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Abstract 

A brand is a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such as a logo, trademark, or 

package design) intended to identify the goods or services of either one seller or a 

group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or services from those of 

competitors. A brand thus signals to the customer, the sources of product, and protects 

both the customer and the producer from competitors who would attempt to provide 

products that appear to be identical. Concept of brand equity (Aaker, l 991) is a key 

successful to create both brand-building and brand value. 

The research objective explores the creating brand value by formulating brand 

equity as a strategic weapon for creating value of a brand and adding up the marketing 

mix elements (distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising) related to the 

dimensions of brand equity, that is, perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand 

awareness/associations. Finally, this research also focuses on demographic which 

consist of gender, marital status, age, education levels, occupation, and income levels. 

The data analysis presentation and interpretation based on the data of 400 samples 

collected from respondents who are NOKIA's users in Bangkok area. The correlation 

analysis is used for testing relationship among brand value and its elements, brand 

equity and its dimensions, and marketing mix elements. 

For conclusions, all of sixteen hypotheses testing in this research was rejected 

HO. These mean that there are relationships between two variables. Although some 

hypotheses shown the weak relationship. Brand awareness/associations had a few 

effects to price premium. Perceived quality and brand loyalty are weak related to 

create brand extensions. Advertising ranked number one compared among marketing 

mix elements. A successful advertising campaign and distribution intensity of NOKIA, 

enhances strongly brand awareness/associations. Finally, brand equity is strongly 
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related to brand value. Therefore, two sub-elements (price premium and brand 

extensions) of brand value are significant benefit of a brand to generate financial 

value. In summary, this study shows the importance and roles of various marketing 

mix elements in building strong brand equity. To enhance the strength of a brand, 

marketers must invest in advertising, distribute through retail stores with good 

images, increases distribution intensity. As for price, high brand equity may allow a 

company to charge a higher price because customers are willing to pay premium 

prices. Finally, high brand equity implies that customers have a lot of positive a strong 

associations related to the brand, perceived the brand is of high quality, and are loyal 

to the brand. These are the positive potential benefit that the firm will gain economic 

value (brand value) in the future 
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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

Chapter I 

Generalities of the Study 

A brand is a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such as a logo, trademark, or 

package desig11) intended to identify the goods or services of either one seller or a 

group of sellers, and to differentiate those goods or services from those of 

competitors. A brand thus signals to the customer, the sources of product, and protects 

both the customer and the producer from competitors who would attempt to provide 

products that appear to be identical. Although brands have long had a role in 

commerce, it was not until the twentieth century that branding and brand associations 

became so central to competitors. In fact, a distriguishing characteristic of modem 

marketing has its focus upon the creation of differentiated brands. Unique brand 

associations have been established using product attributes, names, packages, 

distribution strategies, and advertising. The idea has been to move beyond 

commodities to branded products-to reduce the primary of price upon the purchase 

decision, and accentuate the bases of differentiation. 

One such intangible asset is the equity represented by a brand name. For many 

businesses the brand name and what it represents are its most important assets-the 

basis of competitive advantage and of the future earning streams. The value ofbrand

building activities on future performance is not easy to demonstrate. The challenge is 

to understand better the links between brand assets and future performance, so that 

brand-building activities can be justified. In fact, that many brands fail to reach their 

potential or maintain their equity is neither surprising nor puzzling when the various 

pressure against building strong brand are examined. What are the assets that underlie 

brand equity? How do they relate to future performance? 
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From Aaker's (I 991) proposal, he defined the concept of brand equity and its 

dimensions including perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, brand 

associations, and other proprietary brand assets. The brand equity can create value for 

both the customer and the firm. Providing value to the customer, brand equity assets 

generally add or subtract value for customers. They can help them interpret, process 

and store huge quantities of information about products and brands. They can also 

affect customers' confidence in the purchase decision (due to either past-use 

experience or familiarity with the brand and its characteristics). Potentially more 

important is the fact that both perceived quality and brand associations can enhance 

customers' satisfaction with the use experience. Providing value to the firm, as part of 

its role in adding value for the customer, brand equity has the potential to add value 

for the firm by generating marginal cash flow in many ways. It can enhance programs 

to attract new customers or recapture old ones. Enhanced customer loyalty is 

especially important in buying time to respond when competitors innovate and obtain 

product advantages. It will usually allow higher margins by permitting both premium 

pricing and reduced reliance upon promotions. Finally, brand equity can provide a 

platform for growth via brand extensions. 

This study explores the creating brand value by formulating brand equity. The 

researcher sets brand equity as a strategic weapon for creating value of a brand by 

investigating among their elements. Then, the researcher adds up the marketing mix 

elements (distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising) related to the 

dimensions of brand equity, that is, perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand 

awareness/associations. 
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1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

The main purpose of the researcher's study is to investigate brand value created 

by brand equity that is influenced by selected marketing mix elements. Therefore, the 

researcher assumes the research objectives as following. 

a) Developing the framework of brand equity and brand value. 

b) Identifying relationship between brand value and brand equity. 

c) Examining relationship between the elements of brand value and dimensions 

of brand equity. 

d) Identifying the performance of selected marketing mix elements on the 

dimensions of brand equity. 

1.3 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The researcher examines sixteen problems for supporting research objectives. 

The researcher classifies two groups. The first group focuses on the relationship 

between brand value and brand equity and the relationship between the elements of 

brand value and the dimensions of brand equity. Another group investigates on the 

influencing selected marketing mix elements on the dimensions of brand equity. 

These statement of the problem ~e as following. 

Group I: 

The Relationship between Brand Value and Brand Equity 

1) Is there a relationship between brand value and brand equity? 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

2) Is there a relationship between perceived quality and price premium? 

3) Is there a relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions? 

4) Is there a relationship between brand loyalty and price premium? 

5) Is there a relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions? 
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6) Is there a relationship between brand awareness/associations and pnce 

premium? 

7) Is there a relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions? 

Group II: 

The Relationship between Marketing Mix Elements and Dirnensions of Brand Equity 

8) Is there a relationship between distribution intensity and perceived quality? 

9) Is there a relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty? 

10) Is there a relationship between distribution intensity and brand awareness 

/associations? 

11) Is there a relationship between price and perceived quality? 

12) Is there a relationship store image and perceived quality? 

13) Is there a relationship between store image and brand awareness/associations? 

14)Is there a relationship between advertising and perceived quality? 

15) Is there a relationship between advertising and brand loyalty? 

16) Is there a relationship between advertising and brand awareness/associations? 

1.4 SCOPE OF RESEARCH 

The target population of this study is users who have use experience in Bangkok 

area to assess the customers' perception through the brand and the product category of 

this research is only mobile phone industry. The researcher chooses NOKIA brand for 

measuring relationship between brand value and brand equity, and influencing 

marketing mix elements through dimensions of brand equity. NOKIA is a popular 

mobile phone and a market leader by gained 44.7 percent of market share in Thailand, 

whereas SIEMENS is a major competitor by covered 18.20 percent from total market. 
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1.5 LIMITATION OF RESEARCH 

For the limitation of research, firstly, the researcher uses perceptual, not actual, 

measures of marketing mix elements and brand value. It would be meaningful from a 

managerial perspective to use hard marketing data and value of brand from secondary 

sources, such as scanner data or data from the firms that are marketing the focal 

brands. Therefore, the researcher uses a field survey method to test the research 

hypotheses. Hence, the researcher calls on the future research to examine the effect of 

actual marketing variables on brand equity. Secondly, the researcher's study examines 

the effect of individual brand value, dimensions of brand equity and marketing mix 

elements variables and does not investigate the interaction among each. Future 

research should explore the interaction among them. Finally, a major conceptual 

limitation is that the researcher's model tests only a few marketing efforts including 

distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising. The further study to 

examine more marketing mix elements, such as, price deals and sponsorship. 

