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Abstract: Although brand sustainability is found essential for brand survival, establishing it has
remained challenging. Brand sustainability requires a strong association between brand equity
and consumer values. The current study attempts to discover critical components involved that
may influence Indonesian and Taiwanese consumers to purchase smartphones such as Apple and
High-Tech Computer Corporation (HTC). Primary data collection was conducted to gather data
through an online field survey. Following a quantitative approach, structural equation modeling
(SEM) was used to examine the link between research constructs and the proposed hypotheses based
on two samples of 202 and 217 respondents in Taiwan and Indonesia, respectively. Results represent
significant and non-significant direct influences underlining the significance of perceived quality
and brand preferences when testing brand equity effects on how consumers value different brands.
While price premium is found to be the most influential factor that shapes the formation of purchase
intention for Apple brands among both Taiwanese and Indonesian consumers, perceived quality is
also affecting Taiwanese brand preference for HTC. Furthermore, prestige value is revealed to be a
predictor of brand preference among Indonesian HTC consumers. Research findings have important
implications for decision-makers to motivate purchase intentions of smartphone users toward specific
brands. The insights provided by the findings will assist marketers in developing brand strategies
that influence Taiwanese and Indonesian consumers’ purchases of Apple or HTC products.

Keywords: brand equity; brand awareness; perceived quality; brand preference; price premium;
purchase intention

1. Introduction

Nowadays, the concepts of branding and sustainability are tightly intertwined [1].
Brand sustainability provides remarkable competitive advantages for companies as it enables brands
to differentiate from competitors, transmit company values, and build a secure connection between
stakeholders and companies. More importantly, a successful branding strategy demands a positive
evaluation of consumers, and such a favorable assessment can be generated using principles of
sustainability. To restate, what consumers are seeking to be satisfied can be meaningful through brand
sustainability [2–4]. In this sense, brand equity is one of the most valuable assets to differentiate
one product from another to sustain a competitive advantage and promote purchase intention [5,6].
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The notion is based on the expectancy-value (EV) model [7], where consumers perceive the brand’s
quality and expect products to function as expected, leading to purchase intention [8]. With the rapid
development of technology, smartphone penetration is expected to reach 48% of the global population
by 2021, and gaming smartphones with large screens, high-quality speakers, and long battery lives are
trending [9]. As the hardware and functionality of smartphones become comparable, user experiences
become a crucial factor in determining brand equity and, ultimately, purchase intention.

In the present study, the researchers will examine the brand equity of two smartphone brands:
Apple and HTC (High Tech Computer Corporation). In June 2012, the smartphone penetration rate
in the United States crossed over 50% mark, led by Apple with 50.21% market share, followed by
Samsung at 12.44% and HTC at 11.31% [10]. However, as of June 2019, Apple still dominated the
market with a 52.95% share, followed by Samsung at 26.1%, yet HTC had fallen to a distant 14th place
at 0.21% [10]. A similar downward trend was also observed in Taiwan, where in June 2012, Apple’s
market share was 27.24%, followed by HTC at 26.47% and Samsung at 20.22%. Nevertheless, in June
2019, Apple’s market share had grown to 45.44%, followed by Samsung at 18.8%. However, HTC had
dropped to fifth place at 5.43%. HTC seems to be losing its market, not only in their country of origin
(i.e., Taiwan) but also worldwide [10,11].

Prior research suggests that the main reason for HTC’s downward path was due to their weakness
in customer satisfaction and loyalty [12], which resulted in reduced brand equity, subsequently
reducing purchase intention and market share [13]. In the present study, the researchers are examining
the influence of brand equity proposed by Aaker [14] regarding brand awareness, perceived quality,
prestige value, consumer’s perceptions of price premium, brand preference, and purchase intention in
Taiwan, where HTC’s market share was comparable to Apple’s market share (26.47% vs. 27.24%) in
June 2012. This study will also validate the proposed model in Indonesia, one of the largest smartphone
markets in the world [15], to identify key factors that influence consumers’ decision to purchase
smartphones. This study relies on established concepts and theories to consider brand sustainability
through the framework of brand equity, consumer values, and buying behavior. We make a comparison
between forenamed brands based on gathered information from consumers in two South Asian
countries. Analysis of each brand presents the importance of each approach that can leverage brand
sustainability in association with brand equity. Findings from the study will assist marketers and
decision-makers in developing strategies to enhance brand equity and market demands for brands.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Brand Equity (BE)

Brand equity is considered marketing’s core concept [6,16,17] and appears when consumers
are familiar with certain brands resulting in reliable and unique brand associations in their minds.
Brand equity has been widely recognized as a significant factor affecting the sustainable performance
of companies by marketing practitioners and scholars [4,18–20]. Although there are numerous
studies and definitions regarding brand equity [21–23], these definitions are either customer-based
and/or financial-based perspectives [24,25]. One of the aspects of brand equity is based on customer
perspectives. The evaluation of consumer response to a brand is grounded on the power of the
brand in the customer’s mind [25]. Park and Srinivasan [26] propose that brand equity is “the added
value endowed by the brand to the product as perceived by a consumer.” From the financial-based
perspective, brand equity is described as the value of the financial asset created by the brand [27].
The brand’s financial value is considered the consequences of the consumers’ response toward the
brand [28].

