and a satisfactory and rewarding evaluation results from said interaction, consumers may feel
motivated to engage in Positive e-WOM communications as a way of giving positive support back
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to the company (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Loureiro et al., 2017). Thus, the following hypothesis
emerges:

H5: Consumer Brand Satisfaction has a positive influence on Consumer’s Positive e-WOM.

Furthermore, Brand Love’s behavioural outcomes play a key role in the successful accomplishment
of this central construct and provide a comprehensive base for understanding Brand Love’s
importance and relevance in today’s modernised marketplace.

Starting with Brand Loyalty, this measure of attachment is highly valuable as it not only indicates
treasured brand and product/service benefits such as quality, uniqueness, and competitiveness,
but also renders increased sales, a robust customer basis, and brand equity for instance (Aaker,
1991). Once again taking on Carroll and Ahuvia's (2006) reasoning that emotionally committed
consumers are inherently satisfied and prone to repeat purchase and other loyalty displays, one
can argue that in the presence of strong passionate feelings and attachment to a brand, consumers
start taking attitudes and actions that meet Oliver's (1999) three-stage framework previously
clarified, as a result from their growing desires to commit and interact with the brand they love,
feel close to and identify with. As a result, the following hypothesis is presented:

H6™: Consumer Brand Love has a positive effect on Consumer Brand Loyalty.

The e-WOM construct is virtually inseparable from Brand Love, due to the simple fact that feelings
of love, whether toward a person or a love object such as a brand, leave people infatuated and
wanting to share their happiness and relationship or partner perks with the world. With positive
WOM communications and behaviours indicating the presence of Brand Love, and Brand Love
encouraging consumers to engage in WOM activities that result in socio-economic benefits for
both consumers and companies — this also being applicable to electronic WOM activities — it is
clear that there is a shared interest in this type of active engagement behaviour that is sought for
individual and collective benefit by all parties involved (Aro et al., 2018; Batra et al., 2012; Carroll &
Ahuvia, 2006; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).

This means that efforts directed at fostering Brand Love will ultimately result in positive word-of-
mouth communications that, in an online context, will help consumers express their feelings and
share their positive experiences, and companies in reaping lucrative benefits from their e-WOM
campaigns. Therefore, the following hypothesis is presented:

H7™: Consumer Brand Love has a positive effect on Consumer’s Positive e-WOM.

The last of the behavioural outcomes of Brand Love and emotional brand attachment is Willingness
to Pay a Price Premium, which indicates the financial amount a consumer prefers one brand over
its competitors. When consumers love a brand, they are willing to make sacrifices for the sake of
the relationship they share by investing money, time, and energy which, according to Batra et al.
(2012), consists in a passion-driven behaviour that conveys the brand’s importance to the
consumer and enhances attachment. So, it is only logical to hypothesize that consumers’ feelings
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of love towards brands lead to a strong willingness to invest resources in the brand and in the
relationship created.

H8™: Consumer Brand Love has a positive effect on Consumer’s Willingness to Pay a Price

Premium.

The elaboration of a conceptual model is vital to research, as it paints a clear picture of the
relationships between the proposed constructs and of the organic flow of the research and
inherent analysis, thus acting as a guiding light to the whole definition, implementation, and
operationalization of the study.

Bearing this in mind, this study’s conceptual model is presented in Figure 2 below. It provides a
clear-cut overview of the constructs’ interrelationships and resulting research hypotheses
regarding the central construct of Brand Love.

Brand

) ; Brand Loyal
Satisfaction yalty

H1 HS

Online

Consumer H3 Hé Positive e-WOM
Brand
Engagement
H2
Willingness to
Brand Love Pay a Price

Premium

Figure 2 - Conceptual Model

If this model proves true and fitting for the research, causal conclusions concerning situations in
which these elements of consumer-brand relationships are present and may aid in the
identification or explanation of Brand Love will be derived.
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CHAPTER 4. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Chapter 4, concerning to the methodological approach to be implemented in the present study, is
now presented. Detailed descriptions and explanations regarding the research methodology, data
collection and analysis methods are provided with the aim of clarifying the methodology chosen
and how it will be applied.

4.1 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research can be defined as “the creation of new knowledge and/or the use of existing knowledge
in a new and creative way so as to generate new concepts, methodologies and understandings”
(Australian Government, 2012, p. 7), while comprising the “discovery and interpretation of facts,
revision of accepted theories or laws in the light of new facts, or practical application of such new
or revised theories or laws” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.-b). In simpler terms, and according to Gil
(2008), research is a formal and systematic process of attaining new knowledge and answers to
specific problems in the field of social reality, through the development of the scientific method.

Given that the present study aims to derive valuable insights regarding a specific body of
knowledge, it thus entails a research paradigm — that is, the researchers’ way of understanding and
studying the reality based on a set of beliefs and a theoretical framework that influence and define
the study’s ontology, epistemology, methodology and methods (Rehman & Alharthi, 2016).

Whilst many sources restrict research design only to methodology and what it encompasses, the
components of ontology and epistemology are of great importance since they relate to pertinent
issues such as the research’s context, nature, and connection with theory (Jonker & Pennink,
2010).

Specifically, ontology consists of reality and the assumptions one holds regarding their perceived
reality, which in terms of nature can be internal or external depending on how they were
constructed and/or communicated to the individual (Jonker & Pennink, 2010; Wahyuni, 2012), thus
making up a complex social phenomena by which knowledge is socially constructed by different
actors in their interactions (Jonker & Pennink, 2010). According to this conceptualization, there are
different ontological views to be considered, such as objectivism, constructivism, and realism
(Matthews & Ross, 2010).

In turn, epistemology deals with the sources of knowledge or, as Wahyuni (2012, p. 69) puts it, the
beliefs that help “generate, understand and use the knowledge” in relation to its “methods,
validity, nature, sources, limits and scope” (Jonker & Pennink, 2010, p. 61). In light of this concept,
there are three different positions that can help better select the knowledge to be used in the
research and assist in the formulation of research questions: positivism, interpretivism, and realism
(Matthews & Ross, 2010).

Last but not least, the methodology component comprises a set of techniques that help the
researcher investigate the issue identified (Sobh & Perry, 2006) and guide him in the choice of the
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type of data necessary to the study and of the specific tools required to collect said data (Rehman
& Alharthi, 2016). These culminate in the more operational methods, which entail the practical
application of specific means through which data is collected and analysed (Rehman & Alharthi,
2016; Wahyuni, 2012). Nevertheless, an important notion to retain about these concepts and their
connections is that while research paradigms and design guide the construction and fulfilment of
the research project, the adoption of one, two, or more different methods does not necessarily
imply a certain ontological or epistemological perspective (Rehman & Alharthi, 2016), allowing the
researchers to freely choose the most suitable techniques for gathering the information needed.
Therefore, a methodological approach can mostly be quantitative and involve formal measurement
and statistical analysis; qualitative and involve non-formal in depth examinations through case
studies, interviews, or observations; or mixed in a combination of both types of methods and
providing a broader and more realistic understanding of the research issue (Almalki, 2016; Marczyk
et al., 2005).

With this briefing of what comprises a research paradigm, its choice and design, it is time to decide
on the paradigm to use in this dissertation. In this sense, Sobh and Perry (2006) consider the
existence of four distinct research paradigms, each supported by a set of philosophical
assumptions - positivism, realism, constructivism, and critical theory. However, some authors also
consider the existence of pragmatism but more in the sense of a research approach and less as a
research paradigm, as it displays a disregard for the nature of reality and focuses on the convenient
usage of methods for the sole purpose of meeting the research objectives (Hussain et al., 2013).

With this in mind, the present study will follow the research paradigm regarding positivism, which
takes the natural scientists’ attitude, views, and understandings, and applies them to the study of
social sciences and phenomena (Wahyuni, 2012). Some characteristics of positivism are related to
the stance of the researcher involving the research subjects and social phenomena, which is
primarily objective, independent, and highly observant in its ability to collect large amounts of
guantitative data, which are then statistically analysed in order to fulfil the quest for generalization
and, consequently, for causal explanation and logical progression (Matthews & Ross, 2010; Szyjka,
2012; Zeithaml et al., 2020).

As a result, the positivist paradigm and its hypothetico-deductive method make for an adequate
framework for the present quantitative research, as it also allows the use of qualitative methods of
data collection like the survey by questionnaire to be used in this study (Saunders et al., 2009).

In such a way, the most suitable research design for the present study is that of a cross-sectional
study: not only because it is in accordance with the logical causal deductions of the positivist
paradigm to be followed, but also because the insights and contribution of a large number of
participants will be collected at a specific point in time via a survey by questionnaire that will
enable the subsequent analysis regarding the constructs and items in question, as well as valuable
cross-cultural, gender, or age comparisons (Matthews & Ross, 2010).

It will therefore consist of an exploratory descripto-explanatory mono method quantitative study
operationalized by means of a qualitative data collection method — namely, a structured survey by
questionnaire using Likert-type scales - and non-probabilistic self-selection sampling processes, so
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that findings can be somewhat generalizable for the population in question and theory, and
generate insights on the topic, the conceptual model, and on the relationships between constructs
(Saunders et al., 2009).

4.2 DATA COLLECTION METHOD: SURVEY BY QUESTIONNAIRE

The use of a questionnaire, which is defined as a “formalized set of questions for obtaining
information from respondents”, is, when done right, particularly useful in collecting quantitative
primary data that is reliable and provided by motivated respondents from various backgrounds
(Malhotra, 2010, p. 303).

Often applied with the goal of studying attitudes and behaviours in social sciences, surveys, or
more correctly surveys by questionnaire, comprise a traditional way of describing reality through
their non-experimental descriptive design and have proven to fulfil efficiency, flexibility, ethical,
geographical, and internal and external validity requirements for successful data collection and
interpretation (Mathers et al., 2007).

To this extent, a survey by questionnaire was designed, employed, and disseminated in order to
assess consumers’ feelings of love toward the smartphone brand they are currently sporting and
experiencing through their personal smartphone.

4.2.1 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

This survey was created in the online platform Google Forms, due its ease of use for both
researcher and respondents. This allowed for a simple, intuitive, and appealing survey that ensured
privacy, uncomplicated navigation, obligation to respond to key questions as defined by the
researcher, and also the possibility to withdrawal from participation at any point of the survey.

The survey launched online in English and in Portuguese on the evening of April 8th, and was
disseminated via Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn, and word-of-mouth until the afternoon of August
3rd when response collection was disabled. It is worthy to mention that during the almost four
months that the survey was live, a small marketing campaign was conducted on social media in
order to draw attention to the research and attract more participants. Besides the various regular
posts across the social media platforms mentioned, this campaign has differentiated itself from
most survey shares because it also included four teasing, viral-marketing inspired posts (see
APPENDIX A through APPENDIX D), multiple appealing Instagram and Facebook stories, and two
Instagram stories games — “Would you rather” and “Get to know me” — all related to technology
and with amusing but subtle calls-to-action urging viewers to take part in the research.

By making the most of the social media tools available, of viral marketing principles, and of some
strategies usually utilized by social media influencers, the feedback received on this modern and
differentiated campaign was very positive and spontaneous, which resulted in very good adhesion
to the research.

29



Opening the survey is a quick brief on its scope, purpose, anonymity assurance, and design, so that
respondents have a clear picture of what is expected of them and how their data and intel will be
processed in the context of the present research. Additionally, a consent declaration and a filter
guestion regarding the brand of the respondents’ current smartphone were shown beforehand, so
that only adequate and informed respondents would go through with the survey.

The following section regards all the questions regarding the Brand Involvement, Online Brand
Experience, Self-Brand Image Congruency, Brand Satisfaction, Brand Love, Positive e-WOM, Brand
Loyalty, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium constructs that will aid in hypotheses testing.

Last but not least, the last section of the survey relates to demographic questions about the
respondents, namely: Gender, Age, Full degree of education, Nationality, Marital status, and
Professional status.