1.6 SIGNIFICANT OF THE STUDY 

The result of research, firstly, as a perceptual tool helps brand or product 

managers to measure the performance of marketing mix programs provided value to 

firm and customers. Secondly, knowing how certain marketing activities contribute to 

or hurt brand equity will enable marketing managers to develop effective marketing 

plan. ·Managers need to promote brand-building activities and decrease or avoid 

brand-hurting activities. Thirdly, as an effective guideline for brand and product 

managers measures brand equity and its dimensions of the firm. The various 

dimensions of brand equity are not equally important in all market. Finally, brand and 

product managers get benefits from this research using customers' perception to 

evaluate the potential benefits of brand value. 
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1.7 DEFINITJON OF TERMS 

Advertising: is the means by which the finns attempt to info1m, persuade, and 

remind customers. 

Brand Associations: can be anything that connects the customer to the brand. It 

can include user imagery, product attributes, use situations, brand personality, 

organizational associations, and symbols. 

Brand Awareness: is an often undervalued assets; however, awareness has been 

shown to affect perceptions and even taste. People like the familiar and are prepared 

to ascribe all sorts of good attitudes to items that are familiar to them. 

Brand Equity: was defined as the brand assets (or liabilities) linked to brand 

name and symbol that add to (or subtract from) a product or service. These assets can 

be grouped in four dimensions; perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, and 

brand associations. These four dimensions guide brand development, management, 

and measurement. 

Brand Extensions: The use of brand name established in one product class to 

enter another product class, have been the core of strategic growth for a variety of 

firms. 

Brand Loyalty: The extent to which consumer shift among brands; specially, it 

is the inverse of the amount of shifting. 

Brand Value: Brands are seen to be of economic value to their owners through 

their ability to differentiate products and services from competitive offers. 

Consumer Brand equity: is the underlying customer- and market-related 

components of brand equity, 

Distribution Intensity: is products placed in a large number of stores to cover the 

market. 

financial Brand Equity: is the financial value of the brand for the company. 
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Marketing Mix Elements: is the set of marketing tools that the firm uses to 

pursue its marketing objectives in the target market. McCarthy classified these tools 

into four broad groups that he called the four Ps of marketing: product, price, place, 

and promotion. 

Perceived Quality: is a special type .of association, partly because it influences 

brand associations in many contexts and partly because it has been empirically shown 

to affect profitability (as measured by both ROI and stock return). 

Price: is the one revenue-generating element of the marketing mix. 

Price Premium: producing a high-quality product and charging the highest price. 

Store image: is defined as "set of interdependent organizations involved in the 

process of making a product or service available for use or consumption. 
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Chapter II 

Review of Related Literature and Studies 

This chapter explores the theories of dependent and independent variables to 

supporting research objectives. The dependent variables are brand value including 

price premium, and brand extensions. The independent variables are brand equity 

(perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/associations) and marketing 

mix elements (distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising). 

2.1 BRAND VALUE 

There is a natural desire to obtain an estimate of the financial value of a brand. 

Knowing the brand's value help to calibrate brand-building investments, and changes 

in value can assist in the evaluation of marketing programs. Brand value mostly 

consists of price premium, and brand extensions. 

Price Premium 

Aaker (1996) proposed, price premium is the producing a high-quality product 

and charging the highest price. A basic indicator of loyalty is the amount a customer 

will pay for the brand in comparison with another brand offering similar or fewer 

benefits. This is called the price premium associated with the loyalty of brand, and it 

may be high or low and positive or negative depending on the two brands involved in 

the comparison. In measuring price premium, or any brand equity measure, it is useful 

to segment the market by loyalty. For example, the market might be divided into loyal 

buyers of the reference brand, customers who are brand switchers, and non-customers. 

Each group, of course, will have a very different perspective on the equity of the 

reference brand. Aggregating over loyalty groups will provide a less sensitive 

measurement and will cloud the strategic interpretation of the brand equity profile. 
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The pnce premium measure is defined with respect to a competitor or a set 

competitors, who must be clearly specified. A set of competitors is usually preferred 

for measurement, because the brand equity of a single competitor can decline while 

the equity of other competitors remains stable. In such a case, using only the declining 

competitor as a point of comparison would give an erroneous perspective of the 

brand's health. 

Price premium is a single measure of brand equity available, because it directly 

captures the loyalty of customers in a most relevant way. If they are loyal, they should 

logically be wiiling to pay a price premium; if they are not willing to pay more, the 

loyalty level is shallow. 

Howard (1994) developed a perceived quality advantage gives the option of 

charging a premium price. The information that leads to perceptions of perceived 

quality affects the evaluation of price level for specific brands. It can increase profits 

or provide resources to reinvest in, for example, brand-building activities. If, instead, 

the brand is priced competitively, it should yield a larger customer base, higher brand 

loyalty, and more effective marketing mix programs. 

A direct positive path is proposed between perceived pnce premium and 

prepurchase price fairness (Hubbard 1998; Rao and Bergen 1992; Rao and Monroe 

1996). Rao and Monroe define price premium as the difference between a high price 

and the perfectly competitive price for high-quality output. 

Brand Extensions 

Aaker (1991) defined the use of brand name established in one product class to 

enter another product class, have been the core of strategic growth for a variety of 

firms. Brand extensions are a natural strategy for the firm looking to grow by 

exploiting its assets. The most real and marketable assets of many firms are the brand 

names that they have developed. Thus, one strategic growth option is to exploit that 
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assets by using it to penetrate new product categories or to license it to others for use 

therein. Another option is to acquire a firm with a brand name, which can provide a 

platform for future growth via brand extensions. 

Smith and Park (1992) indicate that a brand extension strategy offers many 

advantages. A recent study found that brand extensions capture greater market share 

and realize greater advertising efficiency than individual brands. A well-regarded 

brand name helps the company enter new product categories more easily and gives a 

new product instant recognition and faster acceptance. Brand extensions also save the 

high advertising cost usually required to familiarize consumers with a new brand 

name. 

At the same time, a brand extension strategy involves some risk. If an extension 

brand fails, it may harm customer attitudes toward the other products carrying the 

same brand name. Further, a brand name may not be appropriate to a particular new 

product, even if it is well made and. And a brand name may lose its special 

positioning in the consumer's mind through overuse. Brand dilution occurs when 

consumers no longer associate.a brand with a specific product or even highly similar 

products. As Smith and Park discussions, many of the benefits that accrue to brand 

extensions result from the effect of the strategy on consumer information processing 

and decision making. 

2.2 BRAND EQUITY 

Brand Equity (Aaker, 2000: p.17) was defined as the brand assets (or liabilities) 

linked to brand name and symbol that add to (or subtract from) a product or service. 

These assets can be grouped in to four dimensions: perceived quality, brand loyalty 

brand awareness, and brand associations. These four dimensions are useful guide of 

brand development, management, and measurement. 
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Perceived quality (Aaker, 1991) is a special type of association, partly because 

it influences brand associations in many contexts and partly because it has been 

empirically shown to affect profitability (as measured by both ROI and stock return). 

That perceived quality should provide a reason for the customer to buy is not at all 

surprising. However, since perceived quality is linked to brand evaluation and 

purchase, it should, first, be pursued as a brand objective. 

Second, perceived quality also leads to the brand's differentiation on perceived 

quality dimensions. That is a differentiated brand offers the customer a special benefit 

and a basis for brand preference. 

Third, a perceived quality advantage gives the option of charging a premium 

price. The information that leads to perceptions of perceived quality affects the 

evaluation of price level for specific brands. It can increase profits or provide 

resources to reinvest in, for example, brand-building activities. If, instead, the brand is 

priced competitively, it should yield a larger customer base, higher brand loyalty, and 

more effective marketing mix programs. 

Fourth, perceived quality is relevant to retailers and other channel members and 

so helps in the distribution of the brand. If the brand is priced lower, it will help the 

channel provide value. 

A fifth advantage of perceived quality is that it permits the development of 

brand extensions; there is clear evidence that perceived quality in a brand supports 

brand extensions. 