Brand equity, the value created by the brand, is multidimensional [29–32]. According to Aaker [7],
there are five dimensions of brand equity: Brand awareness, brand loyalty, brand association, perceived
quality, and proprietary brand assets. Keller [25] defines brand equity as a model of associative network
memory that includes two components: Brand awareness and brand image. Lassar et al. [33] modified
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the dimensions into performance-giving, perceived prestige value, image, trustworthiness, and a
feeling of commitment. Based on the expectancy-value (EV) model, consumers’ perception toward
the brand will create value for them (e.g., perceived quality) and lead to purchase intention [34,35].
Considering the dynamic notion of competitive business settings, besides competitive offerings, it is
prevalent that consumer’s perception of the value changes over time. Therefore, given the importance
of managing and developing BE, on sustainable performance of companies, in particular, brand
sustainability of products [36,37], the present study will examine three key sub-dimensions of brand
equity: Brand awareness, perceived quality, and prestige value to better understand the consequences
of brand equity as one of the most valuable assets from consumers viewpoint.

2.2. Brand Awareness (BA)

Brand awareness is the consumer’s ability to recognize and recall a specific brand in different
conditions [38]. In other words, brand awareness refers to the power of a brand in consumers’
minds [39]. According to Chi et al. [40], there are two dimensions of brand awareness, brand recall,
and brand recognition. Brand recall is whether consumers can recall an exact brand name when they
see a specific product. Brand recognition, however, is about consumers’ ability to name a brand when
they see the brand logo. Hoeffler and Keller [41] suggest that brand awareness can be differentiated
into width and depth, where width refers to how a particular brand name comes to the consumer’s
mind when making a purchase. Depth refers to how consumers identify and remember certain brands
easily. Brands that have a high level of brand width and depth have an advantage since consumers
will have a higher recall of the brand in purchase decisions [42,43]. In essence, brands that have a high
level of width and depth also have high awareness [40].

When it comes to brand equity, brand awareness plays the most crucial role [5,14,44] and is the first
step to creating brand equity [45]. High brand awareness signals a high brand’s presence and a sense of
familiarity to target consumers [46] that can influence consumers’ choices toward particular products.

There are different arguments regarding major reasons that let the BA concept be considered a
significant factor in purchase decision-making. Firstly, purchasers recall the brand when they perceive
the product category as necessary. In other words, the possibility of a particular brand to be purchased
is higher if that specific brand has a higher level of awareness [47,48]. Moreover, if the consumer can
recall a product quickly, it is very likely for that specific brand to be selected over the other existing
ones by buyers [42].

2.3. Perceived Quality (PQ)

Perceived quality motivates consumers to choose and buy specific products and [49,50] refers to
the consumer’s subjective perception regarding product excellence and quality between one brand
versus another [51]. Perceived quality can also be stated as the consumer’s feelings towards a product
that influences their level of satisfaction with it and contributes to the profitability of a firm [52].
Alternatively, the PQ is the excellence of a product based on intrinsic cues such as performance and
extrinsic cues such as price in the consumer’s mind [47,52,53]. Notably, the assessment of quality from
consumers would often occur in a comparison context [52,54].

In order to establish brand sustainability, providing product quality is crucial for a firm to stay
competitive and generate opportunities for differentiation [55]. Creating quality goods helps facilitate
appropriate brand positioning in the marketplace [56], and the target market can see the brand as one
that meets their expectations [57].

2.4. Perceived Prestige Value (PV)

One of the most important decisions a firm makes is regarding the positioning of its products.
Brand positioning highlights the unique characteristics and advantages of the product and differentiates
it from competitors to attract the target market [58]. There are several ways to position a brand, but a
sought-after distinction is to ensure the brand is perceived as a prestige brand by consumers [59,60].
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Perceived prestige value is known as an expression of personal evaluative judgment regarding the
status of a product associated with a brand, taking into account awareness and knowledge of competing
brands [60–62]. In a broad sense, defining prestige is difficult. The term prestige is also related to
the concept of consumer’s social status and wealth. For instance, brand prestige can be seen as a
symbolic indicator of social class [63]. In the marketing context, the construct of brand prestige is
recognized as one of the major drivers of consumer behavior that explains brand prestige can generate
a sustainable competitive advantage for the company [59,64]. In this vein, there is a handful of
studies that highlighted the strong association between consumer’s perception of quality and brand
prestige [65,66].

Perceived prestige value is a psychological phenomenon that differs from one person to another [67].
Although people may have different perceptions of the same brand, generally, the more prestigious
a brand is, the higher the level of interest it will create [66]. Wong and Zhou [68] point out that
perceived prestige value influences purchase intention when the product has a social high-value
target audience [69]. Perceived prestige value also affects consumers’ satisfaction levels. For example,
consumers that perceive a product or brand to have a high prestige value will derive greater satisfaction
than when the brand is not considered prestigious [70,71].

2.5. Price Premium (PP)

A brand may charge a premium price when there is more consumer willingness to pay for the
product than those who are willing to pay for a similar product from the brand’s competitors [14].
It is underlined that the perceived quality of a certain product or service in the consumer’s mind
is the vital driving force of price premium (PP). Consumers are willing to pay a higher price for a
product or service of a specific brand if they recognize that a particular brand has a higher quality
in comparing to others. This fact represents the brand strength commanding a higher price than its
rivals [72]. It is widely argued that brand equity affects the willingness of consumers to pay a premium
price [25,33,41,73]. Consumers are more likely to pay a higher price for their preferred brand when no
other competitor can provide a suitable substitute [74].

Prior research has indicated that in business markets, a brand can create price premium [73,75,76],
especially when the brand has high brand awareness, perceived quality, and perceived prestige value.
Thus, even though there is a price increase, consumer’s responses towards the brand will stay the same
or more elastic. Therefore, we propose the following three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). BA has a statistically significant influence on PP.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). PQ has a statistically significant influence on PP.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). PV has a statistically significant influence on PP.