Filter Question 1 gquestion

Brand Involvement 6 questions

Online Brand Experience 9 questions

E Self Brand Image Congruency 5 questions

E Brand Satisfaction 8 gquestions

=2 Brand Love 6 questions

o] Positive e-WOM 4 guestions
Brand Loyalty 11 questions

Willingness to Pay a Price Premiu|3 questions

Sociodemographic Data 6 questions

Table 2 - Summary of the questions presented in the survey by questionnaire

As such, in total the structured survey employed was composed of 59 questions distributed by
three main sections, with 52 of those questions pertaining to the eight essential research questions
related to the theoretical constructs in study, as can be seen in Table 2 above, and on APPENDIX E.

Although there were two distinct survey links, one for the English version and another for the
Portuguese version, the data collected was treated as one and both Excel output files merged
together in a single survey output Excel file and standardized so that data treatment and analysis in
the IBM® SPSS® Statistics 27 and IBM® SPSS® Amos 27 software would be swift and
straightforward.

4.2.2 SCALES AND MEASURES OF THE VARIABLES

The scales and measures of the variables included in the survey by questionnaire employed in this
research were based on the literature review elaborated earlier and so comprise structured and
previously validated scales and measures by each author and their peers throughout the years and
in numerous investigations, meaning that there is evidence of their validity and reliability.

Given that all the scales and respective items were found to be in English and the survey was
employed in English and Portuguese, it was necessary to translate and counter-translate the items
so that the original and essential meaning of each one would not be lost.
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All items were assessed by respondents on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from “Strongly
disagree”, corresponding to 1, to “Strongly agree”, corresponding to 7, in terms of individuals’ level
of agreement with the statements in the questionnaire regarding the brand they have chosen to
evaluate and are presented and discussed below.

The first set of scales and items presented were adopted from the anchor paper to this research
belonging to Loureiro et al. (2017) and are concern Table 3 through Table 7.

Brand Love

The Brand Love construct was measured using Bagozzi et al.'s (2014) (as cited in Loureiro et al,,
2017) 6 item adapted scale, on a 7-point Likert-type scale where 1= Strongly disagree and 7=
Strongly agree, as follows:

This brand says something true and deep about who | am as person

| feel myself desiring this brand

| feel emaotionally connected to this brand

1 will be following for a long time this brand online

If this brand would delete its online presence, | will feel anxiety about it

My overall evaluation toward this brand is positive

Table 3 - Brand Love Items

Online Consumer Brand Engagement

As already mentioned, the Online Consumer Brand Engagement construct is composed of three
different constructs: Brand Involvement, Online Brand Experience, and Self-Brand Image
Congruency. Therefore, the scales and measures of each of these constructs are presented below
separately.

Brand Involvement

The Brand Involvement construct was measured based on a 6-item scale adapted from De Vries
and Carlson (2014):

This brand means a lot to me

This brand is significant for me

| consider this brand to be a relevant part of my life

For me personally, this brand is important

| am interested in this specific brand

I am involved with this brand

Table 4 - Brand Involvement Items

Online Brand Experience

The Online Brand Experience construct was measured based on a 9-item scale adapted from
Brakus et al. (2009), which includes 3 dimensions — affective, behaviour and intellectual — but
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excludes the fourth dimension of sensory dimension proposed by the authors, given that it was
regarded not suitable for the online context of this study, according to what was mentioned earlier.
The three dimensions used include each a reverse item, important to assess respondents’ attention
and true experiences:

This brand is an emotional brand

This brand induces feelings and sentiments

| do not have strong emotions for this brand

This brand encourages me to engage in physical activities (e.g. booking a holiday, buy the product)

Following this brand results in physical experiences (e.g. doing sports, wearing make-up)

This brand does not encourage me to engage in physical behaviours

This brand animates me to think about it and its message

Experiencing this brand stimulates my curiosity

I am not motivated to think about this brand

Table 5 - Online Brand Experience Items

Self-Brand Image Congruency

Similarly to Brand Involvement, the Self-Brand Image Congruency construct was also measured
based on a scale adapted from De Vries and Carlson (2014), with 5 measurable items:

This brand is a lot like me
This brand reflects what | am

This brand is exactly how | see myself

This brand image corresponds to my self-image in many respects

Through this brand, | can express what | find important in life

Table 6 - Self-Brand Image Congruency ltems

Positive e-WOM

The construct regarding Positive Electronic Word-of-mouth was measured using a scale adapted
from Ismail and Spinelli (2012), concerning four measurable and comprehensive items:

| encourage friends and my family to buy this brand

Whenever someone seeks advice, | would recommend this brand

When the brand is mentioned in a conversation (online and/or offline), 1 would recommend it

| have already recommended this brand {online and/or offline) to my friends and family

Table 7 - Positive e-WOM ltems

The next set of scales and items, in Table 8 and Table 9, relate to and were taken from the work of
Khan et al. (2020).

Brand Satisfaction

This construct was measured through two dimensions — Brand Satisfaction Affective and Brand
Satisfaction Cognitive — each with a total of four items. As such, Brand Satisfaction was measured
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based on an 8-item scale adapted from Brakus et al. (2009), Churchill and Surprenant (1982), and
Oliver (1980):

Using this brand puts me in a good mood

I am very happy with this brand
This brand is likeable
This brand is trustworthy

This brand is a good value of money

I am satisfied with the innovative features of this brand

This brand is a unigue brand in this category
| am satisfied with the functional quality of this brand

Table 8 - Brand Satisfaction Items

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium was a construct measured based on a 3-item scale adapted
from Anselmsson et al. (2014) and Batra et al. (2012):

Buying this brand seems like a good idea, although more expensive

| am willing to pay a higher price for my favourite brand

| will continue to buy this brand even if identical brands are cheaper

Table 9 - Willingness to Pay a Price Premium Items

Last, but not least, Brand Loyalty was included in this study as a suggestion based on the work of
Salem and Salem (2019).

Brand Loyalty

The Brand Loyalty construct was measured through three dimensions: Brand Loyalty Cognitive,
Affective, and Conative — the first and last with four items, and the Affective dimension with three
items. Hence, Brand Loyalty was measured based on an 11-item scale adapted from Oliver's (1999)
work and Back and Parks (2003), displayed in Table 10 below:

This brand provides me superior product quality as compared to other competitors in the marketplace

Mo other brands perform better than this brand

The overall quality of this brand is the best in the marketplace

| believe this brand provides mare benefits than other brands in the marketplace

I love purchasing from this brand

| feel better when | purchase this brand

| like this brand more than other competing brands in the marketplace

If 1 am given a chance, | intend to continue buying from this brand

| consider this brand to be my first choice
This is the only brand of this type of product that | will buy

When | go shopping, | don't even notice competing brands

Table 10 - Brand Loyalty Items
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Table 11 below presents a summary of the scales, items, and measures to be used in the

operationalization of each construct, as well as the respective sources for said information.

ITEMS SCALE SOURCE
BI_1  This brand means alotto me
BI_2  Thisbrand is significant for me .
) ) ) Likert-type .
BI_3 Iconsider this brand to be a relevant part of my life (De Vries &
Brand Involvement R L Scale
BI_4  For me personally, this brand is important 1-7) Carlson, 2014)
BI_5 Iaminterested in this specific brand
BI_6 Iam involved with this brand
OBE_1 This brand is an emotional brand
OBE_2 This brand induces feelings and sentiments
OBE_3 1do not have strong emotions for this brand (r)
§ online Brand OBE_4 This brénd erﬁcourages me t? engag(.e in physi?al activities (e:g. booking a holiday, buy the product) | Likert-type (Brakus etal.,
o ) OBE_5 Following this brand results in physical experiences (e.g. doing sports, use make-up) Scale
Experience . R R 8 2009)
OBE_6 This brand does not encourage me to engage in physical behaviors (r) (1-7)
OBE_7 This brand animates me to think about it and its message
OBE_8 Experiencing this brand stimulates my curiosity
OBE_9 |am not motivated to think about this brand (r)
SBIC_1 This brandis alot like me
SBIC_2 This brand reflects what | a Likert-t
Self-Brand Image - I . W m ! ype (De Vries &
Conaruen SBIC_3 This brand is exactly how | see myself Scale Carlson, 2014)
8 v SBIC_4 This brand image corresponds to my self-image in many respects (1-7) !
SBIC_5 Through this brand, | can express what | find important in life
BS_1  Usingthis brand puts me in good mood.
BS_2 |am very happy with this brand.
BS_3 Thisbrandis likeable. . (Brakus etal.,
. . Likert-type .
. . BS_4  This brand is trustworthy. 2009; Churchill &
Brand Satisfaction . . Scale
BS_5 Thisbrand is a good value of money. 1-7) Surprenant, 1982;
BS_6 |am satisfied with the innovative features of this brand. Oliver, 1980)
BS_7 Thisbrandis a unique brand in this category.
BS_8 |am satisfied with the functional quality of this brand.
BL_1 This brand says something true and deep about who | am as person
BL 2 Ifeel myself desiring this brand .
N . Likert-type .
Brand Love BL_3 Ifeel emotionally connected to this brand Scale (Bagozzi et al.,
BL_4 I will be following for a long time this brand on Facebook 1-7) 2014)
BL_5 If this brand would delete its Facebook account, | will feel anxiety about it
BL_ 6 My overall evaluation toward this brand is positive
PWOM_1 | encourage friends and my family to buy this brand Likert-type
Positive e-WOM PWOM_2 Whenever someone seeks advice, | would recommend this brand Scalgp (Ismail &
PWOM_3 When the brand is mentioned in a conversation (online and/or offline), | would recommend it 1-7) Spinelli, 2012)
PWOM_4 | have already recommended this brand (online and/or offline) to my friends and family
BLT_1 Brand XYZ provides me superior product quality as compared to other competitors in marketplace.
BLT_2 No other brands perform better than brand XYZ.
BLT_3 Overall quality of brand XYZ is the best in marketplace
BLT_4 |believe brand XYZ provides more benefits than other brands in Marketplace.
BLT_5 Ilove purchase from brand XYZ. Likert-type| (Back & Parks,
Brand Loyalty BLT_6 Ifeel better when | purchase brand XYZ. Scale 2003; Oliver,
BLT_7 | like brand XYZ more than other competing brands in marketplace. (1-7) 1999)
BLT_8 If lam given a chance, | intend to continue buying from brand XYZ.
BLT_9 |Iconsider brand XYZ to be my first choice.
BLT_10 This is the only brand of this type of product that | will buy.
BLT_11 When I go shopping, | don’t even notice competing brands.
Willingness to Pay a WTPPP_1 Buylngthls brand SGEI.’T'IS like ?good idea, although more expensive. Likert-type| (Anselmsson et
Price Premium WTPPP_2 | am willing to pay a higher price for my favorite brand. Scale al., 2014; Batra et
WTPPP_3 | will continue to buy this brand even identical brands are cheaper. (1-7) al., 2012)

Table 11 - Scales and measures of the constructs

4.2.3 POPULATION AND SAMPLE
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Defining a target population is crucial for any research, as it helps direct data collection methods to
individuals who have the unique set of characteristics required for the research to be appropriate,
valid, and meaningful. Essentially, Malhotra (2010, p. 340) defines target population as “the



collection of elements or objects that possess the information sought by the researcher and about
which inferences are to be made”.

In the present research, the target population are individuals over the age of 16 who own a
smartphone, regardless of gender, nationality, educational background, ethnicity, sexual
orientation, income level, or other social labels.

Equally important is sampling, which means applying “any procedure that draws conclusions based
on measurements of a portion of the entire population” (Zikmund & Babin, 2010, p. 58) and is
particularly useful in shorter budget and time frames, is adequate to large population sizes and still
pays attention to particular cases, thus providing results that show safety in generalizations to the
whole population. In the context of this study, the sampling technique used was a non-probabilistic
self-selection sampling process in which individuals could express their willingness to take part in
the research, and as a mean so that findings could be somewhat generalizable for the population in
guestion and generate theorical and practical insights on the topic, the conceptual model and on
the relationships between constructs (Saunders et al., 2009). In total, a sample of 328 respondents
was obtained, with only 327 responses being considered valid.