Zeithaml (1998; p.3) defines perceived quality as the consumer's (subjective) 

judgment about a product's overall excellence or superiority". Personal product 

experiences, unique needs, and consumption situations may influence the consumer's 

subjective judgement of quality. High perceived quality means that, through the long-
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term expenence related to the brand, consumers recognize the differentiation and 

superiority of the brand. 

Brand loyalty 

Brand loyalty (Aaker, 1991) is often the central feature of brand equity; it 

greatly reduces competitive action in which the costs outweigh the rewards. It is 

different from the other three dimensions of brand equity because it is tied more 

closely to use-experience. It is not possible to transfer it to another name or symbol 

except by spending substantial funds and foregoing significant sales and profits. 

The first benefit of brand loyalty is reduced marketing costs. It is less expensive 

to retain a customer than to get a new customer, and loyal customers as an entry 

barrier to competitors. Degree of brand loyalty to existing products can be vital to 

market entry decisions. 

The second benefit of brand loyalty is trade leverage, which is defined as the 

willingness to carry a product and to support it. It will get the company space in a 

retail store. Trade leverage is particularly important when a company is introducing 

brand extensions. This possibility is especially significant to a company considering a· 

major market entry, in that it knows it has a better opportunity for a line extension in 

the growth or mature stages. d ?fl1ftllel 

The third advantage of brand loyalty is in attracting new customers, especially 

when the purchase is somewhat risky; however, this requires an explicit program. 

Loyal customers provide an image of the brand as an accepted, successful product 

which will be around and will be able to afford service back-up and product 

improvements. This can be a powerful attraction to new customers, and will generate 

brand awareness through word of mouth, which will encourage others to consider the 

brand. 
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Finally, brand loyalty creates a company time to respond to competitive threats. 

Loyal satisfied customers will not be looking for new products and thus may not learn 

of an advancement. Further, they will have little incentive to change even if exposed 

to the new product. With a high level of brand loyalty, a company can allow itself the 

luxury of pursuing a less risky follower strategy. 

Oliver (1997: p.392) defines brand loyalty as "a deeply held commitment to 

repurchase or repatronize a preferred product or service consistently in the future, 

despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause 

switching behavior". Loyal consumers show more favorable responses to a brand than 

non-loyal or switching consumers do (Grover and Srinivasan, 1992). Therefore, brand 

equity will increase. 

Brand Awareness 

Brand awareness (Aaker, 1991) is an often undervalued assets; however, 

awareness has been shown to affect perceptions and even taste. People like the 

familiar and are prepared to ascribe all sorts of good attitudes to items that are 

familiar to them. 

The first step in building brand awareness is to have a strong brand name to 

which other associations with the brand can be attached in the customer's mind. 

The second step is to establish familiarity, with leads to liking the brand. The 

more familiar a brand is to customers, the more they are inclined to like it. 

Third, name awareness, can serve as a signal of the brand's presence, 

commitment, and substance. Even thought the customers do not know much about the 

brand, the familiar name is reassuring to them. 

Fourth, a brand name that is well known to customers can be the basis for 

getting into the customer's evoked set. This is the set of brands that customer will 

consider buying, as discussed throughout the brand. 
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Brand awareness with strong associations forms a specific brand image. Aaker 

(1991: p.109) defines brand associations as "anything linked in memory to a brand" 

and brand image as "a set of (brand) associations usually in some meaningful way". 

Brand Associations 

Brand associations (Aaker, 1991) are anything that is linked in memory directly 

or indirectly to the brand. These associations go over and beyond those that represent 

perceived quality to the buyer. There are five ways that these associations provide 

value to the customer and try to relate them to other elements of brand equity. 

First, as an overview tool, means-end analysis provides three levels of customer 

thinking. The bottom level of abstraction is "Attributes," which refers to the "brand 

associations" that customers often use for brand identification. The next level up the 

ladder of abstraction in the customers' thinking is "Consequences". These have to do 

with the attitude level of thinking, represented by "Perceived Quality" in brand equity 

terms. Finally, the third level comprises the customers "values", which it will recall 

are their major source of motivation and the bases of their attitude benefits and how 

strong those benefits are. This is, of course, the foundation of buying, of choosing 

among product categories and brands . 

. Second, implicit in the above process is the customer building a product 

hierarchy, which controls four aspects of the customers' buying process. It controls 

the customers' search, their attention, their memory, and finally their choice by 

bringing together the brands. 

Third, the customers have a goal hierarchy that guides them in making their 

choice. 

Finally, the customers have a sense of perceived risk represented as the inverse 

of their confidence in the purchase. This is a very important part of brand 

associations, in addition to perceived quality. 
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From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that there is reason to believe that 

brand equity captures much of the reality of customer buying that has been revealed 

by the customer decision miling. 

First, these associations can help summanze a set of facts that would be 

expensive to communicate and difficult for the customer to process. In addition, they 

can help in the recall of information during decision making. 

Second, these associations can help differentiate a brand from competitors. For 

product categories such as wine, perfumes, and clothes, among which most customers 

cannot make brand distinctions, the brand name can play a critical role in separating 

one brand from another. 

Third, these associations can involve cu.sterner benefits that provide a specific 

reason to buy and use the brand. They also can build credibility and confidence in the 

brand, or provide an up scale image. -
Fourth, these associations can create positive attitudes and feelings that are 

transferred to the brand. 

Fifth, and very important for marker entry planning, is that the associations can 

provide a basis for a franchise extension from the existing brand. This possibility 

should be a serious consideration when planning the entry of the primary brand. 

Brand associations are complicated and connected to one another, and consist of 

multiple ideas, episodes, instance, and facts that establish a solid network of brand 

knowledge. The associations are stronger when they are based on many experiences 

of exposures to communications, rather than a few (Aaker1991: Alba and Hutchinson 

1987). 
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2.3 l\1ARKETING MIX ELEMENTS 

Marketing mix elements (Kotler 2000: p.15-16) is the set of marketing tools that 

the firm uses to pursue its marketing objectives in the target market. McCarthy 

classified these tools into four broad groups that he called the four Ps of marketing: 

product, price, place, and promotion. 

Distribution Intensity 

Distribution is intensive when products are placed in a large number of stores to 

cover the market. To enhance a product's image and get substantial retailer support, 

firms tend to distribute exclusively or selectively rather than intensively. It has been 

argued that certain types of distribution fit certain types of products. Consumers will 

be more satisfied, however, when a product is available in a greater number of stores 

because they offered the product where and when they want it (Ferris, Oliver, and 

Kluyver, 1989; Smith, 1992). Intensive distribution reduces the time consumers must 

spend searching the store and traveling to and from the stores, provides convenience 

in purchasing, and make it easier to get services related to the product. 

Price 

Price is the one revenue-generating element of the marketing mix, and price 

premiums are one of the most important benefits of creating brand awareness and 

strong, favorable, and unique brand associations. 

Customers use price as an important extrinsic cue and indicator of product 

quality or benefits. High-priced brands are often perceived to be of higher quality and 

less vulnerable to competitive price cuts than low-priced brands (Blattberg and 

Wirmiewski, 1989; Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal, 1991; Kamakura and Russell, 1993; 

Milgrom and Roberts, 1986; Olson, 1977). Therefore, price is positively related to 

perceived quality. Rao and Monroe (1989) show that a positive relationship between 
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pnce and perceived quality has been supported through previous research. By 

increasing perceived quality, is related positively to brand equity. 

Store Image 

Store image is defined as "set of interdependent organizations involved in the 

process of making a product or service available for use or consumption. Store 

involves design and management of intermediaries such as wholesalers, distributors, 

brokers, and retailers. 