2.6. Brand Preference (BP)

Brand preference is the extent of brand loyalty, where consumers choose a particular brand over
alternatives. The choice is based on the perceived value the brand provides [41,77,78]. Creating a
superior brand image enhances preference and loyalty to and for the brand resulting in increased
sales [79].

Brand preference is useful, not only from a business standpoint but also for consumers to reduce
complexity in the purchasing process [77]. According to Gensch [80], forming a brand preference is
a continuous process. At first, consumers are exposed to many brands, where they tend to forget
some brands and remember those they would consider purchasing in the future [81]. Therefore, the
challenge for companies is whether consumers can be persuaded to choose an alternative brand from a
variety of options [82].
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Companies with higher brand equity are more capable of impacting consumer’s brand perceptions
and preferences [83]. Some researchers agree that the three categories of brand equity (brand
awareness, perceived quality, and perceived prestige value) positively influence consumers’ brand
preferences [78,84,85]. Based on the expectancy-value model that is commonly employed in the
marketing context, preference presents a transition condition between inputs and outputs of brand
choices. To restate, BP is the connection between information received and intention to purchase while
considering brand choices [7,86]. In order to structure sustainable branding, providing a meaningful
experience to consumers by brand producers can result in brand preferences [74,86]. A company with
a well-known brand name is able to market effectively to enhance awareness and preference for the
brand. However, even though some consumers may have little knowledge about the brand, those
with high awareness are still preferred [85]. Moreover, brands with strong brand equity tend to get
preferential evaluations from consumers [41]. Therefore, we propose the following three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). BA has a statistically significant influence on BP.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). PQ has a statistically significant influence on BP.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). PV has a statistically significant influence on BP.

2.7. Purchase Intention (PI)

Purchase intention points to the effectiveness of a company’s marketing strategy and is described
as the likelihood of consumers to purchase certain products in the future [87,88]. Purchase intention is
a process in a consumer’s mind that involves thinking, consulting, and decision making regarding a
certain product [89]. It is also the willingness and tendency for consumers to buy products or services
from a specific company [89,90]. In the marketing context, behavioral intention is addressed to be
a significant predictor of actual behavior [8]. Accordingly, some studies propose that consumer’s
behavioral intention to purchase a specific brand can be influenced through attitude and values, thus
in line with building brand sustainability, brand characteristics as values can effectively encourage
consumers to continue using the product [24].

Previous research indicates that brand equity, such as brand awareness, perceived quality, and
perceived prestige value, significantly affect consumer’s purchase intention [75,91]. Moreover, brands
that have high value and strong brand equity generate greater purchase intention [7,92] than those
that do not. For example, Gunawardane [93] finds that a laptop brand in Sri Lanka with high brand
equity generated high purchase intention among consumers. Gatti [91] reports similar results in a
study regarding two brands of traditional Italian Christmas cakes. Therefore, we propose the following
three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). BA has a statistically significant influence on PI.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). PQ has a statistically significant influence on PI.

Hypothesis 9 (H9). PV has a statistically significant influence on PI.

Prior research suggests that price premium is a factor influencing consumers’ purchase
intention [58,94]. Consumers are more likely to purchase certain brands and are even willing to
pay a premium price because its benefits meet their needs [5,95]. However, companies should manage
to create a product that aligns with consumer’s needs and add higher value for them, then, price
becomes secondary in the purchase decision [96]. Moon et al. [97] note that a premium price is not
a significant factor influencing purchase intention for personalized items such as sunglasses and
computer desks. Therefore, we hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 10 (H10). PP has a statistically significant influence on PI.

Previous research indicates that brand preference is one salient factor that influences consumers’
purchase intention [83,84,98]. The reasoned action theory proposed by Fischbein and Ajzen [8] mainly
aims to explain the relationship between an individual’s perceived value (PV) or belief and behavioral
intention. It is affected when consumers have a more favorable attitude toward a brand over others.
Given that brand equity influences brand preference, it is presumed that brand preference influences
purchase intention as well. Thus, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 11 (H11). BP has a statistically significant influence on PI.

The Research framework and proposed hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Research framework.

3. Research Methodology

3.1. Measurement and Scaling

The instrument used was a structured questionnaire that consisted of two sections, including
the demographics of the respondents and research constructs. All items were derived from existing
validated scales with slight modifications as needed to fit the research context. The first antecedent,
brand awareness, was assessed using four items adapted from Yoo et al. [22]. In order to operationalize
perceived quality, four items were taken from Pappu et al. [99,100]. The third antecedent, perceived
prestige value, was measured by using a three-item scale gathered from early works [61,101]. Regarding
the first endogenous variable price premium, three items from Netemeyer et al. [73] study were
employed. Likewise, following Sirgy et al. [102], a three-item scale was used to measure brand
preference. Lastly, to measure outcome variable, purchase intention, the three-item scale suggested by
Erdem et al. [103] was used. All scale items are presented in Table 1. Since field studies were conducted
in Taiwan and Indonesia first, all original items were translated from English to Mandarin and Bahasa.
The instrument was then translated back to English by an independent translator, whose mother tongue
was English and who had no knowledge of the questionnaire [104]. After comparing the results for
consistency and making the necessary adjustments, the instrument was distributed among the native
speakers of each country. It was necessary to pre-test the instrument on the target population. Pre-test
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respondents included individuals comparable to those who would be administered the questionnaire.
A short interview with each pre-test participant helped determine the time needed to answer the
questions and detect any other possible concerns to prepare the final version of the questionnaire.
The final version of the instrument in the target language was the result of all the iterations described
above. This construct instrument used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree.