4.2.4 PRE-TEST

A pre-test was developed and employed in the form of a provisional form in Google Forms, in order
to assess and assure item translation quality and adequability, as well as to evaluate respondent
comprehension and possible difficulties with the survey. Respondents were carefully chosen so
that there were at least 30 answers of all backgrounds, because gender, age, and nationality were
important factors to assess in this study.

From an initial total of 119 items, the scales and measures were simplified and Batra et al.'s (2012)
Brand Love scale was, as suggested in this study’s anchor paper, replaced with the one they used in
their work: Bagozzi et al.'s (2014) (as cited in Loureiro et al., 2017) 6 item scale. Additionally, and
following Loureiro et al.'s (2017) valuable observation, OBE’s sensory dimension was removed from
the overall set of items, given that this dimension “was not considered in the current study as not
regarded suitable for the context” (Loureiro et al., 2017, p. 992). This ultimately resulted in 52
guestionnaire items, distributed by the constructs in study.

There were 33 total answers, however only 32 were valid because the questionnaire specifically
asked respondents to name a brand which they followed online and had strong positive feelings
for, but one of the respondents said ‘None’ and continued with the questionnaire by scoring every
item the value 1 (strongly disagree). The 32 valid brands mentioned by respondents were of many
different categories and characteristics, ranging from beauty bloggers, retail, car, or technology
brands, for example.

This posed as a valuable understanding that the investigation had to be narrowed down to a single

product category, so that respondents found it easier to recall a loved brand within a category they
are very familiar with and towards which they typically have strong feelings and opinions for. As
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such, it was decided that in the final questionnaire respondents had to name their current
smartphone’s brand, given that this is a widely and thoroughly used essential personal item in
peoples’ everyday lives.

This pre-test was also useful in assessing the scales’ internal consistency and reliability. By means
of an analysis to each of the scales’ Cronbach alpha, exhibited in Table 12 below, it is possible to
conclude that most of the scales have a questionable but sometimes acceptable (> .6) or good (>
.8) level of reliability, as George and Mallery (2019) and Malhotra (2010) state.

Scale Cronbach's alpha
Brand Involvement 0.922
Online Brand Experience 0623
Self-Brand Image Congruency 0.891
Brand Satisfaction 0875
Brand Love 0.733
Positive e-WOM 0.914
Brand Loyalty 0.923
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 0.843

Table 12 - Cronbach's alpha for the pre-test

There was, however, one scale — Online Brand Experience — that required some attention going
forward in the investigation due to its reduced level of reliability ( .623), although still acceptable.

4.3 DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

No research is successful without the definition of specific measures and techniques that aim to
maximize the guarantee of internal and external validity and reliability of its analyses and findings.
In this sense, the measures to be employed in order to ensure the proposed conceptual model’s
consistency, as well as their particular reference values, will be discussed next.

First and foremost, the application of a survey by questionnaire calls for Statistical Analysis of its
results, namely through the central tendency measures of Mean, Median, and Mode, as well as the
dispersion measure of Standard Deviation, and Skewness and Kurtosis.

When it comes to the measures of central tendency, very clear and straightforward definitions are
presented by Hair et al. (2020), who define mean as the arithmetic average sensitive to outliers and
appropriate for interval or ratio data; the median, or the 50" percentile, as the value located right
at the middle of a (ordinal) distribution and, in case of an odd number of observations, corresponds
to the central value, while on an even number of observations it corresponds to the average of the
two values at the centre; and the mode as the value most frequently observed in a data
distribution that can be categorical. The median and the mode are not sensitive to outliers in the
data set, thus providing more robustness to the analysis.
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Adding to these measures that illustrate the sample distribution, is the essential standard deviation
measure of dispersion, which shows the data distribution’s observations’ variability from the mean,
which consists in the sum of the square individual deviation scores, divided by the number of
respondents minus 1, and thus shows the level of agreement among the respondents on a
particular question (Hair et al., 2020). The standard deviation has the minimum value of 0O, and
values above that progressively indicate more variability and distance from the mean.

Moreover, the skewness and kurtosis relate to the shape of the distribution. Skewness consists in a
measure of a distribution’s deviation from symmetry, that is, from a normal distribution where the
mean, mode and median are in the same location, and can be positively skewed when the tail
tends to higher values, or negatively skewed when the tail tends to lower values (Schindler, 2019).
Hair et al. (2020) warn that when these values of skewness surpass +1 or -1, one is in the presence
of a substantially skewed data distribution. Complimentarily, kurtosis measures a distribution’s
peakedness or flatness, in which a normal distribution’s kurtosis is 0%, and values above +1 or
below -1 indicate that either the curve is too peaked or too flat, respectively (Hair et al., 2020;
Schindler, 2019). For the particular case of the present research, the boundary values to be utilized
as reference are the ones suggested by Curran et al. (1996), who recommend that these should be
inferior to 2.0 and 7.0, for skewness and kurtosis respectively.

Next, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) consists in an interdependence technique that allows for
the definition of the underlying correlation structure among the variables under analysis, by
providing the necessary tools for the analysis and identifying sets of highly interrelated variables, or
factors, which represent various relevant dimensions present in the data and independent from a
priori estimation limitations (Hair et al., 2014). The use of the multivariate statistical technique of
Exploratory Factor Analysis adds value to the research by identifying underlying variable
relationships or patterns and combining them into a smaller number of factors that retain the
maximum information possible and are more easily analysed, thus promoting data examination
and comprehension (Hair et al., 2020).

There are several techniques available to go through with EFA, but this study will focus and adopt
Principal Axis Factoring as a factor extraction method, and the Varimax criterion for factor rotation
and interpretation.

According to Mar6co (2014), Principal Axis Factoring is an extraction method that assumes that
each variable is formed by a portion common to the factor structure and a variable-specific
portion, with the initial communalities corresponding to the proportion of each item’s variance
explained by a linear combination of the remaining items, with a series of calculations being
undertaken until the variation of communalities is below a certain convergence limit value, and the
correlations among variables are a little more palpable.

Varimax in turn, is a method of orthogonal factor rotation that allows for a simplified interpretation
of factors, as it attempts to deliver very understandable clusters of factors by loading a small
number of variables highly onto each factor and consequently maximizing loading dispersion within
factors (Field, 2009).
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To start off the analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMQO) and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity are essential in ensuring that the data are appropriate for Factor
Analysis. Specifically, the KMO is a sample adequacy measure that embodies the “ratio of the
squared correlation between variables to the squared partial correlation between variables” in the
proportion of variance that can be explained by latent factors (Field, 2009, p. 647; Kaiser, 1970;
Matos & Rodrigues, 2019). The KMO statistic produces values between the unsuitable 0 and the
most desirable 1, with any values in between being categorized as according to Table 13 below:

KMO Value SEII'I'IP|E'AI:|E[|.I.IH-C"I'
Interpretation
=0.5 Unacceptable
[0.5-0.68] Miserable
[0.6-0.7] Mediocre
[0.7- 0.8] Middling
[0.8 - 0.9] Meritorious
[0.9-1] Marvellous

Table 13 - Reference values and interpretation for Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin's (KMO) test
Source: Kaiser & Rice (1974, p. 112)

In turn, Bartlett’s test of sphericity examines the correlation matrix in full for statistically significant
correlations among at least a few of the variables and assesses if the correlation matrix is
proportional to an identity matrix (Field, 2009; Hair et al., 2014). When this test results in a
significance value equal to or smaller than 0.05, it means that the null hypothesis is rejected and
there is evidence that sufficient correlations among the variables exist and are (overall) significantly
different from zero, meaning that it is possible to proceed with the analysis (Field, 2009; Hair et al.,,
2014).

Another important criterion in EFA has to do with communalities, which consist in the proportion
of each variable’s common variance that can be explained by the factors and needs to be a value
greater than .5 for it to be satisfactory and to guarantee that the variable in question will work well
during the execution of the Factor Analysis (Matos & Rodrigues, 2019; UCLA: Statistical Consulting
Group., n.d.).

Moving onto a Reliability Analysis, Cronbach’s alpha is, in the words of Field (2009) and Hair et al.
(2014), the most used measure of scale internal consistency and reliability. Despite being sensitive
to increases in the number of scale items, this coefficient shows values that range from 0 to 1, with
any values under .6 usually indicating inadequate internal consistency reliability (Malhotra, 2010).
Nonetheless, George and Mallery (2019) provide the following value interpretation for this
coefficient shown in Table 14 below:
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Consistency and
Cronbach's alpha . C‘f
Reliability
Value k
Interpretation
<0.5 Unacceptable
[0.5-0.6] Poor
[0.6-0.7[ Questionable
[0.7-0.8] Acceptable
[0.8-0.9] Good
[0.9-1] Excellent

Table 14 - Reference values and interpretation for Cronbach's alpha
Source: George & Mallery (2019, p. 244)

As such, most authors and researchers assume Cronbach’s alpha values of .7 or greater as a good
lower limit of acceptability, advising that values under .7 should be removed until scale reliability is
secured (Hair et al., 2014).

Moving forward with the validation of the measurement model, emphasis is given to the measures
of Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) when it comes to assessing
construct validity and accuracy of measurement. Specifically, CR is defined by Malhotra (2010, p.
693) as the “total amount of true score variance in relation to the total score variance” as
equivalent to the traditional conception of reliability in classical test theory, and should retrieve
values of .7 or higher for the reliability and the consequent validity of the constructs and the model
to be assured. In turn, the measure of Average Variance Extracted is a measure of convergent and
discriminant validity, helpful in the assessment of the average percentage of variance in the
observed variables or constructs that its explained by the latent construct and its items, which
should ideally result in a convergence of at least .5 (Hair et al., 2014; Malhotra, 2010).

Factor loadings, which can be unstandardized and have no boundaries or standardized and vary
between -1 and +1, are also important in assessing convergent validity on latent constructs, with
values of at least 0.5 and ideally of 0.7 or higher required to draw positive conclusions on this
rational (Hair et al., 2014).

No EFA is truly complete without the use of a confirmatory perspective to validate the results and
assess their replicability, and a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) through Structural Equation
Modelling (SEM) as Hair et al. (2014) and George and Mallery (2019) mention, although rather
intricate, is an optimal and rising way to do so in the attempt to identify the underlying structure,
magnitude and direction of relationships among the variables. As such, SEM rests in a multivariate
technique composed by a structural and a measurement model that, by combining Factor Analysis
and Multiple Regression, allows for the examination of a set of interrelated dependence
relationships among the measured variables and latent constructs, as well as between the latter,
thus exposing several equations that explain these dependent and interdependent relationships
(Hair et al., 2014).
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The theoretical background discussed earlier is an essential foundation for SEM because, as
Malhotra (2010) rightfully states, all constructs and relationships under analysis must be backed up
by robust and clear theoretical arguments. By elaborating on the causal inferences provided by the
supporting theory on dependent and independent variable interaction and incorporating the
measurement error associated, SEM is helpful in testing hypotheses, whether by confirming or
rejecting said hypotheses (Hair et al., 2014).

As a way of refining the analysis and obtaining richer results from this complex technique, the more
specific technique of Path Analysis (PA) was employed. Path Analysis aims at determining the
strength of the paths depicted in path (arrow) diagrams by making use of simple bivariate
correlations, which makes this technique a special combination of the SEM components through
the use of a structural model, but not of the measurement model (Hair et al., 2014; Malhotra,
2010).