The importance of channel design and management as a marketing tool of 

increasing brand equity is growing (Srivastava and Shocker, 1991). In a distribution 

channel, retailers encounter a firm's ultimate consumers. Selecting and managing 

retailers is therefore a firm's major marketing task in satisfying consumers' needs. In 

particular, distributing through good image stores signals that a brand is of good 

quality, Dodds et al. · (1991) find significant positive effects of store image on 

perceived quality. The store name is a vital extrinsic cue to perceived quality. The 

quality of a given brand is perceived differently depending on which retailer offers it. 

Customer traffic will be greater in a store with a good image than in one with a bad 

image. Good-image stores attract more attention, contacts, and visits form potential 

customers. In addition, such stores provide greater consumer satisfaction and 

stimulate active and positive word-of-mouth commwlications among consumers (Rao 

and Monroe, 1989; Zeithaml, 1988). Therefore, distributing a brand through an outlet 

with a good image will create more positive brand associations than distributing 

through an outlet with a bad image. 

Advertising 

Advertising is the means by which the firms attempt to inform, persuade, and 

remind customers. The one of marketing communications is advertising defined as 

any paid form of non-personal presentation and promotion of ideas, goods, or services 
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by an identified sponsor. Advertising plays an important and often controversial role 

in contributing to brand equity. 

Overwhelmingly, advertising the researchers found advertising is successful in 

generating brand equity, whereas sales promotion is unsuccessful (Boulding, Lee, and 

Staelin, 1994; Chay and Tellis, 1991; Johnson, 1984: Lindsay, 1989; Maxwell, 1989). 

Simon and Sullivan (1993) find a positive effect of advertising spending on brand 

equity Cobb-Walgren, Beal, and Donthu (1995) find that the dollar amount spent on 

advertising has positive effects on brand equity and its dimensions. 

Advertising is an important extrinsic cue signaling product quality (Milgrom 

and Roberts, 1986). Heavy advertising spending shows that the firm is investing in the 

brand, which implies superior quality (Kimani and Wright, 1989). In addition, 

Archibald, Haulman, and Moody ( 1983) find that advertising spending levels are 

good indicators of not only high quality but also good buys. Aaker and Jacobson 

(1994) also find a positive relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

Hence, advertising spending is positively related to perceived quality, which leads to 

higher brand equity. 

Advertising plays a pivotal role in increasing brand awareness as well as· 

creating strong brand associations. Repetitive advertising schedules increase the 

probability that a brand will be included in the consideration set, which simplifies the 

consumer's brand choice, making it a habit to choose the brand (Hauser and 

Wemerfeldt, 1990). Thus, a greater amount of advertising is related positively to 

brand awareness and associations, which leads to greater brand equity. In addition, 

according to an extended hierarchy of effects model, advertising is positively related 

to brand loyalty because it reinforces brand-related associations and attitudes toward 

the brand (Shimp, 1997). 



19 

2.4 PREVIOUS STUDY 

Nowadays, many modem companies are facing their toughest competition ever, 

how companies can go about winning customers and outperforming competitors. The 

answer lies in doing the better job of meeting and satisfying customer needs. Only 

customer-centered companies are adept at building customers, not just products. The 

fulfillment of a customer's need and want is called value delivery. Many researchers 

spend much more time focusing on the improvement and measurement of both brand 

value and customer value to meet customers needs as shown in following researches: 

Knox and Maklan (1998) proposed a new concept model of a fundamental 

change in the purchasing motivation and behavior of customers and the methods by 

which companies meet these new customer expectations. Knox and Maklan define 

that companies are re-examining their fundamental assumptions about the way in 

which _!_~~y g_~Ji_f!e and deliver value to their customers. Marketing and brand 

strategies successfully deployed in the 1980s and 1900s are longer sufficient to ensure 

continues profitable growth, customer loyalty and competitive advantage. Today, 

global competition offers everyone a meaningful choice of equally competent 

suppliers. The sharp-end of creation customer value lies with the organization's 

ability to; customize products and services, direct complex supply chains on behalf of 

customers, provide pre-sales advice and post-sales service, maximize customer 

convenience, and work effectively within alliances on behalf of customers. 

Zinaida (2001), Competitive Aspects of Brand Value for Passenger Cars: The 

Inverse Demand Model Analysis. This paper attempts to extend the market-related 

approach to areas such a.:; the automobile market, where no nonbranded products 

exist. Their approach is based on the existence of a secondary market for cars in the 

form of the car dealership system. This arrangement means that there are two prices 

for automobiles, the invoice price and the manufacturer suggested retail price 
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(MSRP). The inverse demand function approach is applied to that part. of the MSRP 

directly associated with the secondary market. In the adjusted fonn, the inverse 

demand function involves two types of variables: the competitive brand value (CBV) 

and consumer value (CCV). This paper models the consumer value variable via 

clusters of CCV equivalent cars that can be identified using the data provided by 

experts on the competition for each of the new car models on the market. If these 

clusters are found, the estimation of the competitive brand values can be made for 

brands present in other CCV equivalent clusters. Their model has been validated for 

the passenger car market segment, thus allowing estimation of the relative competitive 

brand value of eleven major brands. The results suggest possible ways to improve the 

process of categorizing car models, and have implications for production, price 

management, and consumer choice. By modeling the inverse demand function based 

on CCV and CBV, this paper extends Sullivan's (1988) approach to include car 

models beyond twin cars. Additionally, the results indirectly confinn Sullivan's 

( 1988) finding on the relative importance of parent brand (e.g., Toyota) over specific 

brand (e.g., Corolla). '· 

Schwarze (2001), A Model of Forecast the Effects of Price Change on Brand 

Loyalty of Non-durable, Consumer Packaged Goods in a Competitive Environment. 

Maintaining brand loyalty is a problem facing many consumer goods manufacturers 

in a competitive environment. This dissertation deals with the effects of price changes 

on brand loyalty. The purpose of this dissertation is to .develop a model describing 

consumer reaction in terms of retaining brand loyalty as prices change and to describe 

the importance of product quality and brand strength as causal factors on maintaining 

brand loyalty. Previous literature studied the importance of the factors of coupon 

usage, advertising, product development, brand value, and perceived quality levels on 

brand loyalty. Consumer reactions to price changes given brand attitude levels, 



21 

quality levels, promotion and advertising levels for laundry detergent and hot dogs are 

hypothesized. In this study, consumers were asked their intentions of repurchasing 

their preferred brand given various levels of price changes. Responses were then 

separated by levels of brand loyalty, levels of market share, coupon usage, brand 

value, and perceived quality levels. Price elasticities were calculated for different 

levels and categories. It was concluded that price elasticities are dependent upon 

quality levels and that price sensitivity behaves in multi-tier fashion with respect to 

quality levels. The deterministic model shows quality levels and product innovation as 

predominant causal variables in predicating brand loyalty. Methodology for 

developing a deterministic model to predict brand loyalty and to measure price 

sensitivity is discussed. Results are discussed with recommendations for future study 

enabling generalization of brand loyalty model construction to other products, with 

consideration to factors such as high involvement products and the separation of 

normal and inferior products. 

Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000), An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix 

Elements and Brand Equity. This study explores the relationships between marketing 

mix elements and the creation of brand equity. They propose a conceptual framework 

in which marketing elements are related to the dimensions of brand equity, that is, 

perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations combined with brand 

awareness. These dimensions are then related to brand equity, The empirical tests 

using a structure equation model support the research hypotheses. The result show 

that frequent price promotions, such as price deals, are related to low brand equity, 

whereas high advertising spending, high price, good store image, and high distribution 

intensity are related to high brand equity. 
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Chapter III 

Research Frameworks 

Before proceeding in this chapter, it would be worthwhile to recall that the 

objective of this research is to study in a brand equity as a strategic weapon to create 

brand value. The researcher selects NOKIA brand in this study and selected 

respondents, who are users and have use experience, are limited in Bangkok area. 

This chapter discusses about theoretical framework that brand equity proposed 

by Aaker ( 1991) is as a useful tool of this research. Concept of building brand value 

defined by Knox and Maklan (1998) is applied with brand equity of Aaker's model as 

modified conceptual framework of this research. Then, the researcher sets research 

hypotheses as well as the selected variables regarding to build brand value . 