3.2. Data Collection

An online survey using Google Forms was conducted between September 2018 and November
2018. The internet-based survey was recommended for its potential benefits to provide unique sources
of target respondents while a participant’s identity was protected, and anonymity was guaranteed [105].
Given that nowadays, people are relying on smartphones for internet access, the use of smartphones and
the internet is highly related, therefore, collecting data through online questionnaires was considered
consistent with research objectives. Moreover, snowballing and convenience sampling methods
were used. This is a cross-sectional study with cross-sectional data collection. In this study, data
was collected by observing several factors at one point in time. This type of data collection can
help avoid several validity and reliability threats such as attrition, maturation, and communication
effects [106,107]. Screening questions were asked first to select qualified respondents (e.g., Do you
have previous experience using Apple/HTC? Have you ever heard about Apple/HTC?). To reach
the participants, we employed several paths. First, we sent emails to randomly selected participants
with a web link to the questionnaire. We also randomly picked participants in popular smartphone
shopping centers and explained the research purpose to those who were willing to be asked on the spot
or provided them the QR code to access the questionnaire’s web page. Using snowball sampling, we
also requested respondents to share the questionnaire link with relatives, friends, and acquaintances
who are regular smartphone users or potential smartphone purchasers. In total, we collected 202 and
217 qualified questionnaires from Taiwanese and Indonesian respondents, respectively. Privacy and
discretion of participants are central to ethical research practice in social research Wiles et al. [108].
This study is a low-risk study for the participants. However, every effort was made to ensure that the
data cannot be traced back to the participants.

Table 1. Research instrument.

Variables
Items Reference

Exogenous Variables

Brand Awareness

BA1. I am aware of Apple/HTC.

Yoo et al. [22]BA2. When I think of smartphones, Apple/HTC is one of the brands
that come to my mind.

BA3. Apple/HTC is a brand of smartphones I am very familiar with.
BA4. I know what Apple/HTC looks like.

Perceived Quality

PQ1. Apple/HTC offers very good quality products.

Pappu et al. [99,100]PQ2. Apple/HTC offers products of consistent quality.
PQ3. Apple/HTC offers reliable products.

PQ4. Apple/HTC offers products with quality features.

Perceived Prestige
Value

PV1. Apple/HTC is a prestigious product. Han Terpstra [101]
Steenkamp et al. [61]PV2. Apple/HTC has a high status.

PV3. Apple/HTC is upscale among my friends.

Endogenous Variables

Price Premium
PP1. Apple/HTC is a good value for the money.

Netemeyer et al. [73]PP2. The price of Apple/HTC is acceptable.
PP3. Buying Apple/HTC is money well spent.
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Table 1. Cont.

Variables
Items Reference

Exogenous Variables

Brand Preference
BP1. I like Apple/HTC better than other brands of smartphones.

Sirgy et al. [102]BP2. I would use Apple/HTC more than other brands of
smartphones.

Outcome Variable BP3. In the Smartphone, Apple/HTC is my preferred brand.

Purchase Intention
PI1. Apple/HTC is one of the preferred brands I want to buy.

Erdem et al. [103]PI2. I would definitely buy Apple/HTC in the future.
PI3. I would seriously consider buying Apple/HTC.

4. Data Analysis Procedure

Following structural equation modeling (SEM), statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS
AMOS 23. In the following sections, we discuss various types of statistical analyses and the results.

4.1. Sample Characteristic

Participant’s demographic characteristics such as gender, age, and education for both samples are
presented in Table 2. As shown, most of the Taiwanese respondents were female (67.3%), between
21 to 25 years old (52%), and with an undergraduate degree of education (82.7%). Likewise, female
Indonesian respondents dominated the sample (60.4%), they were between 21 to 25 years old (56.7%),
and they had an undergraduate level of education (76%).

Table 2. Demographics of respondents.

Profile Categories Frequency Percentage (%)

TW IND TW IND

Gender
Female 136 131 67.3 60.4
Male 66 86 32.7 39.6
Total 202 217 100 100

Age

20 below 64 50 31.7 23.0
21–25 105 123 52.0 56.7
26–30 18 30 8.9 13.8

31 and above 15 14 7.4 6.5
Total 202 217 100 100

Education

High School or less 9 26 4.5 12.0
Undergraduate 167 165 82.7 76.0

Graduate 25 23 12.4 10.6
Post-Graduate 1 3 0.5 1.4

Total 202 217 100 100

4.2. Measurement Model and Scale Accuracy Check

Before factor analysis, Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) and Barlett’s test of sphericity were utilized
to test the construct validity and the appropriateness of data. As its guideline, the KMO should be
greater than 0.50, Bartlett’s test of sphericity should be large and significant, and for factor loading,
should be at 0.50 or greater and ideally at 0.70, to make sure that there are no items that correlate with
each other [109,110].

Measurement model and scale accuracy are evaluated in different ways. Convergent validity is
used to make sure that the two constructs of the same concept are correlated. Meanwhile, discriminant
validity is used to determine the extent to which constructs that should not be related are in reality
not related. In other words, it makes sure that two constructs are genuinely distinct from one
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another. The parameters average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR), and maximum
inter-construct correlation (Max r), represent the validity and reliability of the study [109].