There are a series of model fit quality indices that are used to assess the model’s validity. The fit
indices and their respective generally recommended values for model validity, subject to model
characteristics, are based on Mardco (2021), and are shown below in Table 15:

. Reference Values and
Fit Measure .
Interpretation
. The smaller, the better;
Chi-Square and p-value p-value < 0.05
>5 Bad
i /d f freed 12; 5] Acceptable
i-Square/degrees of freedom
i J 11, 2] Good
=1 Very Good
<0.8 Bad
Goodness of Fit Index [0.8; 0.9] Sufferable
(GFI) [0.9; 0.95[ Good
>0.95 Very Good
<0.8 Bad
Compara(tC'VFT)F't ldes 0.8; 0.9] Sufferable
[0.9; 0.95] Good
>0.95 Very Good
<0.6 Bad
Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index
(PGFI) [0.6; 0.8] Good
>0.8 Very Good
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Reference Values and

Fit Measure Interpretation
<0.6 Bad
Parsimony Comparative Fit Index

(PCFI) [0.6; 0.8] Good

>0.8 Very Good
>0.08-0.10 Unacceptable
Rqot l\/I'ean Square Error of 10.05; 0.08] Acceptable
Approximation (RMSEA) and p-value

<0.05 Very Good

p-value < 0.05

Table 15 - Reference values and interpretation for assessing model quality in SEM

Source: Mardco (2021, p. 55)
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CHAPTER 5.  DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the data collected through the application of the survey by questionnaire
elaborated are analysed under several detailed sections, as a way of better organizing the insights
to be explored and discussed later on. The data were treated through the IBM® SPSS® Statistics 27
and IBM® SPSS® Amos 27 software.

5.1 SAMPLE CHARACTERIZATION

A total of 328 individuals were surveyed, although one respondent’s answers were not considered
valid to the present study and consequently not considered in the analysis, thus making up the
total of 327 valid responses. The response mentioned was not considered because the individual
answered ‘0’ to the question asking about their current smartphone’s brand, and then proceeded
to score every question as the middling value of ‘4’, therefore not providing useful nor valuable
data.

Out of the 327 valid responses, 207 appertain to individuals of the female sex and 120 to
individuals of the male sex, which means that 63.6% of respondents were females, and 36.7% were
males.

When it comes to the age distribution, a quick look at the table provided below shows that, besides
this being a nicely distributed sample as there are 11 people under the age of 20 and one individual
over the age of 70 which is noteworthy, respondents predominantly have ages in the 20 to 29
years old range, followed by the 30 to 38 years old range, that together make up more than 75% of
the total sample. The following ranges show less expressive representations and are sorted starting
with the 8.9% of the 40 to 49 years old range, 6.8% of the 50 to 59 years old range, 4% of the 60 to
69 years old range, 3.4% of under 20s and 0.3% of the over 70s age range. This means that we’re in
the presence of a predominantly youthful sample, most likely due to the fact that the
guestionnaire was mainly disseminated through online platforms and social media such as
Facebook, Instagram, and Facebook Messenger for instance.

As far as academic qualifications are concerned, the large majority of individuals have completed
their Bachelor’s Degree (46.2%), followed by those who have completed their Master’s Degree
(26%), and those who have completed Secondary education (15.6%). Only 1.5% of respondents
claim to have only completed Primary education. This indicates that the sample is very well
educated, which might also be explained by the means used to disseminate the questionnaire.

For the most part, respondents are single as stated by 246 of them (75.2%), whereas the rest are
either married (21.4%), divorced (3.1%), or widowed (0.3%).

When it comes to the respondents’ professional status, there is a clear lead from the top three
professional categories — Student (45.3%), Employee (26.6%), and Working/Studying (14.4%) — that
together represent more than 86% of the sample. On the bottommost end of the spectrum is the
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category concerning the Retired individuals who, by being only 8 in the total sample, make up 2.4%

only.

The sample is composed of a very interesting and rich variety of nationalities, from a total of 47
different ones that represent virtually all parts of the globe: Europe, North and South America,
Australia, Asia, and Africa. The vast majority of individuals are Portuguese — 179, or 54.7% - which
makes sense given that Portugal is the origin country of the present research. Notwithstanding, the
Britons, North Americans, and Dutch make up the top three nationalities following the Portuguese,
corresponding to 11%, 3.4%, and 3.1% of respondents, respectively.

Presented next is Table 16 - Sample Characterisation, which details the demographic characteristics
of the study sample, comprised of 327 valid responses, and provides support to the analysis made

above.

RELATIVE | CUMULATIVE
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FREQUENCY FREQUENCY | FREQUENCY
Female 207 63.3% 63.3%
Sex Male 120 36.7% 100%
Total 327 100%
Up to the age of 19 11 3.4% 3.4%
20 to 29 years old 209 64.3% 67.7%
30 to 39 years old 40 12.3% 80.0%
40 to 49 years old 29 8.9% 88.9%
Age Group
50 to 59 years old 22 6.8% 95.7%
60 to 69 years old 13 1% 99.7%
Over the age of 70 1 0.3% 100%
Total 325 100%
Primary education 5 1.5% 1.5%
Secondary education 51 15.6% 17.1%
Baccalaureate 10 3.1% 20.2%
Academic Bachelor's Degree 151 46.2% 66.4%
Quialifications | Postgraduate Studies 15 4.6% 70.9%
Master's Degree 85 26% 96.9%
Doctorate 10 3.1% 100%
Total 327 100.00%
Single 246 75.2% 75.2%
Married 70 21.4% 96.64%
Marital Status Divorced 10 3.1% 99.69%
Widowed 1 0.3% 100.00%
Total 327 100%
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RELATIVE |CUMULATIVE
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FREQUENCY FREQUENCY | FREQUENCY

Unemployed 13 4% 4%
Self-employed 24 7.3% 11.3%
' Employee 87 26.6% 37.9%
Pro;f:fLosna' Student 148 45.3% 83.2%
Working/Studying 47 14.4% 97.6%
Retired 8 2.4% 100%

Total 327 100%
North American 11 3.4% 3.4%
Australian 3 0.9% 4.3%
Austrian 3 0.9% 5.2%
Brazilian 4 1.2% 6.4%
British 36 11% 17.4%
Canadian 3 0.9% 18.3%
Chinese 1 0.3% 18.7%
Croatian 2 0.6% 19.3%
Czech 2 0.6% 19.9%
Danish 1 0.3% 20.2%
Dutch 10 3.1% 23.2%
Filipino 1 0.3% 23.5%
Finnish 1 0.3% 23.9%
French 4 1.2% 25.1%
German 6 1.8% 26.9%
Nationality | Greek 2 0.6% 27.5%
Hungarian 1 0.3% 27.8%
Indian 1 0.3% 28.1%
Indonesian 1 0.3% 28.4%
Iranian 1 0.3% 28.7%
I[ranian-Canadian 1 0.3% 29.1%
Irish 1 0.3% 29.4%
Israeli 1 0.3% 29.7%
[talian 8 2.4% 32.1%
Lithuanian 1 0.3% 32.4%
Malaysian 3 0.9% 33.3%
Mexican 2 0.6% 33.9%
Nepalese 1 0.3% 34.3%
Norwegian 2 0.6% 34.9%
Pakistani 1 0.3% 35.2%
Portuguese 179 54.7% 89.9%
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RELATIVE | CUMULATIVE
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FREQUENCY FREQUENCY | FREQUENCY
Romanian 2 0.6% 90.5%
Russian 1 0.3% 90.8%
Serbian 1 0.3% 91.1%
Singaporean 1 0.3% 91.4%
Slovak 1 0.3% 91.7%
Slovenian 5 1.5% 93.3%
South African 2 0.6% 93.9%
Spanish 6 1.8% 95.7%
Swedish 2 0.6% 96.3%
Swiss 1 0.3% 96.6%
Taiwanese 1 0.3% 96.9%
Tanzanian-Kenyan 1 0.3% 97.2%
Turkish 1 0.3% 97.6%
Ukrainian 1 0.3% 97.9%
Vietnamese 5 1.5% 99.4%
Welsh 2 0.6% 100%
Total 327 100%

Table 16 - Sample Characterisation

5.2 FILTER QUESTION

As a way of enriching and differentiating the analyses to be carried out, the filter question “What
brand is your current smartphone?” was chosen to start off the questionnaire, following a study
and data protection briefing, as well as a consent statement. This question was selected in the
hope of obtaining relevant statistics that could relate to the demographic data and/or the
constructs under analysis and thus produce pertinent insights.

A total of 14 distinct smartphone brands were mentioned by respondents, with Apple unmistakably
taking the lead by being representative of 42.5% of the total sample, followed by Samsung (23.2%),
Huawei (16.8%), and the slightly less representative Xiaomi (11.3%).

The 10 remaining brands are Google, Motorola, Alcatel, Nokia, OnePlus, TCL, Asus, Oppo, the
Portuguese LAIQ, and ZTE, and have very little significance as together they only represent about
6% of the total sample.

Table 17 below shows the results obtained when analysing the respondent’s current smartphone
brands.
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BRAND |FREQUENCY RELATIVE | CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY | FREQUENCY

Alcatel 2 0.6% 0.6%
Apple 139 42.5% 43.1%
Google 4 1.2% 44.3%
Huawei 55 16.8% 61.2%
Asus 1 0.3% 61.5%
Motorola 4 1.2% 62.7%
Mokia 2 0.6% 63.3%
OnePlus 2 0.6% 63.9%
Oppo 1 0.3% 64.2%
Samsung 76 23.2% 87.5%
LAIO 1 0.3% 87.8%
TCL 2 0.6% 83.4%
Xiaomi a7 11.3% 99.7%
ZTE 1 0.3% 100.0%
Total 327 100%

Table 17 - Respondents' Smartphone Brands

5.3 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

This next section makes use of descriptive statistics to portray and summarize the characteristics of
the data set under examination. Ergo, the presented below Table 18 through Table 25 show, for
each item of each construct, the measures of Mean (this measure is also presented for the totality

of the items), Median, Mode, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis.

Brand Love

The mean obtained for each item relative to the Brand Love construct is situated between 2.55 and
5.54, which indicates a significative disparity in values either below or above the medium threshold
of 4 (median value in a scale from 1 to 7). Given that lower values indicate disagreement with the
statement and higher values indicate agreement, it is possible to conclude by the overall mean of
3.5 that in general, respondents showed a certain level of disagreement with the items measuring

Brand Love.
MEAN MEDIAN | MODE STANDARD SKEWNESS | KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
BL 1 2.74 2 1 1.759 0.710 -0.545
BL 2 3.59 4 1 1.940 0.076 -1.248
BL 3 3.11 3 1 1.878 0.479 -0.953
BL 4 3.49 320 3 1 2.041 0.190 -1.312
BL 5 2.55 2 1 1.785 0.879 -0.456
BL 6 5.54 6 6 1.349 -1.182 1.534

Table 18 - Descriptive Statistics - Brand Love
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Specifically, item BL_5 “If this brand would delete its online presence, | will feel anxiety about it” is
the one consumers gave the least importance to, while item BL_6 “My overall evaluation toward
this brand is positive” was the one most importance was attributed to, with the minimum and
maximum mean scores recorded for this scale, respectively.

The median corresponds to 2 points on the first and fifth items, to 3 points on the third and fourth
items, to 4 points on the second item, and to 6 points on the sixth item. As far as the mode is
concern, the first five items show a mode of 1 point, while the last item shows a mode of 6 points.

The standard deviation associated with each item is also of significance because, varying from
1.349 up to 2.041, this measure shows that there is an overall relatively high degree of dispersion
from the mean, indicating that respondents’ answers were fairly heterogeneous on all items.

Skewness, ranging from -1.182 to 0.879, and kurtosis, ranging from -1.312 to 1.534, display
excellent values that indicate non severe normality in the distribution by fulfilling the
recommended requisites of values under 2 and 7, respectively.

Online Consumer Brand Engagement
Brand Involvement

The Brand Involvement items all exhibit different mean values that range from 3.58 to 4.69 points.
Making up a mean of 4.23 as an ensemble, it is certain that respondents attribute some
significance to the statements made by each Bl item.

MEAN MEDIAN | MODE STANDARD SKEWNESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
Bl 1 4.46 5 5 1.635 -0.475 -0.422
Bl_2 4.58 5 5 1.665 -0.460 -0.515
Bl 3 3.93 4 5 1.860 -0.059 -1.149
Bl_4 412 423 4 3 1.801 -0.156 -0.963
Bl 5 4.69 3 6 1.781 -0.640 -0.589
Bl_6 3.58 4 1 1.881 0.102 -1.183

Table 19 - Descriptive Statistics - Brand Involvement

Keeping in line with this understanding, values for the median are of only 4 or 5 and of 5 or 6 for
the mode, except for item Bl_6 “/ am involved with this brand” which presents a mode of 1 and is
also the lowest scoring in terms of mean and one of the lowest in median, thus indicating that
nearly all consumers surveyed do not really have conscience of being involved with the brand they
mentioned. In contrast, item BI_5 “l am interested in this specific brand” also stands out for being
the one that contributes the most to this scales’ positive scores, being the item that displays the
highest mean, mode, and one of the highest medians.