.,_. -3.1 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Aaker ( 1991) proposes that, first, brand equity creates value for both the 

customer and the firm. Brand equity assets generally add or subtract value for 

customers. They can help them interpret, process, and store huge quantities of 

information about products and brands. They also can affect customers' confidence in 

the purchase decision and potentially enhance customers' satisfaction with the use 

experience. Second, brand equity provides value to the firm. Enhanced brand loyalty 

is especially important in buying time to respond when competitors innovate and 

obtain product advantage. They will usually allow higher margins by permitting both 

premium pricing and reduced reliance upon promotion. They can provide a platform 

for growth via brand extension and provide leverage in the distribution channel as a 

competitive advantage. Third, value for the customer enhances value for the firm due 

to the higher customer loyalty. Finally, brand equity consists of multiple dimensions: 



perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness, and brand associations. Theoretical 

framework of brand equity is an extension of Aaker's model shown in figure 3.1. 

Figure 3.1: A Theoretical Framework of Brand Equity 

Brand 
Awareness 

Perceived 
Q~.111ity .. ,· .. ... ~,.i.~~:t.~~=-~·~-~.,..._~~ 

""' ·~:~4-; .. ,, 

.y 

Source: David Aaker, Managing Brand Equity, Free Press, New York, 1991, p .17 

3.2 MODlFIED CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The researcher modifies conceptual framework of building brand va lue by using 

brand equity. The researcher uses Aaker's brand equity model as a fundamental in 

study. First, the researcher places a separate construct, brand equity, between the 

dimensions of brand equity and the value for the customer and the firm. Second, the 

researcher adds antecedents of brand equity, marketing mix activities, assuming that 

they have significant effects on the dimensions of brand equity. Third, the researcher 

places a construct of brand value investigated in a part of price premium, and brand 

extensions. 

Knox and Maklan (1998) identify the concept of building brand value. 

Marketing has been focussed on creating brand value, particularly in the brand-

conscious eighties and translating this into a value through branding. In the mean 
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time, quality levels rose across the broad in most industries, customer became more 

discerning and knowledgeable, and choice increased dramatically. The recession of 

the 1990s has probably encouraged customers to take a hard look at the value of all 

their purchase, thus exposing the weaknesses of many brand leaders. Therefore, Knox 

and Maklan generate brand value through customers concept to want company 

marketers to spend a much more time influencing the company's core processes as 

designing brand and customer relat~cmship. 

From the study of Knox and Maklan, the researcher uses their concept as a 

useful practice for modifying this research. Then, the researcher applies it by using 

brand · equity as a strategic weapon to creating brand value. Marketing mix elements 

are also added up in a modified conceptual framework as the impact of successful and 

failure marketing mix elements on brand equity. Modified conceptual framework is 

exhibited in _figure 3 .2. -
Investigating of the relationship between brand value and brand equity is the 

focus of this research. 

Figure 3.2: A Modified Conceptual Framework of a Brand Equity as a Strategic 

Weapon to Create Brand Value ~ ~~ 

ilil 
Independent Variables Dependent Variables 

Marketing Mix: 
Brand Equity and its 

dimensions: 
- Distribution Intensity Brand Value: 

• Perceived Quality 
-Price ... .... - Brand Loyalty 
- Store Image 

. 
- Premium Pricing 

- Brand Extensions 
- Brand Awareness/ 

- Advertising 
Associalions 
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For independent variables, one is marketing mix elements. The researcher 

focuses on a few keys of marketing mix elements. In particular, the researcher selects 

distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising from traditional "4P" 

marketing activities as a representative set of marketing programs. Brand equity is 

another. Its dimensions of this study, the researcher investigates on perceived quality, 

brand loyalcy, and grouped brand awareness and associations. For dependent 

variables, the researcher sets price premium and brand extensions as sub-elements of 

brand value to measure future performance of a brand by assessing customers' 

perception. 

3.3 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

The main purpose of this study is to investigate brand value created by brand 

equity that is influenced by selected marketing mix elements. On the basis of the 

literature, the researcher hypothesizes directional relationship paths among the 

structures are summarized in figure 3.3. 

The researcher examines sixteen hypotheses for supporting research objectives. 

The researcher classifies two groups. The first group of this research includes seven 

hypotheses, · which focus on the relationship between brand value and brand equity 

(H01), and the relationship between the elements of brand value and the dimensions of 

brand equity (H02-H07). Another group includes nine hypotheses that focus on 

influencing selected marketing mix elements on the dimensions of brand equity (HOs

H016). These hypotheses are as following. 



Group!: 

The Relationship between Brand Value and Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 1 : 

HO,: There is no relationship between brand value and brand equity. 

Hl 1: There is a relationship between brand value and brand equity. 
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The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 2: 

H02: There is no relationship between perceived quality and price premium. 

Hli: There is a relationship between perceived quality and price premium. 

Hypothesis 3: 

H03: There is no relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions. 

Hl3: There is a relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions. 

Hypothesis 4: -

H04: There is no relationship between brand loyalty and price premium. 

Hl4: There is a relationship between brand loyalty and price premium. 

Hypothesis 5: 

HOs: There is no relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions. 

H 1 s: There -is a relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions. 

Hypothesis 6: 

H06: There is no relationship between brand awareness/associations and price 

premium. 

H16: There is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and price 

premium. 



Hypothesis 7: 

H07: There is no relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions. 

H 17: There is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions. 

Group 11: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 8: 

HOs: There is no relationship between distribution intensity and perceived 

quality. 
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H ls: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and perceived quality. 

Hypothesis 9: -
H09: There is no relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty. 

H19: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty. 

Hypothesis 10: 

HOIO: There is no relationship between distribution intensity and brand 

awareness/associations. 

H l 10: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand 

awareness/associations. 

Hypothesis 11: 

H011: There is no relationship between price and perceived quality. 

H 111: There is a relationship between price and perceived quality. 

Hypothesis 12: 

H012: There is no relationship between store image and perceived quality. 

HI 12: There is a relationship between store image and perceived quality. 
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Hypothesis 13: 

H013: There is no relationship between store image and brand awareness 

/associations. 

H} 13: There is a relationship between store image and brand awareness 

/associations. 

Hypothesis 14: 

H014: There is no relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

HI 14: There is no relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

Hypothesis 15: 

H01s: There is no relationship between advertising and brand loyalty. 

H l ls: There is a relationship between advertising and brand loyalty. 

Hypothesis 16: 

H016: There is no relationship between advertising and brand awareness 

/associations. 

HI 16: There is a relationship between advertising and brand awareness 

/associations. 



Figure 3.3: The Construction of Directional Relationship Path Among the Variables 
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3.4 OPERA TIONAUZA TION OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

In this research, there is a main dependent variable, which is brand value. The 

following table is shown to clarify the operational definitions of each component for 

those variables. 

Brand Value 
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The researcher identifies the elements of brand value in this study including 

price premium, and brand extensions shown in Table 3.1 

Table 3. I: Operationalization of Brand Value Characteristics 

Coinponents 

Price Premium 

Question 1-3 

in Part I 

Operational Definitions 

J) I would prefer prices of NOKIA. 

2) If other brand mobiles would have to cost 20 percent less than 

NOKIA before I would not switch brands. -

3) Considering the price related to quality, I would rate the 

overall value of NOKIA. 

Brand Extensions 4) I would expect to see a new series of NOKIA. 

Question 4-6 5) My first impression in hearing when NOKIA is introducing a 

in Part I new model. 

6) I love to trial a new series of NOKIA. 

3.5 OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

In this research, there are two main independent variables, which are brand 

equity and marketing nix elements. The following table is shown to clarify the 

operational definitions of each component for those variables. 
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Brand Equity 

The researcher identifies the dimensions of brand equity in this study including 

perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/associations shown in Table 3.2 

Table 3.2: Operationalization of Brand Equity Characteristics 

Components Operational Definitions 

Perceived Quality 7) NOKIA is of high quality. 