Average variance extracted (AVE) is used to measure the level of variance captured by a construct
versus the level due to measurement error [111]. AVE values above 0.7 are considered very well,
whereas the level of 0.5 is acceptable. Composite reliability (CR) is used to estimate reliability and
internal consistency based on the square of the total of factor loadings for a construct. According
to Former and Larcker [111], CR is a less biased estimate of reliability compared to Chronbach’s
Alpha (α), and the acceptable value of CR is 0.7 and above. To check discriminant validity, we
conduct a comparison among the square root of each construct’s AVE with the correlation coefficients
between each pair of latent variables. Table 3 presents the results of tests of discriminant validity,
convergent validity, and composite reliability. Considering values with CR > 0.7, AVE > 0.5,

√
AVE

>max correlation, validation requirements have been fulfilled (Table 3). Furthermore, the results of
Cronbach’s Alpha (α) reliability analyses are shown in Table 4.

Table 3. Test of composite reliability and convergent validity.

Country Product Composite Reliability and Convergent Validity

CR AVE Max r BA PQ PV PP BP PI

Taiwan–Apple

BA 0.836 0.566 0.934 0.752
PQ 0.813 0.523 0.957 0.089 0.723
PV 0.761 0.516 0.946 0.170 0.102 0.718
PP 0.870 0.691 0.882 0.053 0.320 0.244 0.831
BP 0.904 0.759 0.982 0.013 0.588 -0.059 0.186 0.871
PI 0.942 0.844 0.976 0.217 0.273 0.322 0.683 0.229 0.919

Taiwan–HTC

BA 0.863 0.678 0.932 0.824
PQ 0.886 0.722 0.972 0.326 0.850
PV 0.877 0.706 0.963 0.058 0.276 0.840
PP 0.808 0.711 0.860 0.176 0.698 0.266 0.767
BP 0.946 0.747 0.986 0.156 0.703 0.253 0.843 0.864
PI 0.923 0.800 0.979 0.060 0.578 0.152 0.592 0.728 0.894

Indonesia–Apple

BA 0.840 0.571 0.918 0.756
PQ 0.892 0.674 0.960 0.576 0.821
PV 0.767 0.526 0.937 0.452 0.631 0.725
PP 0.790 0.564 0.835 0.454 0.515 0.295 0.751
BP 0.957 0.786 0.986 0.661 0.626 0.326 0.734 0.887
PI 0.955 0.877 0.979 0.539 0.417 0.274 0.544 0.619 0.937

Indonesia–HTC

BA 0.800 0.573 0.891 0.757
PQ 0.895 0.682 0.963 0.404 0.826
PV 0.891 0.733 0.945 0.496 0.634 0.856
PP 0.760 0.522 0.799 0.447 0.721 0.504 0.722
BP 0.890 0.619 0.976 0.618 0.618 0.775 0.635 0.787
PI 0.819 0.607 0.970 0.427 0.522 0.664 0.582 0.905 0.779

Note: CR > 0.7; AVE > 0.5; MSV < AVE;
√

AVE >Max r,
√

AVE is bold face diagonal.

Table 4. Cronbach’s alpha (α) reliability analysis.

Variables
Cronbach’s Alpha (α)

Taiwan-Apple Taiwan-HTC Indonesia-Apple Indonesia-HTC

BA 0.83 0.86 0.71 0.79
PQ 0.81 0.89 0.89 0.90
PV 0.76 0.87 0.75 0.89
PP 0.87 0.80 0.77 0.76
BP 0.90 0.95 0.96 0.90
PI 0.94 0.92 0.96 0.83
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We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the factors of the measurement model
and the results were satisfactory. Tables 5 and 6, respectively present detailed results for the CFA and
SEM goodness of fit test. As seen, all the values for Taiwan-Apple, Taiwan-HTC, Indonesia-Apple,
and Indonesia-HTC reached the minimum criteria of acceptable value. It indicates that the proposed
model is satisfactory.

Table 5. Goodness of fit test for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

GOF Index Acceptable Value Apple HTC

Taiwan Indonesia Taiwan Indonesia

X2 (Chi-square) 290.62 403.86 349.10 430.97
df (Degree of freedom) 155 215 174 171

X2/df <3 1.88 1.88 2.01 2.52
GFI >0.8 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.85
CFI >0.9 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.92
TLI >0.9 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.90

RMSEA ≤0.08 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.08

Table 6. Goodness of fit test for the proposed SEM.

GOF Index Acceptable Value Apple HTC

Taiwan Indonesia Taiwan Indonesia

X2 (Chi-square) 290.74 456.96 416.85 453.30
df (Degree of freedom) 156 216 175 173

X2/df <3 1.86 2.12 2.38 2.62
GFI >0.8 0.88 0.85 0.84 0.84
CFI >0.9 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.91
TLI >0.9 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.89

RMSEA ≤0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08

4.3. Structural Model and Hypotheses Testing Result

Hypotheses were analyzed after the overall model fit for both cases were approved. Moreover,
results for structural equation model testing are illustrated (Figures 2–5).Sustainability 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  10 of 23 
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Table 7 presents the results of the proposed hypotheses as well as the comparison between
Apple and HTC in the two countries. As seen, out of eleven hypotheses, there are four hypotheses
rejected for Taiwan-Apple and only two hypotheses rejected for Indonesia-Apple. Otherwise, the
result for Taiwan-HTC showed there are eight hypotheses rejected, and four hypotheses rejected
for Indonesia-HTC.

Table 7. Hypotheses results.

Hypotheses Path Apple HTC

Taiwan Indonesia Taiwan Indonesia

H1 BA→PP NS 0.32 *** NS 0.21 **
H2 PQ→PP 0.30 *** 0.53 *** 0.38 *** 0.40 ***
H3 PV→PP 0.21 * −0.25 ** NS NS
H4 BA→BP NS 0.50 *** NS 0.24 ***
H5 PQ→BP 0.60 *** 0.54 *** 0.73 *** 0.19 **
H6 PV→BP NS 0.65 *** NS 0.53 ***
H7 BA→PI 0.16 ** 0.23 * NS −0.015 *
H8 PQ→PI NS NS NS NS
H9 PV→PI 0.16 * NS NS NS
H10 PP→PI 0.62 *** 0.20 * NS NS
H11 BP→PI 0.16 * 0.37 *** 0.68 *** 0.90 ***

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, NS = not significant.