The standard deviation associated with the Bl items fluctuates little between 1.635 and 1.881, but
still indicates heterogeneity in the answers and a significant degree of dispersion from the mean.
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Skewness values are, for all items, situated far below the recommended cut-off value of 2, as they
range from -0.640 to 0.102 as is desirable. Similarly, kurtosis also presents values from -1.183 to -
0.422 that are very desirable and well below the mentioned cut-off.

Online Brand Experience

All nine items of OBE present rather consistent mean values, varying from 2.68 to 3.82, in an
overall low mean value of 3.24 points.

MEAN MEDIAN | MODE STANDARD SKEWMESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
OBE_1 3.02 3 1 1.260 0.540 -0.909
0OBE_2 3.07 3 1 1.827 0.471 -0.975
OBE 3 3.36 3 1 2.002 0.286 -1.122
OBE_4 2.93 2 1 1.269 0.578 -0.898
OBE 5 2.68 3.24 2 1 1.789 0.748 -0.666
OBE 6 3.49 3 1 1.975 0.241 -1.156
OBE_7 3.10 3 1 1.732 0.270 -1.106
OBE_8 3.70 4 1 1.870 -0.007 -1.206
OBE_9 3.82 4 4 1.384 0.026 -1.082

Table 20 - Descriptive Statistics - Online Brand Experience

The median is of 3 for most items, with items OBE_4, OBE_5, OBE_8, and OBE_9 presenting
median values of 2 and 4, respectively. In line with this, the mode has a predominantly negative
behaviour by presenting the value of 1 on all items except for the reversed OBE_9 “/ am not
motivated to think about this brand” which presents a mode of 4 points.

At this point, special consideration should be given to the reversed items in this scale: OBE_3,
OBE_6, and OBE_9. Low descriptive statistic scores on these items do not necessarily imply bad
results, as, for example, the mode value of 1 on items OBE_3 and OBE_6 indicates a strong
disagreement with the statements and that the surveyed consumers do, in fact, have strong
emotions for the brand each one mentioned and feel compelled by it to engage in physical
behaviours.

Similarly to the previous constructs, OBE also presents a substantial degree of heterogeneity and
dispersion from the mean, as 1.732 and 2.003 are the values delimiting this constructs’ standard
deviation value range.

Skewness and kurtosis show yet again a great behaviour by avoiding the cut-off values by far, since
they range from -0.007 to 0.748 and from -1.156 to -0.666, in that order.

Self-Brand Image Congruency

Self-Brand Image Congruency was, by far, the scale that presented the lowest mean value which, at
a scanty 2.98, reveals that respondents did not give much importance to the statements made nor
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agreed very much with them. In effect, the items’ means vary from 2.78 to 3.33 and are therefore
not up to scratch.

STANDARD
MEAN MEDIAN | MODE SKEWNESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
SBIC_1 3.33 4 4 1.731 0.174 -0.902
SBIC_2 2.98 3 1 1.707 0.422 -0.822
SBIC_3 2.78 2.98 2 1 1.676 0.580 -0.719
SBIC_4 2.38 3 1 1.699 0.547 -0.764
SBIC_5 2.94 3 1 1.707 0.445 -0.853

Table 21 - Descriptive Statistics - Self-Brand Image Congruency

The lowest median value is 2 on item SBIC_3 and the highest is 4 on item SBIC_1. The mode here
also displays a primarily negative behaviour by presenting values of 1 on all items, except for
SBIC_1 “This brand is a lot like me” which, with a mode of 4, is the item that presents the highest
value for this measure, although respondents most often neither showed agreement nor
disagreement with the statement.

The standard deviation, once again, by displaying values between 1.676 on the third item and
1.731 on the first item, shows some heterogeneity among the answers and a certain level of
dispersion from the mean. The second and the fifth items in this scale present the same value for
standard deviation (1.707).

Skewness and kurtosis values are noticeably good and either all positive or all negative, however
always complying greatly with the reference values. Specifically, skewness ranges from 0.174 to
0.580 and kurtosis ranges from -0.902 to -0.719, which makes not severe non normality a reality
for SBIC.

Brand Satisfaction

Brand Satisfaction is the construct that displays the highest overall mean with a unique 5.01 points
and a range that goes from the modest 3.75 up to the exceptional 5.72 points.

MEAN MEDIAN | MODE STANDARD SKEWMNESS | KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
BS 1 3.75 4 4 1.745 -0.121 -0.976
B5_2 5.36 5] 6 1.349 -0.843 0.360
BS 3 5.31 i] 6 1.418 -0.922 0.581
BS_ 4 2.39 5] B 1.439 -1.038 0.880
BS 5 2.15 >0t 3 B 1.483 -0.765 0.105
B5_6 5.62 5] 6 1.239 -0.870 0.220
BS 7 3.76 4 1 1.947 0.070 -1.215
BS 38 2.72 1] ] 1.196 -0.981 0.923

Table 22 - Descriptive Statistics - Brand Satisfaction
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In fact, there are only two items that do not present individual means in the range of fives: BS 1
“Using this brand puts me in a good mood” with a mean of 3.75, and BS_7 “This brand is a unique
brand in this category” with a similar mean of 3.76 points. The item displaying the highest value of
mean is BS_8 “I am satisfied with the functional quality of this brand”, which is a great indicator for
smartphone brands.

The median and the mode follow this reasoning since the only items not displaying the value 6 (for
both measures) or 5 (for median also), are precisely the lowest mean scoring items. As such, item
BS_1 has both a median and mode value of 4, whilst item BS_7 displays a median of 4 and a mode
of 1.

For standard deviation, the same thinking as previously still applies and with values between 1.196
and 1.947, it is possible to conclude that there is an evident dispersion from the mean and
heterogeneity.

Skewness and kurtosis both comply with the recommended values and guaranteed not severe non
normality of the distribution, as desired. As such, while skewness presents predominantly negative
values situated between -1.038 and 0.070, kurtosis on the other hand presents predominantly
positive values ranging from the one of two negative values -1.215 to 0.923.

Positive e-WOM

Positive e-WOM is the construct presenting the second-highest overall mean, at 4.88 points. Its
items’ individual means vary from PWOM_3’s 4.76 points to PWOM_2’s 5.01 points, meaning that
respondents generally agree to recommending the smartphone brand they mentioned whenever
someone seeks advice.

STANDARD
MEAN MEDIAN | MODE SKEWNESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
PWOM_1] 4.89 3 3 1.6438 -0.742 -0.010
PWOM 2| 5.01 4.88 5 5 1.527 -0.801 0.250
PWOM_3| 4.76 ) 5 5 1.675 -0.641 -0.270
PWOM_4 4.34 3 3 1.3860 -0.768 -0.434

Table 23 - Descriptive Statistics - Positive e-WOM

Every one item in this scale displays the same value, of 5, for both median and mode, once again
being an indicator of agreement with PWOM’s statements.

Nonetheless, the standard deviation values between 1.527 and 1.886 suggest heterogeneous
answers and dispersion from the mean.

Skewness and kurtosis present negative values all round, except for kurtosis on the second item. In
particular, skewness ranges from -0.801 to -0.641 and kurtosis from -0.434 to 0.250, which gives
security in saying not severe non normality is assured.
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Brand Loyalty

Brand Loyalty displays a great overall mean score of 4,38, with all items showing mean scores of
3.22 or higher. Effectively, item BLT_8 “If | am given a chance, | intend to continue buying from this
brand” shows the highest mean in this set, standing at 5.17 points.

Accordingly, the maximum median is 6, for item BLT_8, and the minimum is 3, precisely for item
BLT 11 “When | go shopping, | don’t even notice competing brands” which is the one displaying the
lowest mean score and thus hints that the consumers surveyed do tend to consider other
smartphone brands before making the final purchase.

MEAN MEDIAN | MODE STANDARD SKEWMESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
BLT 1 4.92 5 5 1.566 -0.688 -0.022
BLT 2 3.93 4 4 1.816 -0.082 -0.934
BLT 3 4.42 5 5 1.758 -0.418 -0.670
BLT 4 4.56 5 5 1.660 -0.482 -0.511
BLT 5 4.43 5 5 1.786 -0.345 -0.728
BLT 6 3.91 4.38 4 4 1.8%0 -0.064 -1.016
BLT_7 4.94 5 7 1.801 -0.729 -0.398
BLT_8 5.17 B 7 1.654 -0.909 0.083
BLT_9 4.89 5 7 2.006 -0.704 -0.735
BLT_10 3.54 4 1 2.073 -0.036 -1.368
BLT_11 3.22 3 1 2.032 0.508 -1.028

Table 24 - Descriptive Statistics - Brand Loyalty

The mode for this construct is very interesting as it’s range fully matches the scale used in the
guestionnaire: from 1 to 7. Notably, items BLT_7 “I like this brand more than other competing
brands in the marketplace”, BLT_8 “If | am given a chance, | intend to continue buying from this
brand”, and BLT_9 “I consider this brand to be my first choice”, all display modes of the highest
possible score, therefore demonstrating respondents’ every so often strong preference and
fondness in relation to their evoked brand.

The standard deviation for Brand Loyalty ranges from 1.566 to 2.078 and consequently denotes a
significant heterogeneity and deviation from the mean.

Although very acceptable, skewness and kurtosis show predominantly negative values. Namely,
skewness scores vary from -0.909 to 0.508, and kurtosis scores vary from -1.368 to 0.083 and thus
assure not severe non normality for the distribution.

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium

Last but not least, the Willingness to Pay a Price Premium mean scores are fairly positive, starting
on 3.99 points and going up to 4.35 points of item WTPPP_1 “Buying this brand seems like a good
idea, although more expensive”. Intuitively, the overall mean score for this scale is 4.17 points.
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The median is 4 for the second and third items and 5 for the first, whereas the mode is 5 for the
first two items and 6 for the last, WTPPP_3 “I will continue to buy this brand even if identical brands
are cheaper”, thus indicating a clear intention to rebuy on behalf of respondents.

STANDARD
MEAN MEDIAN | MODE SKEWMESS| KURTOSIS
DEVIATION
WTPPP_1| 4.35 3 5 1.976 -0.288 -1.141
WTPPP_2| 4.16 4.17 4 5 1.501 -0.180 -1.177
WTPPP_3| 3.99 4 6 2.0600 -0.068 -1.347

Table 25 - Descriptive Statistics - Willingness to Pay a Price Premium

Standard deviation is, in similarity with the other scales, indicative of a rather significant degree of
deviation from the mean and heterogeneity by being situated between 1.901 and 2.060.

Once more, skewness and kurtosis assure not severe non normality for the distribution despite
showing negative values for all items and ranging from -0.288 to -0.068 and from -1.347 to -1.141,
respectively.

In conclusion, the overall mean of each construct is mostly positive, with emphasis due to Brand
Satisfaction, but with due attention to be given to Self-Brand Image Congruency and Online Brand
Experience as these constructs present overall mean scores below the median threshold of 4, on
the scale utilised in the survey by questionnaire.

Both median and mode present generally positive yet low values, although prominence should be
given to items BLT_7 “I like this brand more than other competing brands in the marketplace”,
BLT 8 “If | am given a chance, | intend to continue buying from this brand”, and BLT_9 “I consider
this brand to be my first choice” since these are the only items scoring a mode of 7.

The standard deviation shows dispersion from mean and a certain level of heterogeneity among
answers for all constructs under analysis, along with skewness and kurtosis scores that are well
under the cut-off values of 2 and 7, respectively, on all constructs and thus guarantee not severe
non normality of each distribution.

5.4 FACTOR ANALYSIS

In this section, factor analysis presents several scores concerning the correlation analysis between
the variables, namely through analysis as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s (KMO) test, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity, Number of factors retained, Cumulative variance explained in percentage,
Communalities, and Factor Loadings.