Question 7-9 8) The quality of NOKIA has been improved continuously over the 

In Part II last several years. 

9) NOKIA is respected for innovation. 

Brand Loyalty I 0) NOKIA would be my first choice. 

Question 10-12 11) If there is another brand as good as NOKIA, I prefer to buy 

In Part II NOKIA. -,.... 
12) I will buy NOKIA on next purchase. l:lt 

Brand Awareness/ 13) I have consistently heard or seen of NOKIA brand. 

Associations 14) I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of NOKIA. 

Question 13-15 15) NOKIA is different from other brands. 

In Part II 1 tl'il 
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Marketing Mix Elements 

The researcher identifies marketing mix elements in this study including 

distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising shown in Table 3 .3 

Table 3.3: Operationalization of Marketing Mix Elements 

Components Operational Definitions 

Distribution 16) More stores sell NOKIA, as compared to its competing brands .. 

Intensity 17) The number of the stores that deal with NOKIA is more than 

Question 16-18 that of its competing brands. 

In Part III 18) NOKIA is distributed through as many stores as possible. 

Price 19) Over time, NOKIA has consistently offered me better price 

Question 19-21 i value for its products/services . 
....... 

In Part Ill 20) At the price shown, I would consider buying NOKIA. 

21) NOKIA is expensive. 

Store Image 22) The stores where I can buy NOKIA carry products of high 

Question 22-23 quality. 

In Part III 23) The stores where I can buy NOKIA would be of high quality. 

24) The stores where I can buy NOKIA have well-known brand. 

Advertising 25) When I view the NOKIA's ad, I can visualize the wonderful 

Question 24-27 emotional experience I will have using NOKIA. 

In Part III 26) The ad campaigns for NOKIA seem very expensive, compared 

to campaign for competing brands. 

27) The ad campaigns for NOKIA are seen frequently. 
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Research Methodology 
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Before proceeding in this chapter, it would be worthwhile to recall that the 

objective of this research is to study in a brand equity as a strategic weapon to create 

brand value. The researcher selects NOKJA brand in this study and selected 

respondents, who are users and have use experience, are limited in Bangkok area. 

This chapter discusses about theoretical framework that brand equity proposed 

by Aaker ( l 991) is as a useful tool of this research. Concept of building brand value 

defined by Knox and Maklan (1998) is applied with brand equity of Aaker's model as 

modified conceptual framework of this research. Then, the researcher sets research 

hypotheses as well as the selected variables regarding to build brand value. 

-
4.1 RESEARCH METHOD USED 

This research focuses on aspect of brand value created by brand equity. A 

selected research design of this study used as a guide in collecting and analyzing data 

is descriptive and exploratory research. ol. 

The descriptive research study is typically concerned with determining the 

frequency with, which something occurs or the relationship between two variables 

(Churchill, 1991 ). Thus, the descriptive research is used to describe the characteristics 

of certain groups as well as to estimate the proportion of people in a specified 

population who behave in a certain way (Churchill, 1999). The descriptive research is 

designed to employ in this study in order to describe the demographic characteristics 

and the respondents' perception on marketing mix elements, brand equity, and brand 

value. 
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In order to gather the data, survey is the very appropriate research technique 

because it is a method of primary data collection based on communication with a 

representative sample of individuals. The principal advantage of survey method is that 

it can collect a great deal of data about an individual respondent at one time. Survey 

also provides a quick, inexpensive, efficient and accurate means of assessing 

information about a population (Kumer, Aaker and Day, 1999) 

Moreover, to explore the reasons that lie behind the statistical for measuring the 

relationship between brand value and brand equity and the linkage shown on figure 

3.3 that may emerge from surveys. The exploratory research is another method that is 

applied to this study. The exploratory study is particularly helpful in breaking broad, 

vague problem statements into smaller, more precise sub-problem statements, 

hopefully in the form of specific hypotheses (Churchill, 1991 ). Thus, to obtain some 

background information where absolutely nothing is known about the problem area, 

the hypotheses are formulated for the investigation (Malhotra and Birks, 2000). Thus, 

the hypotheses created to brand value are examined in this research. 

4.2 RESPONDENTS AND SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

Population 

The respondents of this research are people in Bangkok who are NOKlA's 

users, not whoever, to assess brand value. The researcher collects data by surveying 

respondents who are serviced from NOKIA Professional Center in Bangkok. There 

are eight NOKIA Professional Centers around Bangkok area: World Trade Center, 

Central Pinklaw, Central Rama3, Central Ladphrao, Mahboonkrong, The Mall 

Ngamwongwan, Future Park Rangsit, and Seacon Square. 
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Sample Size 

Due to the research based on brand value assessment, the researcher does not 

have sales volume data of NOKIA in Thailand. The sample size necessary to estimate 

a population proportion also can be based on a specification of the absolute precision 

to be provided by the estimate. 

Absolute precision will be a function of the value, that is, withih a certain 

percentage of the value regardless of its level. The formula of absolute precision 

shown as below (Churchill, 1991; p.592): 

When, n = Sample size 

z = Degree of confidence 

7r = Population proportion 

H = Standard error of the proportion 

Due to no exactly sales volume data of NOKJA in Thailand, Kallaya (2001) 

recommended 50 percent of population proportion that is appreciate population 

proportion percentage in calculating sample size. Therefore, the researcher sets up 50 

percent of population proportion, 95 percent confidence (Z = 1.96), and 5 percent of 

standard error of the proportion. 

n = ( 1.96)2(0.5)0-0.5) 
(0.05)2 

n = 385 

From calculation, sample size for this study, the researcher uses 400 samples by 

adding more 15 samples. 
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Sample Plan 

The sample size for the study is 400 respondents who are NOKIA's users in 

Bangkok. The researcher use Multi-stage sampling to determined the sample size as 

follows: 

a) Simple random sampling used to assure that each element in the population 

has equal chance of being included in the sample (Zigmund, 2000; p.453). 

The researcher random sampling by drawing five from eight NOKJA 

Professional Centers in Bangkok area. These consist of World Trade Center, 

Central Rama3, Central Ladphrao, Mahboonkrong, and Seacon Square. 

b) Quota sampling used to ensure that the various subgroups in a population 

are presented on pertinent sample characteristics to the exact extent 

(Zigmund, 2000; p.452), so the populations of respondents in this study are 

designed into five groups. The proportion of population for each dealers is 

as follows: 

NOKJA Professional Centers 
World Trade Center 
Central Rama3 
Central Ladphrao 
Mahboonkrong 
Seacon Square 

· Total 

Respondents 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 

400 

c) Convenience sampling used to obtain people who are most conveniently 

available (Zigmund, 2000; p.450), therefore the researcher collected the data 

from the NOKIA's users in Bangkok. 

4.3 RESEARCH INSTRUMENT/QUESTIONNAIRES 

In this investigation, questionnaire is used as instrument to acquire several 

aspects of respondents' perception on brand value and brand equity of a brand. To 
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achieve that, the questionnaire is divided into four parts that are Brand Value, Brand 

Equity, Marketing Mix Elements, and Personal Data. 