5. Discussion, Conclusions and Implications

Successful implementation of brand sustainability requires a strong association between brand
equity, and consumer expectations and their values. In other words, brand sustainability refers to
all activities performed by the company to enhance the value of the brand for both consumers and
marketers. As discussed, brands can create values, and values are developing or evolving over time,
this expansion represents the sustainable characteristic of brands. Based on existing literature, we
argued that brand equity is one of the major affecting elements on the sustainable performance of
companies that brand owners should consider [18–20], having said that, the current research framework
is proposed. The major objective of the present study is to analyze the sustainable relationship between
the concepts of brand equity and purchase intention mediated through price premium and brand
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preference. Brand equity components include brand awareness, perceived quality, and perceived
prestige value. Our study attempts to compare consumer behavior toward two well-known brands HTC
and Apple in Indonesia and Taiwan in order to better understand factors engaged in building brand
sustainability. We conducted data collection in both Taiwan and Indonesia for both products, HTC and
Apple. Results are summarized and presented based on the smartphone brand for each hypothesis.

5.1. Discussion

Hypothesis 1 (H1): BA has a statistically significant influence on PP.
The result of SEM analyses indicates that for Apple, brand awareness does not have a significant

sustainable influence on the price premium in the Taiwan smartphone market. This result is not
consistent with the findings from Huang and Sarigöllü [112], claiming that a positive relationship exists
between brand awareness and price premium. Meanwhile, in the Indonesian smartphone market,
brand awareness has a significant influence on the price premium (β = 0.32, p < 0.001). Similarly, for
HTC smartphones, brand awareness has no significant sustainable impact on the price premium for
Taiwanese smartphone users. Nevertheless, brand awareness significantly influences price premium
in the Indonesia smartphone market.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): PQ has a statistically significant influence on PP.
The results indicate that perceived quality significantly influences consumers’ purchase intention

for both Apple (TW: β = 0.30, p < 0.001; IND: β = 0.53, p < 0.001) and HTC (TW: β = 0.38, p < 0.001;
IND: β = 0.40, p < 0.001). Perceived quality in the proposed model is one of the important factors
that influence both Taiwanese and Indonesian smartphone consumer willingness to pay a premium
price for Apple and HTC smartphones. Therefore, no matter what product, and no matter where the
product is sold, quality is always on consumers’ minds [69,73–76,113].

Hypothesis 3 (H3): PV has a statistically significant influence on PP.
Results show that the relationship between perceived prestige value and price premium for Apple

is significant in Taiwan (β = 0.21, p < 0.05) and Indonesia (β = −0.25, p < 0.01). This finding is also
supported by several researchers in previous studies [75,114]. However, in Indonesia, prestige value
negatively influences price premium as consumers are not willing to pay for prestige. Not only are
they not willing to pay for it, but they are against it. This may be due to respondents’ economic and
financial background, as previously mentioned.

For HTC, however, the results are dissimilar to Apple. Perceived prestige value failed to influence
price premium both in Taiwan and Indonesia markets significantly. Thus, Taiwanese and Indonesian
consumers do not think of HTC as a prestigious brand and, therefore, not worth to pay more than
what they should for it. This has important implications for HTC in terms of pricing their products.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): BA has a statistically significant influence on BP.
In a previous study, Buil et al. [83] stated that companies with higher brand awareness are able to

generate a larger impact on consumers’ brand preferences. In line with that, researchers also found that
in Indonesia, consumers’ brand preferences are significantly influenced by brand awareness both for
Apple (β = 0.50, p < 0.001) and HTC (β = 0.24, p < 0.001). However, Taiwanese consumers have shown
a different perspective. Their brand preference is not significantly impacted by brand awareness, both
for Apple and HTC. It can be noted that Indonesian consumers are more likely to prefer a smartphone
brand (Apple/HTC) with a famous name, while Taiwanese consumers tend to think that a famous
name (Apple/HTC) is not the main reason for their brand preference.

Hypothesis 5 (H5): PQ has a statistically significant influence on BP.
Results indicate that in Indonesia and Taiwan markets, perceived quality strongly impacts

consumers’ brand preferences for each of the compared smartphone brands, Apple (TW: β = 0.61,
p < 0.001; IND: β = 0.54, p < 0.001) and HTC (TW: β = 0.73, p < 0.001; IND: β = 0.19, p < 0.01). Findings
from previous research also support these results [78,84]. Therefore, as mentioned before, for both
Indonesian and Taiwanese consumers of smartphones, perceived quality is an important factor when
it comes to preferring a brand and paying a premium price for it.
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Hypothesis 6 (H6): PV has a statistically significant influence on BP.
Hoeffler and Keller [41] suggest that brands with strong brand equity tend to get preferential

evaluations and higher preference from consumers than those that do not. Indonesian customers seem
to agree with this finding. The researchers discovered that in Indonesia, perceived prestige value has a
statistically significant impact on brand preference for Apple (β = 0.65, p < 0.001) and HTC (β = 0.53,
p < 0.001) products.

However, this finding does not apply to Taiwan. Our research reveals that in Taiwan, perceived
value failed to significantly influence brand preferences both in the case of Apple and HTC products.
In the Indonesia market, consumers value prestige and prefer to have a prestigious smartphone,
however, they are not willing to pay for it. That is a clue for prestigious brands marking in Indonesia
to keep the prices reasonably low. However, Taiwanese do not consider the perceived prestige value
when preferring a smartphone to another.