In this sense, Table 26 through Table 33 shown below present said measures and tests for each
construct under examination and thus help further the analysis undertaken in the present
research.
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Brand Love

Starting off with Brand Love, a quick look at the table above provides an overview of this
constructs’” behaviour on all measures and the specific values of communalities indicate that, after
removing item BL_6 “My overall evaluation toward this brand is positive”, the remaining items are
satisfactory in supporting the proportion of the variable’s common variance that is explained by
the factors.

%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
. VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
BL 1 0.656 0.810
BL 2 0.688 0.829
BL 3 0.886 0.000 1 65.768 0.800 0.8594
BL 4 0.633 0.796
BL 5 0.511 0.715

Table 26 - Factor Analysis - Brand Love

The KMO value obtained for this construct is of .886, which is considered meritorious and provides
evidence of correlation between the items. Additionally, Bartlett’s test of sphericity presents a p-
value of approximately .000 which, by being well lower than the cut-off of 0.05, supports the
previous claim of correlation between the items and provides a green light to proceed with the
analysis.

The items explain 65.768% of Brand Love and there was only one factor retained, with the factor
loadings for each item varying between 0.715 and 0.894. This means that the items have a great
explanation power of the sole factor retained, with item BL_3 “/ feel emotionally connected to this
brand” being the strongest one in this sense.

Online Consumer Brand Engagement
Brand Involvement

All Brand Involvement items present communality scores above .5, which is considered to be
satisfactory and thus provides safety in the execution of factor analysis without eliminating any
item. These communality scores present a minimum of .572 on item Bl_6 and a maximum of .834
on the second item.

Posing as indicators of success in the analysis are the KMO and Bartlett’s test which, by presenting
respective values of .888 and .000, suggest that there are sufficient correlations, distinct from zero,
between the items and therefore indicate that Bl is a robust scale.
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%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
i VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
Bl_1 0.804 0.897
Bl_2 0.834 0.913
Bl_3 0.711 0.843
= 0.888 0.000 1 73.521
Bl_4 0.808 0.899
Bl_5 0.682 0.826
Bl 6 0.572 0.756

Table 27 - Factor Analysis - Brand Involvement

The items cumulatively explain 73.521% of variance and the factor loadings for the only factor
retained fluctuate in a range from 0.756 to 0.913, meaning that all items contribute at least 75% to
the factor retained.

Online Brand Experience

After an initial factor analysis to the OBE construct, it was decided to eliminate the reversed items
OBE_3 “I do not have strong emotions for this brand”, OBE_6 “This brand does not encourage me to
engage in physical behaviours”, and OBE_9 “I am not motivated to think about this brand”, because
they did not display factor loadings for any factor or presented very weak communality values,
which means that they had no influence on the understanding and measurement of the variable.
Hence, OBE’s analysis was carried out only on its regularly scored items, which returned acceptable
communalities in the .508 to .732 range.

%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
. VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
OBE_1 0.713 0.844
OBE_2 0.732 0.856
OBE 4 0.541 0.735
= 0.801 0.000 1 62.629
OBE 5 0.508 0.713
OBE 7 0.727 0.853
OBE 8 0.537 0.733

Table 28 - Factor Analysis - Online Brand Experience

After this intervention, the KMO obtained was of a meritorious .801, and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity resulted in a desirable p-value of approximately .000, meaning that the analysis was well
underway.

The remaining items collectively explain 62.629% of the cumulative variance concerning the only
factor retained, with the item’s factor loadings ranging from 0.713 to 0.856, with the highest factor
loading value pertaining to item OBE_2 “This brand induces feelings and sentiments”.
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Self-Brand Image Congruency

Self-Brand Image Congruency’s communalities for each item range from .628 to .901, which is very
satisfactory and allows for the continuation of the analysis with all five items that make up this

construct.
%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMNALITIES
. VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
SBIC 1 0.704 0.839
SBIC_2 0.887 0.942
SBIC_3 0.888 0.000 1 79.738 0.901 0.549
SBIC_4 0.868 0.932
SBIC_5 0.628 0.792

Table 29 - Factor Analysis - Self-Brand Image Congruency

Similarly to Brand Involvement, the KMO and Bartlett’s test resulted in values of .888 and .000,
respectively, and therefore suggest that there are meaningful correlations between the items.

With all items collectively explaining 79.738% of cumulative variance, one factor was retained and
coupled with great factor loadings that go from contributing around 79% to almost 95% to the
construction of this one factor. Item SBIC_5 “Through this brand, | can express what | find
important in life” is the one with the smallest contribution.

Brand Satisfaction

Brand Satisfaction was the construct that suffered the most from the cuts made on the account of
poor communalities and weak explanation power. In this regard, the only items standing proudly
were BS 2 “I am very happy with this brand”, BS_3 “This brand is likeable”, and item BS_4 “This
brand is trustworthy”. These items present satisfactory communalities greater than .5 and item
BS_3is the one displaying the highest value ( .920).

%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUNALITIES
. VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
BS 2 0.617 0.785
BS 3 0.6592 0.000 1 69.259 0.920 0.959
BS 4 0.541 0.736

Table 30 - Factor Analysis - Brand Satisfaction

After removing those items, the KMO relative to this construct is of an almost middling .692 which,
despite not constituting the greatest of values, is deemed acceptable for the present research
since it is backed up by a p-value of approximately .000 on Bartlett’s test of sphericity and a
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cumulative variance explained of almost 70%, thus still providing a solid base for factor analysis to
continue.

The final items have factor loadings that range from 0.736 to 0.959, which means that these items
do a good job in explaining, representing, and supporting the retained factor.

Positive e-WOM

The entire set of Positive e-WOM items displays communalities above the .5 cut-off, and more
specifically between .668 and .835, so all items were kept following the initial factor analysis.

%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
i VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
PWOM_1 0.793 0.891
PWOM_2 0.835 0.914
= 0.849 0.000 1 76.370
PWOM 3 0.758 0.871
PWOM_4 0.668 0.817

Table 31 - Factor Analysis - Positive e-WOM

This constructs’ items collectively display a meritorious KMO value of .849 and a desirable p-value
of approximately .000 in Bartlett’s test of sphericity, therefore suggesting that there are
meaningful correlations between the items and that the analysis could go through.

The only factor retained has a cumulative variance explained percentage of 76.370% and is
supported by factor loadings that contribute at least 81% to its construction. The item displaying
the greatest factor loading (0.914) is PWOM 2 “Whenever someone seeks advice, | would
recommend this brand”.

Brand Loyalty

When it comes to this construct, it was necessary to eliminate item BLT_11 “When | go shopping, |
don’t even notice competing brands” since it displayed a communality value of .479, fairly under
the recommended cut-off value.

Following this intervention, the remaining item’s communalities are all satisfactory and vary from
.577 to .741.

Unlike Brand Satisfaction, the Brand Loyalty construct presents the highest Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s
test value among all constructs under analysis in this study: a marvellous .931, which is firmly
supported by a p-value of approximately .000 in Bartlett’s test of sphericity.
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%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
. VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
BLT 1 0.621 0.788
BLT 2 0.682 0.826
BLT 3 0.664 0.815
BLT 4 0.697 0.835
BLT 5 0.696 0.835
= 0.931 0.000 1 67.272
BLT & 0.577 0.760
BLT 7 0.727 0.853
BLT 8 0.728 0.853
BLT 9 0.741 0.861
BLT 10 0.593 0.770

Table 32 - Factor Analysis - Brand Loyalty

The items explain 67.272% of Brand Loyalty and there was only one factor retained, with the factor
loadings for each item varying between BLT _6’s 0.760 and BLT_9’s 0.861, thus displaying a very
robust sustenance for the factor retained.

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium

It was not necessary to remove any item pertaining to the WTPPP construct, since all three items
display communalities between .666 and .740, which is considered satisfactory.

%
BARTLETT'S NO. OF
CUMULATIVE FACTOR
KMO TEST FACTORS COMMUMALITIES
i VARIANCE LOADINGS
(sig.) RETAINED
EXPLAINED
WTPPP_1 0.666 0.816
WTPPP_2| 0.743 0.000 1 71.116 0.740 0.860
WTPPP_3 0.727 0.853

Table 33 - Factor Analysis - Willingness to Pay a Price Premium

The KMO obtained for this construct was of a middling .743, and Bartlett’s test resulted once again
in a pleasant p-value of approximately .000, which implies that there are sufficient correlations,
distinct from nought, between the items.

The items cumulatively explain 71.116% of variance and the factor loadings for the one factor
retained vary in a range from 0.816 to 0.860, meaning that each of these items contribute at least
81% to the factor retained. The item that contributes most is WTPPP_2 “/ am willing to pay a
higher price for my favourite brand”.

In summary, the constructs under study were largely very successful in factor analysis.

When it comes to communalities, all remaining items presented values greater than .5, which
indicates that they are significant and important to the scale to which they pertain to. Since this
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relates to a unidimensional analysis, on the account of the use of Likert-type scales, it was
necessary to proceed with the elimination of the items that did not meet the cut-off value for
communalities, while also considering the factor loading they displayed for the retained factor they
concerned to.

In total, 10 items were eliminated in the course of factor analysis: BL_ 6 “My overall evaluation
toward this brand is positive”, OBE_3 “I do not have strong emotions for this brand”, OBE_6 “This
brand does not encourage me to engage in physical behaviours”, OBE_9 “I am not motivated to
think about this brand”, BS_1 “Using this brand puts me in a good mood”, BS_5 “This brand is a
good value of money”, BS_6 “I am satisfied with the innovative features of this brand”, BS_7 “This
brand is a unique brand in this category”, BS_8 “I am satisfied with the functional quality of this
brand”, and BLT_11 “When | go shopping, | don’t even notice competing brands”.

The KMO statistic produced a mediocre value for Brand Satisfaction, a middling value for
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium, meritorious values for Brand Love, Brand Involvement, Online
Brand Experience, Self-Brand Image Congruency, and Positive e-WOM, and a marvellous value for
Brand Loyalty. In turn, Bartlett’s test of sphericity displayed great results for all constructs ( .000)
which only helped strengthen those constructs that showed shier KMO values and support the rest
that presented meritorious or marvellous values.

The cumulative percentage of variance explained presents values always greater than 60% and
ranging from 62.629% to 79.738%, which consist in quite positive results for the chosen constructs.

5.5 RELIABILITY AND VALIDATION OF THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Out of the set of tests made to the data set, it was essential to evaluate the reliability and
validation of the constructs, as well as corresponding scales, that make up the conceptual model,
as a way of securing result validity and legitimacy.

In this way, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated, and the results obtained are shown in Table 34

below.
CRONBACH'S ALPHA
Brand Love 0.904
Brand Involvement 0.941
Online Brand Experience 0.908
Self-Brand Image Congruency 0.950
Brand Satisfaction 0.863
Positive e-WOM 0.924
Brand Loyalty 0.952
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 0.880

Table 34 - Cronbach's alpha results

It is possible to understand that Brand Satisfaction and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium are the
only constructs that present values inferior to .9, with the regarded as good values of .863 and

58



.880, respectively. All the other scales present Cronbach’s alpha values greater than the minimum
boundary for excellence of .9, with Brand Loyalty showing the closest value to 1 ( .952).
Accordingly, since all constructs present great reliability and consistency results, the scales’ internal
consistency and reliability are confirmed.

Up next, Table 35 displayed in the following page makes it possible to analyse convergent and
discriminant validity, through AVE, the constructs’ reliability and validity through CR, and
congruence validity through Standardized Coefficients.

Referring to AVE, the table allows to observe that all constructs present values greater than the
reference value of .5, which confirms the representation of adequate convergent and discriminant
validity. In particular, Brand Loyalty is the construct that displays the weaker AVE, with .53, and
Positive e-WOM is the contruct displaying the most robust AVE value ( .76).

As for CR, a similar analysis is possible given that all constructs present values well above the .7
reference value. In this sense, there is superb item reliability, with values ranging from Brand
Satisfaction’s .87 to Brand Loyalty’s .96.