Part I: Brand value instrument consists of six statements to measure customers' 

perception through the brand value of NOKIA. Brand value includes two sub-

elements that are price premium, and brand extensions. Firstly, the questions of price 

premium are applied from The Brand Equity Ten. Then, finally, brand extensions' 

questions also applied from the previous study in managing brand equity by Keller 

( 1996). Respondents are screened based on their use experience. Five point Likert-

scale is used to indicate the degree of respondents assign to each statement from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Part II: Brand equity instrument consists of nine statements to measure the four 

dimensions of brand equity including perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand 

awareness/associations. All of the questions are applied from the previous study by 

Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000). Respondents are screened based on their use 

experience. Five point Likert-scale is used to indicate the degree of respondents 

assign to each stat~ment from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Part III: Marketing mix elements instrument consists of twelve statements to 

measure the respondents' perception toward marketing programs of the firm through 

the brand. The researcher investigates four elements, that are distribution intensity, 

price, store image, and advertising. All of the questions are applied from the previous 

study by Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000). Respondents are screened based on their use 

experience. Five point Likert-scale is used to indicate the degree of respondents 

assign to each statement from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Part V: Personal data of the respondents are collected to find out the profiles of 

the respondents measured by gender, marital status, age, education level, occupation 

category, and personal monthly income. 
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4.4 PRETEST 

Churchill ( 1999) stated that each question m the questionnaire should be 

reviewed to ensure that the question is not confusing or ambiguous, potentially 

offensive to the respondent, leading or bias inducing and also is easy to answer. Thus, 

the real test of questionnaire is used to find out how it performs under actual 

conditions of data collection. Pretests is vital and are defined as trial runs with a group 

of respondents for the purpose of detecting problems in the questionnaire instructions 

or design/ In the pretest, the researcher look for evidence of ambiguous questions and 

respondents, and other considerations (Zikmund, 1997) due to the thing to all 

respondents, and other considerations cannot ask the researcher of they do not 

understand the question, it is required for this study to do the pretest which is run with 

a group ofrespondents before launching the questionnaire. 

Vanichbuncha (2001), mentioned that in order to conduct the pilot survey or 

Pre-test, the number of respondents should be at least 25 samples. In this research, 60 

respondents are participated in the pretest. 

The researcher used the Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha Scales (Cronin & Tayler, 

1992) to test reliability of questionnaires. The result of reliability analysis after 

examining of the pilot study is shown in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1: Reliability Analysis-Scale (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha) 

Operational Dimensions Reliability 

Brand Value 0.60 

Brand Equity 0.86 

Marketing Mix Elements 0.69 

Total 0.89 

Sekaran ( 1992) mentioned that if the reliability value is at least 0.6, it is 

considered reliable. As the result of reliability analysis from the pilot study, 

questionnaires in this research are sufficient for examining the relationship between 

brand value and brand equity of NOKIA product in Bangkok because Coefficient's 

Alpha Scale of the pilot study is greater than 0.6 (0.89>0.60). 

4.5 COLLECTION OF DATA/GATHERING PROCEDURES 

To collect data for this research, the structured interview with closed-form 

questionnaire will be used. This method would offer a number of benefits to the 

researcher. As there is no doubt that the interviewers are likely to bias with the 

different situations with different interviewees. Therefore, the structured interview 

would minimize this bias and could ·provide data with more neutral information from 

the interviewees' point of their communicative competent. Beside that, it is a possible 

way to utilize less skilled interviewers with less cost with a structured form according 

to the confined duties of interviewers is basically to provide and record those answers. 

In this study, respondents will be asked to think of perception through the brand in 

term of brand value, brand equity, and marketing mix elements by responding the 

questionnaire form. 
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4.6 STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA 

To analyze the data collected from the respondents, the Statistic Package for 

Social Science (SPSS) program are used for analyzing data. From a modified 

conceptual framework, descriptive analysis, independent-sample T test, the analysis 

of variance (ANOV A), and correlation coefficient are main selected statistic for this 

research to measure the relationship among elements. The researcher sets 95 percent 

confident. 

Descriptive Analysis 

In order to interpret the data gathered, descriptive analysis is applied to 

transform the raw data into a form. The form will make them easy to understand and 

interpret; rearrange, order, and manipulate data to generate descriptive information 

such as frequency distributions, percentage distributions, and means (Zikmund, 1997). 

Independent Sample T-Test -
Independent T-test is used to test the hypothesis stating that the mean scores on 

some interval or ratio scale variable will be significantly different for two independent 

samples or groups. To use independent T-test for difference of means, it is assumed 

the two samples are drawn from normal distributions (Churchill, 1999). The following 

is the formula for independent T-test analysis (Saiyod & Saiyod, 1995). 

-
t = X1-X2 

((s12/n1) + (si2/n2))112 

and 

df = ~12/n1) + (sllnu 
fu1/n1i2 + (§:/lnii 
(n1 - 1) (n2 - 1) 
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-
Where X1 = Mean of group 1 

-
.X2 = Mean of group 2 

s,2 = Variance of group 1 

sl = Variance of group 2 

n1 = Sample size of group l 

n2 = Sample size of group 2 

df = Degree of freedom 

The Analysis of Variance (ANOV A) sir 
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) will be used to test hypotheses, that is, to 

determine whether there are any differences of the means occurring between two or 

more groups in one independent variable. The ANOV A of F-test is the ratio as shown 

below (Zilmund, 2000; p.649): 

~ 
* 

Table 4.2: ANOV A Summary 

Source of Sum of 

Variation Squares 

Between groups ssh 

Within groups SSw 

Total SS, 

F = MSb 
MSw 

Degree of 

Freedom 

P-1 

N-P 

N-1 

When, F = F distribution 

Mean Square 

MSb 

MSw 

-

MSb = Mean square between groups 

F-Ratio · 

-

(MSb/MSw) 

-



MSw = Mean square within groups 

SSb = Sum of square between groups 

SSw = Sum of square within groups 

SS1 = Sum of square total 

P = Number of groups 

N = Number of observations in a group 

Correlation Analysis 
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Correlation analysis involves measuring the closeness of the relationship 

between two or more variables; it considers the joint variation· of two measures, 

neither of which is restricted by the experimenter (Churchill, 1991 ). 

A positive correlation reflects a tendency for a high value in one variable to be 

associated with high value in the second. A negative correlation reflects an 

association between a high value in one variable and a low value in the second 

variable. The expression for the sample correlation coefficient (r) is called the 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient that measures the degree to whish 

there is a linear association between two intervally scaled variables (Kumar, Aaker 

and Day, 1999; p.490). Correlation analysis has a value between -1 and + 1 that 

indicates the strength of the linear relationship between two quantitative variables 

called bivariate correlation, or among three quantitative variables called partial 

correlation. Both of correlation are used to analyze this research. 

Neil J. Solkind (2000) identified the degree of relationship between variables as 

follows: 



Table 4.3: The Interpreting the Correlation Coefficient 

Correlation between 
0.81 - l_.00 
0.61 - 0.80 
0.41- 0.60 
0.21 - 0.40 
0.00 - 0.20 

Source: Neil J. So/kind, Exploring Research, 2000, p.207-208 

Meaning 
Very Strong 
Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 
Very Weak 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient 
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The concept of simple correlation provides a measure of the relationship 

between two variables, which the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient is 

used for this study. The correlation coefficient can be expressed as follow: 

When, r xy = The correlation coefficient between x and y 

tfl... N = The size of sample 

n = The number of sample 

x = The individual's score on the x variable 

y = The individual's score on the y variable 

xy = The product of each x score time its corresponding y 

score 

x2 = The individual x score, square 

y7- = The individual y score, square 

As discussed earlier, the calculation of the correlation coefficient r assumes that 

the variables, whose relationship is being tested, are metric. If this assumption is not 

met either partially or completely, it affects the value of p. A simple test of hypothesis 
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can be perfollTied to check the significance of the relationship between two variables, 

measured by r. This involves testing the null hypothesis HO: p = 0 against the 

alternative hypothesis Hl: pi= 0. To test the significance of this relationship, the test 

statistic t can be computed using 

= r-p 
[(l - r)2(n - 2)] 112 

When, tr = t - distribution 

r = The correlation coefficient 

p = The population correlation coefficient 

n = The number of sample 
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Chapter V 

Presentation of Data and Critical Discussion of Results 

This chapter is primarily concerned with the results of the survey from the 

procedures discussed earlier in Chapter 4. The objective of this research is to measure 

brand value created by concept of brand equity as a strategic weapon. Respondents 

are users, who have experience in using NOKIA mobile phone, and selected area 'of 

this study is in Bangkok. The data analysis presentation and interpretation based on 

the data of 400 samples collected consist of following two sections: (1) 

Socioeconomic Characteristics of All Respondents ~ to summarize the demographic 

factors including gender, marital status, age, highest education level, occupation 

category, and income level presented by frequency and percentage of personal data, 

and (2) Hypothesis Testing ~ to measure the relationship of among elements in sixteen 

hypotheses tested by correlation coefficient. 