Hypothesis 7 (H7): BA has a statistically significant influence on PI.
Hypothesis 8 (H8): PQ has a statistically significant influence on PI.
Hypothesis 9 (H9): PV has a statistically significant influence on PI.
There are a few studies discovering the relationship between brand awareness and purchase

intention. In this vein, Chang and Liu [78], as well as San Martín et al. [45], state that brand awareness
significantly influences purchase intention. In this study, researchers also discovered that for Apple
products, purchase intention is an influential factor that can influence consumers’ purchase both in
Taiwan (β = 0.16, p < 0.01) and Indonesia (β = 0.23, p < 0.05). In the case of HTC products, Indonesian
smartphone consumers very weakly agree that brand awareness could increase their purchase intention
to buy an HTC product (β = −0.015, p < 0.05). However, for Taiwanese, the total influence of BA
on PI is insignificant. In this model, there are two mediating variables. Therefore, there may be an
indirect influence.

Perceived quality failed to significantly influence purchase intention for Apple and HTC in both
countries (Taiwan and Indonesia). For both Taiwanese and Indonesian consumers, quality is important.
However, in this proposed model with the presence of the mediating variables, the indirect influence
of PQ on PI should be studied.

Results of statistical analyses indicate that for Apple, Taiwanese consumers believe that PV is an
influential factor that could increase their intention to purchase Apple (β = 0.16, p < 0.05). Conversely,
Indonesian consumers do not think that the PV of Apple or HTC products is an important factor that
can affect their purchase intention. Taiwanese and Indonesian consumers agree that their purchase
intention cannot be affected by PV, verifying the previous results of a similar study on the same
product [87].

Hypothesis 10 (H10): PP has a statistically significant influence on PI.
Hypothesis 11 (H11): BP has a statistically significant influence on PI.
Prior studies assume that consumers are more likely to purchase a particular product and are

even willing to pay a price premium because its benefits meet their needs [5,95]. This study also found
that for Apple, the price premium has an influential impact on purchase intention both in Taiwanese
(β = 0.62, p < 0.001) and Indonesian (β = 0.20, p < 0.05) consumers’ minds.

However, Indonesian and Taiwanese consumers think that the price premium of the HTC
smartphone product does not have an essential role in influencing their purchase intention. Thus,
researchers conclude that Taiwanese and Indonesian perceive that a premium price tag put on HTC is
not going to influence their purchase intention.

Comparing smartphone brands, Apple and HTC, brand preference has a strong influence on
purchase intention in Taiwan (Apple: β = 0.16, p < 0.05; HTC: β = 0.68, p < 0.001) and Indonesia (Apple:
β = 0.37, p < 0.001; HTC: β = 0.900, p < 0.001). Hellier et al. [98] state that brand preference is one
essential factor that could influence consumers’ purchase intention. When consumers have a favorable
preference for a smartphone brand, they will be more likely to purchase it. Similarly, the present
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findings are consistent with previous work that supports the significant role of brand preference in
predicting consumer purchase intention.

For Apple, Taiwanese smartphone consumers stated that the key factors that influence their
intention to purchase the brand are its high brand awareness, certain value they perceive when owning
or using Apple, its price premium that makes them feel more prestigious and luxurious, and their
personal preferences for the Apple brand. Meanwhile, Indonesian consumers have a slightly different
opinion. Indonesian consumers perceive that brand awareness, price premium, and brand preference
could have an impact on their purchasing intention. However, they disagree that perceived value is an
important and influential factor when purchasing Apple products.

Notwithstanding, in terms of HTC, the findings suggest that brand awareness is the only
independent variable that can influence both Indonesian and Taiwanese consumers. Perceived quality
is the only variable that failed to influence both Taiwanese and Indonesian consumers’ purchase
intentions for Apple or HTC. The researchers conclude that nowadays, Taiwanese and Indonesian
consumers would prefer a smartphone that has higher brand awareness and their personal brand
preferences rather than quality when purchasing smartphones. They feel more up-to-date, stylish, and
trendy when owning a smartphone that has a higher brand awareness regardless of its quality, rather
than a smartphone advertising good quality but with low brand awareness. The decline of worldwide
sales for HTC is possibly due to its decreasing brand awareness. HTC needs to redefine its branding
and marketing strategy to increase its brand awareness in order to increase sales among Taiwanese
and Indonesian consumers. According to the present study’s findings, Taiwanese and Indonesian
consumers still have a favorable purchase intention for HTC due to their personal brand preferences
and loyalty towards this brand and its products.

5.2. Conclusions and Implications

The results of the study provide a deeper understanding of the sustainable relationships among
brand equity subsets, price premium, brand preference, brand awareness, and purchase intention. In a
general sense, our study recommends essential guidelines to international smartphone marketers who
are planning to introduce or expand a sustainable marketing strategy. The proposed model focused on
testing the brand sustainability relationships among the study constructs. The findings provide useful
information to predict consumer tendencies to buy specific brands that would assist marketers in
developing strategies in the Indonesian and Taiwanese markets to increase purchase intention for the
brands. The results of this study point out several valuable conclusions regarding brand sustainability
and marketing sustainability [1].