Last but certainly not least, all standardized coefficients (B) are positive and superior to 0.6, with a
minimum of 0.625 on item OBE_4 “This brand encourages me to engage in physical activities (e.g.
booking a holiday, buy the product)”, and a maximum of 0.923 on item PWOM_2 “Whenever
someone seeks advice, | would recommend this brand”.

Hence, after these considerations, it is possible to acknowledge that construct reliability, validity
and accuracy of measure are assured.
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Standardized
L. AVE CR
Coefficient
BL_1 0.809
BL_2 0.830
BL_3 0.885 0.66 0.92
BL_4 0.799
BL_5 0.709
BI_1 0.788
BI_2 0.782
BI_3 0.740
Sl 0.800 0.59 0.92
BI_5 0.703
Bl_6 0.802
OBE_1 0.826
OBE_2 0.822
OBE_4 0.625 0.55 0.91
OBE_5 0.643
OBE_7 0.778
OBE_8 0.716
SBIC_1 0.814
SBIC_2 0.852
SBIC_3 0.871 0.70 0.93
SBIC_4 0.860
SBIC_5 0.790
BS_2 0.853
BS_3 0.828 0.63 0.87
BS_4 0.695
PWOM_1 0.887
PWOM_2 0.923
= 0.76 0.94
PWOM_3 0.875
PWOM_4 0.802
BLT_1 0.779
BLT_2 0.807
BLT 3 0.791
BLT 4 0.822
BLT 5 0.858
BLT_6 0.794 0-53 0.9
BLT_7 0.822
BLT_8 0.823
BLT_9 0.814
BLT_10 0.764
WTPPP_1 0.828
WTPPP_2 0.827 0.71 0.90
WTPPP_3 0.871

Table 35 - Construct and Item Reliability and Validity
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5.6 STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELLING

Keeping in mind the goal of testing the hypotheses previously enunciated, this following section
presents the analysis and models produced during the Structural Equation Modelling anticipated
for the analysis of the relationships among variables in this research.

First up, the Measurement Model presents quite reasonable values for the various fit indices, as
can be seen in Table 36 below. More specifically, the values presented are X? = 2157.019; df = 776;
X2/df = 2.780; with a p-value of approximately .000; GFI = 0.743; CFl = 0.906; PGFI = 0.639; PCFI =
0.816; and RMSEA = 0.074 with a p-value of approximately 0.000. Also found in the same table are
the Structural Model’s fit indices results, which are as follows: X? = 2329.260; df = 783; X?/df =
2.975; with a p-value of approximately .000; GFl = 0.722; CFl = 0.894; PGFIl = 0.626; PCFl = 0.813;
and RMSEA = 0.078 with a p-value of .000 approximately.

Although these are not the best overall values to emerge from Structural Equation Modelling,
these are still reasonably optimistic for p-value, X?/df, CFl, PGFI, PCFI, and RMSEA, and somewhat
acceptable for GFI since the other fit indices hold both models together. The fact that the overall fit
indices do not present fantastic values is explained by the complexity of the research model
implemented, which is understood as an impairment by the adopted methodology.

MEASUREMENT MODEL STRUCTURAL MODEL
FIT INDICES FIT INDICES
¥ 2157,019 2329,260
df 776 783

X2/ df 2,780 2,975

p-value = (0,000 = (0,000
GFI 0,743 0,722
CFI 0,906 0,854
PGFI 0,639 0,626
PCFI 0,816 0,813
RMSEA 0,074 0,078

p-value = (0,000 = (0,000

Table 36 - Measurement and Structural Model Fit Indices

As a consequence, some items had to be removed, which matched perfectly with the items
removed previously in Factor Analysis. As such, the 10 items here removed are BL_6 “My overall
evaluation toward this brand is positive”, OBE_3 “I do not have strong emotions for this brand”,
OBE_6 “This brand does not encourage me to engage in physical behaviours”, OBE_9 “I am not
motivated to think about this brand”, BS_1 “Using this brand puts me in a good mood”, BS_5 “This
brand is a good value of money”, BS_6 “I am satisfied with the innovative features of this brand”,
BS 7 “This brand is a unique brand in this category”, BS_8 “I am satisfied with the functional quality
of this brand”, and BLT_11 “When | go shopping, | don’t even notice competing brands”.

Figure 3 presented below provides a clear look on the Measurement Model generated (see also
APPENDIX F and APPENDIX G for the Measurement and Structural Model outputs retrieved from
the IBM® SPSS® Amos 27 software).
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Figure 3 - Measurement Model
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Successively, hypotheses testing results are shown next in Figure 4, and an overview of the
supported and not supported hypotheses is exhibited in Table 37 below.

Brand Satisfaction B =0.45

o-value z 0000 Brand L oyalty

B=0.57
p-vaiue z 00001 B =070
p-vaiue = QOO0T

Online Consomer
Brand Engagement B=0.05

p-vaiue z 0138

B =054

pvalue & 00001 Positive e-WOM

B=0.94
p-value = 00001

B =018
p-waiue = Q0000

Willingness to Paya
Price Premium

Figure 4 - Coefficient Estimation - Research Hypotheses and Conceptual Model

It is then possible to conclude that, on the account of presenting a p-value of approximately .128
and therefore superior to the .05 cut-off, as well as an almost insignificant impact of Brand
Satisfaction on Brand Love translated by its standardized coefficient (B) of only 0.05, hypothesis H3
is logically not supported. All the other proposed hypotheses are supported.

HYPOTHESIS B p-value RESULT
H1: OCBE -= BS 0.57 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
H2: OBCE -> BL 0.94 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
H3:B5->BL 0.05 =0,128 | NOT SUPPORTED
H4: BS -= BLT 0.45 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
H5: BS - PWOM 0.70 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
H6: BL-> BLT 0.54 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
H7:BL-> PWOM 0.18 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED
HE: BL -> WTPPP 0.78 = 0,0001 SUPPORTED

Table 37 - Summary of Hypotheses Results
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All supported and confirmed hypotheses present a fitting p-value = .0001, and positive influences
of Online Consumer Brand Engagement on Brand Satisfaction and Brand Love, of Brand Satisfaction
on Brand Loyalty and Positive e-WOM, and of Brand Love on Brand Loyalty, Positive e-WOM, and
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium are sustained by virtue of the observed positive standard
coefficient (B) values. More specifically, hypotheses H1, H4, H5, H6, and H8 display B = 0.57, B =
0.45, B = 0.70, B = 0.54, and B = 0.78, respectively. Hypothesis H7 is the one with the lowest [
value, with Brand Love only having an influence of 0.18 on PWOM, while H2 is the hypothesis
displaying the highest B value, with OCBE having an impact of 0.94 on Brand Love.
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CHAPTER 6.  CONCLUSIONS

Following the previous analysis and rationale, Chapter 6 now presents a comprehensive outline of
the results obtained and findings discovered. In doing so, final considerations on the work
developed are made, with special mentions to the most relevant and interesting conclusions on
Brand Love in smartphone brands being made, as well as notices on the limitations encountered
and suggestions on future lines of investigation.

6.1 FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

The present research aims to study consumer-brand behaviour and relationships in the unique
circumstance of Brand Love in the exclusive environment of smartphone brands. In particular, this
study focuses on the antecedents of Brand Love in relation to smartphone brands, without
overlooking its key outcomes, by seeking to determine the constructs that contribute to this
argument and subsequently to answer the research questions posited.

In the wake of a thorough research on consumer behaviour, consumer psychology, brand
behaviour, and technology, it was possible to select, out of the many Brand Love related constructs
present in extant literature, the constructs that were adopted in the present research. As such, an
intensive literature review on Brand Love, its antecedents Online Consumer Brand Engagement
and Brand Satisfaction, and its outcomes of Brand Loyalty, Positive e-WOM, and Willingness to Pay
a Price Premium, allowed for the elaboration of a conceptual and research model that in turn made
it possible to create a survey by questionnaire that assisted in the necessary data collection for
posterior analysis.

The survey by questionnaire elaborated and employed was disseminated via social media and
online platforms which allowed for the gathering of a very respectable sample of 328 responses,
with only one being considered invalid. The data collected were treated in the IBM® SPSS®
Statistics 27 and IBM® SPSS® Amos 27 software under different measures, methods, and fit indices,
that culminated in the validation and confirmation, or not, of the proposed hypotheses. Therefore,
it was possible to evaluate the validity of the research model and provide answers to the research
guestions. All hypotheses formulated were funded on the aforementioned literature review and
acclaimed authors, which contributed to the production of the model hereby presented.

Even though one hypothesis was not supported, the fact that all constructs and respective scales
employed were soundly proven and sustained by extant literature made it so all results relative to
the scales and their validation and reliability were very satisfying and rewarding — even if some
scales’ items (10 in total) had to be dropped in the course of analysis.

The application of Structural Equation Modelling allowed to support the proposed hypotheses,
which showed very sturdy and optimistic values of § and statistically significant p-values, with the
exception of hypothesis H3, which displayed a non-statistically significant p-value of = .128 and a
frail B of only 0.05 of Brand Satisfaction influence on Brand Love.
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Although hypothesis H3 was backed by extensive literature, the fact that it is not supported goes in
the opposite direction of previous work on Brand Love and its antecedents (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006;
Khan et al., 2020). Though the previous theoretical discussion on Brand Satisfaction and its close
liaison to Brand Love is logical and true, it is possible that product and/or individual characteristics
are responsible for this inference on the lack of influence between the first and the latter (Johnson
& Fornell, 1991).

The supported hypotheses - H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, H7, and H8 — revealed that Online Consumer
Brand Engagement has a quantifiable positive influence of 0.57 on Brand Satisfaction and 0.94 on
Brand Love, Brand Satisfaction has a positive influence of 0.45 on Brand Loyalty and of 0.70 on
Positive e-WOM, and that Brand Love has positive influences of 0.54, 0.18, and 0.78 on Brand
Loyalty, Positive e-WOM, and Willingness to Pay a Price Premium, respectively.

The results of supporting hypotheses H1 and H2 are in accordance with Loureiro et al. (2017), who
assert that Online Consumer Brand Engagement has a positive and direct relationship with both
Brand Satisfaction and Brand Love. Hypotheses H4 and H5 are also supported, which goes in line
with Roy et al.'s (2013) theoretical propositions, as well as Oliver's (1999) and Hennig-Thurau et
al.'s (2004) findings and discussions about Brand Satisfaction and its outcomes of Brand Loyalty and
Positive e-WOM. Supporting hypothesis H6 is in agreement with the work of Salem and Salem
(2019) and Khan et al. (2020) in supporting positive direct associations between Brand Love and
Brand Loyalty, while the result of supporting hypothesis H7 is consistent with Loureiro et al.'s
(2017) and Khan et al. (2020) findings about Brand Love having a direct and positive impact on
Positive e-WOM. Finally, yet importantly, the result of supporting hypothesis H8 is also in line with
Khan et al.'s (2020) discoveries that Brand Love exerts a positive direct influence on Willingness to
Pay Price Premium, remarkably also in the specific context of the smartphone industry.

The outcomes of the hypotheses testing just explored are depicted below in Figure 5.

Brand Satisfaction Supported Brand Loyalty

Supported [ Supported

Online Consumer Not Supported

Brand Engagement Supported

Positive e-WOM

Supported Supported

Willingness to Pay a

Brand Love Supported

Price Premium

Figure 5 - Results of the Hypotheses under examination in the Conceptual Model

66



On the grounds of these results, it is possible to answer the research questions formulated earlier.

Regarding Q1 (Can Online Consumer Brand Engagement and Brand Satisfaction predict Brand
Love?), and although both constructs had great potential antecedent power on Brand Love as
according to extant literature, it was proven that in the specific case of this research in an online
context and on smartphone brands, Brand Satisfaction is not a great predictor of Brand Love, as its
corresponding hypothesis (H3) was not supported. Hence, Online Consumer Brand Engagement is
this study’s ultimate Brand Love antecedent.

Accordingly, and moving onto Q2 (What impact does Online Consumer Brand Engagement have on
Brand Love?), it is clear that Online Consumer Brand Engagement demonstrates a theoretically
sound, positive, and direct influence on Brand Love that is translated in the strongest impact out of
all analysed, characterised by B = 0.94 and p-value = .0001.

As far as Q3 (What are the most influential outcomes of Brand Love?) is concerned, and enunciating
in descending order of impact, the most influential outcome of Brand Love is Willingness to Pay a
Price Premium, with B = 0.78 and p-value = .0001, followed by Brand Loyalty with = 0.54 and p-
value = .0001, and finally by Positive e-WOM with the frailest influence, with B = 0.18 and p-value =
.0001. These results, although with distinct forces, are all supported by literature and hereby
confirmed.

One final important consideration to be made is related to the Willingness to Pay a Price Premium,
found in this research to be the strongest and most influential outcome of Brand Love. The fact
that, in an online context and on a product category associated with relatively high prices and
individual product value such as smartphones, consumers show that they are willing to pay a tad
more in order to purchase and secure a product from their favourite brand is a very important
remark to be taken into consideration by both marketers and practitioners.

This is a great indicator that consumer’s feelings of love for smartphone brands can result in very
profitable consumer-brand relationships that should be nurtured with adequate marketing
campaigns, corporate communications, brand image, interactions, and overall meaningful brand
experiences, so that both consumers and brands can make the most out of these Brand Love
relationships.

As such, managers should thrive to build Brand Love in a conscious and responsible way with their
consumers, as well as identify those consumers that show predisposition to build Brand Love with,
as a way of seeking Brand Love’s attractive outcomes of Brand Loyalty, Positive e-WOM, and
Willingness to Pay a Price Premium.

6.1.1 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

The insights and knowledge produced by this study represent significant contributions to current
marketing literature in several ways. Firstly, this research offers a deeper understanding into the
recent phenomenon of Brand Love that still remains relatively uncharted and its interactions with
other relevant marketing constructs still uncertain. Thus, the conclusions produced regarding
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Online Consumer Brand Engagement as a robust Brand Love antecedent, and Positive e-WOM,
Brand Loyalty, and Willingness to pay a Price Premium as important Brand Love outcomes,
constitute key results to literature that ought to be further explored due to the research model’s
vast potential.

Secondly, by representing a new and adapted take on Loureiro et al.'s (2017) own research model,
not only by incorporating new constructs and consequently more complex relationships, but also
because it was applied to the realm of smartphone brands, this study takes a contemporary
approach that provides key observations to the highly competitive and ever growing smartphone
market.

Lastly, since the insights provided by this study concern the online environment, and consumers’
interactions with smartphone brands online, a solid basis for investigations on consumer
behaviour, branding, and marketing in an online context is supplied, as well as novel
understandings on this matter.

In this sense, the present research helps lay a promising foundation for future investigations to
further explore not only the research model here utilised, but Brand Love and Brand Love
antecedents in its broader sense, given its terrific value for both brands and consumers.

6.1.2 MANAGERIAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Besides being relevant to literature, this research is also beneficial to current management
practices and its findings could be interesting to managers.

The deeper understanding provided by the insights and knowledge produced are valuable in raising
awareness on Brand Love, and managers’ attention on the urgent need to understand, foster,
manage, and maintain Brand Love with their current and potential customer base. More precisely,
it is imperative that practitioners recognise and truly comprehend the antecedents that help
promote Brand Love, as well as know how to manage them and Brand Love so that they are in
control of the outcomes generated.

Additionally, results show that consumers are very connected with brands online, and that there is
a great potential for profitable online expansion on behalf of practitioners. Building a strong online
image and communication channels to interact meaningfully and in real time with consumers are
only some of the strategies that could be carried out by managers.

As noted earlier, this study’s results also enlighten practitioners on the fact that consumers that
display Brand Love towards their smartphone brand show, above all the other advantages, a great
predisposition to pay a price premium in order to own a smartphone from their favourite brand.
This insight should be explored consciously, since there is space for pricing policies to be reviewed
under the Brand Love lens, which constitutes a tremendous opportunity for brands to possibly
reposition themselves or refurbish their image in the marketplace.
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6.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

As virtually every study, it is only natural that this research presents some limitations that may act
as prudence alerts and recommendations for future investigations.

First and foremost, the inability to study all of Brand Love’s antecedents identified in extant
literature made it so only a restrict set of them could be utilized in the present research and
respective research model, which may be seen as limiting of new and exciting results — despite the
results obtained under the conditions specific being very solid, relevant, and exciting for marketing
literature and practise.

Furthermore, given that the sampling technigque chosen was of non-probabilistic nature, and that
the target audience was very ambitious and global, it is probable that the sample does not allow
for a fully confident generalization of the data collected and analysed. However, the sample is still
significant and contemplates answers for all sexes, age groups, professional and educational
backgrounds, marital statuses, and nationalities, with the female sex, 20 to 29 years old age group,
Bachelor’s Degree qualification, single status, student as a professional activity, and Portuguese
nationality being the most prevalent sociodemographic categories among the surveyed group.

Another limitation has to do with the fact that this is a cross-sectional study, meaning that
respondents’ answers were collected at a specific point in time and therefore it is not possible to
explore and analyse temporal changes in respondents’ contributions. The enlightenment a
longitudinal study would bring to such a contemporary research set in the ever-changing
environment of the smartphone industry and brand management, would be of great value in
enabling the further deepening of the insights produced.

Additionally, as the conceptual and research model presented are very ambitious and complex,
results may have been penalized by the underlying methodology and data treatment methods.

Note should also be taken about the fact that the entirety of this study, operationalized in the
investigation, data collection, and data treatment phases, was undertaken during the course of the
global COVID-19 pandemic. It is likely that the ongoing pandemic has, either temporarily or
permanently, changed consumers’ consumption habits and patterns. Consequently, the results
presented may be under the influence of the pandemic’s effect on consumers which reinforces the
cross-sectional study concerns.

6.3 FUTURE INVESTIGATIONS

As the discussion of this study’s limitations made clear above, there is an imperative need to
reproduce this research on a longitudinal study basis. This would allow for a better understanding
of consumers’ opinions, consumption habits and behavioural patterns, as well as the assessment of
the pandemic’s effect on consumers and on the results discussed.

It would also be interesting to study the Brand Love antecedents identified in extant literature but
not utilised in this study, in various combinations with the outcomes identified, as a way of
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producing a more comprehensive framework of Brand Love in smartphone brands. This suggestion
would naturally greatly benefit from the employment of simpler and less extensive research
models, as it is expectable that model performance and results will be enhanced by the use of
fewer constructs and scales.

A broader and more representative cross-cultural sample is also of great interest to future
investigations, as samples with different general characteristics may produce different results,
especially if the dominating cultures present in the sample are different to this investigation's.

Incorporating OCBE’s sensory dimension into research would too be of greatest interest, since it
would provide a new and relevant dimension to its study as a Brand Love antecedent, and thus
possibly produce new key insights for scholars and practitioners.

Last, but definitely not least, academia would also benefit from the reproduction of this study’s
research model in other contexts and product categories, whether online or offline, as a way of
assessing its universal applicability and validation.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: First Marketing Post Created to Promote the Survey and Research

E amor,
é amor,
é amor...

Brand Love nas Marcas de Smartphones
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APPENDIX B: Second Marketing Post Created to Promote the Survey and Research
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APPENDIX C: Third Marketing Post Created to Promote the Survey and Research

jfodala‘noite;
todalainoite
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APPENDIX D: Fourth Marketing Post Created to Promote the Survey and Research

T

segunda-feira, 24 de maio

\ Mensagens

Ja participaste? &3
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APPENDIX E: Survey by Questionnaire

Brand Love in Smartphone Brands

This questionnaire is part of an investigation into "brand love" towards smartphone brands, that is,
the strong, positive feelings that may result from consumers' interaction and experience with a
particular smartphone brand.

Your participation, besides being valuable, is voluntary and can be interrupted at any time.
Confidentiality is assured and the data collected will only be used within the scope of the research
and objective above mentioned, and its treatment is of responsibility of the author. Any questions
or comments may be forwarded via email (adeliamarcosta@gmail.com).

We ask that all questions are read carefully and answered clearly. The questionnaire is composed
of 3 sections, with all questions being of short and direct answer in a total duration of about 5
minutes.

Thank you in advance for your attention!
Adélia Costa

Section |

| freely, specifically, informedly, and unequivocally consent to my participation in this study*

O ves
O o

What brand is your current smartphone? *

Section |l

To answer the questions, please refer to the brand you have mentioned.
Each item should be rated on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree.

In the questions that mention the word "online", this means all the online presence of the brand,
whether on social media, its own website, Internet of Things, etc.

81




1. This brand means a lot to me *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O o Strongly agree

2. This brand is significant for me *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

3. | consider this brand to be a relevant part of my life *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

4. For me personally, this brand is important *

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly disagree O O O O O O

O~

Strongly agree

5. lam interested in this specific brand *

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

6. 1 am involved with this brand *

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

7. This brand is an emotional brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

8. This brand induces feelings and sentiments *

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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9. I do not have strong emotions for this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

10. This brand encourages me to engage in physical activities (e.g. booking a holiday, buy the
product) *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

11. Following this brand results in physical experiences (e.g. doing sports, wearing make-up) *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

12. This brand does not encourage me to engage in physical behaviours *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

13. This brand animates me to think about it and its message *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

14. Experiencing this brand stimulates my curiosity *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

15. | am not motivated to think about this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

16. This brand is a lot like me *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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17. This brand reflects what | am *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

18. This brand is exactly how | see myself *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

19. This brand image corresponds to my self-image in many respects *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

20. Through this brand, | can express what | find important in life *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

21. Using this brand puts me in a good mood. *

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly disagree O O O O O O

O~

Strongly agree
22.1am very happy with this brand. *

1 2 3 4
Strongly disagree O O O O

O o
O
O

Strongly agree
23. This brand is likeable. *

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

24. This brand is trustworthy. *

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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25. This brand is a good value of money. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

26. | am satisfied with the innovative features of this brand. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

27.This brand is a unique brand in this category. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

28. | am satisfied with the functional quality of this brand. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

29. This brand says something true and deep about who | am as person *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

30. | feel myself desiring this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

31. | feel emotionally connected to this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

32. 1 will be following for a long time this brand online *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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33. If this brand would delete its online presence, | will feel anxiety about it *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

34. My overall evaluation toward this brand is positive *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

35. | encourage friends and my family to buy this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

36. Whenever someone seeks advice, | would recommend this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

37. When the brand is mentioned in a conversation (online and/or offline), | would recommend it *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

38. | have already recommended this brand (online and/or offline) to my friends and family *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

39. This brand provides me superior product quality as compared to other competitors in the
marketplace *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

40. No other brands perform better than this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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41. The overall quality of this brand is the best in the marketplace *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

42. | believe this brand provides more benefits than other brands in the marketplace *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

43. | love purchasing from this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

44. | feel better when | purchase this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

45. | like this brand more than other competing brands in the marketplace *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

46. If | am given a chance, | intend to continue buying from this brand *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

47. | consider this brand to be my first choice *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

48. This is the only brand of this type of product that | will buy *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree
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49. When | go shopping, | don’t even notice competing brands *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

50. Buying this brand seems like a good idea, although more expensive. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

51. 1 am willing to pay a higher price for my favourite brand. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

52. 1 will continue to buy this brand even if identical brands are cheaper. *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly disagree O O O O O O O Strongly agree

Section lll

Sociodemographic Characterisation

Full degree of education: *
O No schooling
Primary education
Secondary education
Baccalaureate

Bachelor's Degree

OO00O0
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O Postgraduate Studies

( ) Master's Degree

P N

(_) Doctorate

Nationality *

Marital status *

O Single

Married

O

U Divorced
P
(L) Widowed

Professional status *

O Unemployed
O Self-employed

Employee
Student
Working/Studying

Retired

OO00O0O

End of Questionnaire
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APPENDIX F: Measurement Model — Amos Output
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APPENDIX G: Structural Model — Amos Output
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