The first finding indicates a lack of sustainable support for the influence of brand awareness on
price premium in Taiwan for both HTC and Apple smartphones. Our conclusion of this finding is
that for Taiwanese, despite their awareness of different brands, the price they are willing to pay off a
smartphone product (HTC or Apple) does not rely on their brand awareness. In Taiwan, consumers
are well-aware of the products and may be willing to pay the higher price, but perhaps due to other
variables such as prestige and quality. Meanwhile, Indonesian smartphone consumers’ awareness of
the product is an important factor in determining the price they are willing to pay for that product.
Indonesian consumers are more selective and more careful when it comes to paying premium prices.
This also could be explained by the GDP (nominal) per capita for each country. In 2019, the GDP
(nominal) per capita for Taiwan and Indonesia was $25,447 and $4120, respectively [115]. There is
a significant (6:1) ratio difference between the GDP (nominal) per capita for Taiwan and Indonesia.
However, there is no significant difference in the average price of genuine HTC and Apple in Taiwan
and Indonesia [116]. Indonesian consumers are more careful about paying higher prices.

Perceived quality is an influential sustainable factor on the price premium. Indonesian and
Taiwanese consumers are aware of HTC and Apple smartphone qualities and are willing to pay a price
premium for those brands. There is no surprise element in this finding as it supports previous finding
vis-à-vis different products in different countries [69,73,75,76,113].
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Neither Taiwanese nor Indonesian consumers perceive HTC as a prestigious brand. For the
Taiwanese population, this finding is consistent with a similar previous study of HTC in Taiwan [117].
The results, however, are different for Apple smartphones. Apple smartphones are perceived as
prestigious in both Taiwan and Indonesia. The influence of prestige value on the price premium is,
however, very different. Taiwanese consumers, perhaps due to a higher standard of living, are willing
to pay a premium price for a prestigious product. In other words, for Taiwanese, it is worth to pay
more for luxury. It is a matter of social status and feeling unique. For Indonesian consumers, if a
product is perceived as prestigious, then it has to be more expensive for no good reason rather than
prestige. Indonesian consumers pay for the quality of the smartphone, but not for the brand name.
The perception is that if a smartphone is a prestigious global brand, it carries higher prices. This is not
a surprising finding for countries with low GDP per capita [118,119].

Taiwanese consumers perceived awareness and perceived prestige of HTC and Apple smartphones
do no influence their brand preference. For Taiwanese consumers, quality plays the only role in
influencing their brand preference of HTC and Apple. For Indonesian consumers, brand awareness,
perceived quality, and prestige value are all influential factors in their preference of HTC and Apple
smartphones. From the results of this study, we can also conclude that the direct influence of brand
awareness, perceived quality, and prestige value on purchase intention is not sustainable. The influence
of the price premium of Apple smartphones on the decision to buy this brand is sustainable both in
Taiwan ad Indonesia. For HTC, however, the significance of the price premium on purchase intention
is non-significant. Indonesian and Taiwanese consumers will purchase the brand they prefer the most.
This variable is highly influential for the HTC brand in Taiwan and Indonesia.

The findings of this study highlight the sustainable role of perceived quality as a valuable parameter
regarding consumer brand preferences and price premium for both brands in both countries. Thus,
brand managers should emphasize raising consumer’s awareness of the quality of the product, perhaps
through planned advertising programs or developing applications that raise consumer perceived
quality. Emphasis on product quality through the company’s website, retailer’s site, or even through
social media will enhance consumer awareness preference, and purchase intention. Creating and
strengthening brand equity is a critical approach for companies that generate high value for consumers,
resulting in purchase intention, and conclusively improving brand market position for the company.

5.3. Limitation and Future Research

In the current study, some aspects define the limitations and provide new directions for future
research. First of all, this study is limited to only Taiwanese and Indonesian smartphone consumers.
Therefore, the representativeness of the sample might contain unexpected bias. Future research should
expand the demographic diversity of the samples to verify the results.

Secondly, this study is limited to only three aspects, which are brand equity (brand awareness,
perceived value, and perceived quality), price premium, and brand preferences. However, when
it comes to forecasting purchase intention, several other factors may be influential. For instance,
external factors relevant to consumer’s purchase intention can be included in the model, such as brand
reputation or advertising. Besides, as the direct effect of brand preference and price was analyzed,
the mediation analysis would be interesting to study further. Considering the comparative notion
of our research in two different countries with diverse cultural backgrounds, moderating variables
are recommended to be employed, such as cultural beliefs or attitudes. Moreover, this study only
compared two smartphone brands, Apple and HTC, while future studies may consider other popular
smartphone brands, such as Samsung, Huawei, Oppo, and Xiaomi, to see the differences between
these brands when forecasting consumer purchase likelihood. Finally, our model did not deal with
control variables, and it is suggested to take into account the role of possible elements, such as
sociodemographic variables that may affect the results.

One suggestion for a future study is to take into consideration the significant differences between
Indonesians and Taiwanese in their perception of each variable. We believe that it will be beneficial
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to additionally attempt multi-group analysis for the groupings presented in this study. As such, it
will provide better insights on the significant or non-significant relationships established in this study.
It will be interesting to see how different brands perform in each country. The future study can explore
and compare the model further. More importantly, the role of the mediator can be explored in each
country and for each brand. The unsustainable direct influences of brand awareness, perceived quality,
and prestige value on purchase intention are hinting toward the possibility of sustainable indirect
results thought price premium and brand preferences.

This paper studies the sustainability of brand survival. Extension of our paper could expand to
investigate other sustainable issues. For example, one could extend Moslehpour et al. [87,120,121] to
study the sustainability of e-business and consumer behavior. Academics and practitioners could also
extend Pham et al. [122] and Mou et al. [123] to study the sustainability of outsourcing and supply
chains or extend the sustainability studies of funds, futures markets Wong et al. [124,125], and stock
market Batmunkh et al. [126].
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