5.1 SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL RESPONDENTS 

To identify the characteristics of the respondents participating in this study, the 

socioeconomic characteristics of 400 respondents who are NOKIA's user in Bangkok 

area. They consist of gender, marital status, age, highest education level, occupation 

category, and income level presented by frequency and percentage of personal data 

demonstrated in Table 5.1. The description of elements of brand value, elements of 

customer value, dimensions of brand equity, and marketing mix elements from 

customers' perception are tested by mean and ranking shown in Table 5.2 to 5.4; 

respectively. 
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Table 5 .1: Summary of Socioeconomic Characteristics of All Respondents 

Socioeconomic Characteristics Frequency Percentage 
(%) 

Gender 
Male 176 44.0 

Female 224 56.0 

Total 400 100.0 

Marital Status 
Single 329 82.3 

Married 69 17.3 

Divorced/Widowed 2 0.5 

Total 400 100.0 

Age ~~\~ER I 
20 or less 87 21.8 

21 - 30 year 205 51.3 

31 -40 year 94 23.5 

41 - 50 year 13 3.3 

51 or more 1 0.3 

Total 400 100.0 

Highest education level 
High school graduate or less 37 9.3 

Diploma degree 38 9.5 

Bachelor degree 277 69.3 

Master degree 47 11.8 

Doctoral degree 1 0.3 

Total 400 100.0 

Occupation category 

t1v1&i1 '6\~ Student 142 35.5 

Employee 187 46.8 

Management 14 3.5 

Government 48 12.0 

Self employed 5 1.3 

Other( ........... ) · 4 1.0 

Total 400 100.0 

Income per month (Baht) 
10,000 or less 170 42.5 

10,001 - 20,000 129 32.3 

20,001 - 30,000 62 15.5 

30,001 -40,000 17 4.3 

40,001 or more 22 5.5 

Total 400 100.0 
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Description of Socioeconomic Characteristics 

From Table 5.1, of the 400 samples, the major gender of the respondents using 

NOKIA brand in this research is 56 percent of female, whereas 44 percent of male. 

The highest percentage of marital status of this study is 82.3 percent of single, 

17.3 percent of married, and the lowest percentage is 0.5 percent of divorced and 

widowed. 

The majority of age of the respondents in this research is 51.3 percent of 21 to 

30 years old, 23.5 percent of 31 to 40 years old, 21.8 percent of below 20 years of 

age, 3.3 percent of 41 to 50 years old, and 0.3 percent of the respondents aged over 50 

years old, respectively. 

The highest percentage of education level of the respondents is 69.3 percent of 

bachelor degree, 11.8 percent of master degree, 9.5 percent of diploma degree, 9.3 

percent of below high school graduate, and the lowest percentage is 0.3 percent of 

doctoral degree. 

For occupation category of the respondents, the highest percentage is 46.8 

percent of employee, 35.5 percent of student, 12.0 percent of government, 3.5 percent 

of management, 1.3 percent of self employed, and the lowest of percentage is 1.0 

percent of other. ' 'V/f.1 

The income per month was based on the income levels. The highest percentage 

is 42.5 percent of income level below 10,000 baht, 32.3 percent of income level from 

10,001 to 20,000 baht, 15.5 percent of income level from 20,001 to 30,000 baht, 5.5 

percent of income level over 40,000 baht, and the lowest percentage is 4.3 percent of 

income level from 30,001 t·J 40,000 baht. 
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Description of Elements of Brand Value 

The analysis of the questionnaire can concentrate on finding out the most 

critical of elements of brand value from customers' assessment in price premium, and 

brand extensions shown in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.2: Summary of Description along Elements of Brand Value 

Price Premium 

Brand Extensions 

Brand Value '" 
Mean 

2.9308 

3.9350 

3.4329 

Ranking 

2 

1 

From the result as shown in Table 5.2, the highest percentage of customers' 

perception through the elements of brand value is brand extensions, which is followed 

by price premium with means of 3.9350, and 2.9308; respectively. Brand value, 

grouped thes.e .elements, is analyzed with means of3.4329. 

Description of Elements of Dimensions of Brand Equity 

The analysis of the questionnaire can concentrate on finding out the most . 

critical of dimensions of brand equity from customers' assessment in perceived 

quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/associations shown in Table 5.3. 
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Table 5.3: Summary of Description along Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Mean Ranking 

Perceived Quality 3.7183 2 

Brand Loyalty 3.3558 3 

Brand Awareness/ Associations 3.8725 1 

Brand Equity 3.6489 -

From the result as shown in Table 5.3, the highest percentage of customers' 

perception through the dimensions of brand equity is brand awareness/associations, 

which is followed by perceived quality, and brand loyalty with means of 3.8725, 

3.7183, and 3.558; respectively. Brand equity, grouped these elements, is analyzed 

with means of3.6489. 

Description of Marketing Mix Elements 

The analysis of the questionnaire can concentrate on finding out the most 

critical of marketing mix elements from customers' assessment in distribution 

intensity, price, store image, and advertising shown in Table 5.4. 

Table 5.4: Summary of Description along Marketing Mix Elements 

Mean Ranking 

Distribution Intensity 3.5308 2 

Price 3.3592 4 

Store Image 3.3867 3 

Advertising 3.6033 1 
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From the result as shovm in Table 5.4, the highest percentage of customers' 

perception through marketing mix elements is advertising, which is followed by 

distribution intensity, store image, and price with means of 3.6033, 3.5308, 3.3867, 

and 3.3592; respectively. 

The researcher used the Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha Scales (Cronin & Tayler, 

1992) to test reliability of questionnaires. The result of reliability analysis after 

collecting of 400 respondents is shown in Table 5.5. 

Table 5.5: Reliability Analysis-Scale (Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha) 

Operational Dimensions Reliability 

Brand Value 0.60 

Brand Equity 0.84 ~ Marketing Mix Elements 0.77 

Total 0.89 -
Sekaran (1992) mentioned that if the reliability value is at least 0.6, it is 

considered reliable. As the result of reliability analysis from collected 400 samples, 

questionnaires in this research still be sufficient for examining the relationship 

between brand value and brand equity of NOKIA product in Bangkok because 

Coefficient's Alpha Scale of this study is greater than 0.6 (0.89>0.60). 

5.2 HYPOTHESIS TESTING 

This study deeply investigates to assess brand value created by brand equity. 

The researcher examines sixteen hypotheses for supporting research objectives. The 

researcher classifies two groups. The first group includes seven hypotheses, measured 

the relationship between brand value and brand equity (H01), and the relationship 
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benveen the elements of brand value and the dimensions of brand equity (H02-H01), 

will be evaluated by using correlation coefficient test. Another group includes nine 

hypotheses that focuses on influencing selected marketing mix elements on the 

dimensions of brand equity (H08-H016). These will be analyzed by using correlation 

coefficient test. These hypotheses are as following: 
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Group!: 

The Gap between Brand Value and Customer Value 

Hypothesis 1: 

H01: There is no relationship between brand value and brand equity. 

HI 1: There is a relationship between brand value and brand equity. 

Table 5.6: The Analysis of Relationship between Brand Value and Brand Equity 

Using Correlation Coefficient 

('\ ~ 
Correlations 

BE BV 
BE Pearson Correlation 1.000 .610* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 
BV Pearson Corre lation .610** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

[ N 400 400. 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.6 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand value and brand equity 

of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was less than 

0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which means that 

there is a relationship between brand value and brand equity at the 0.01 significant 

level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.610, it means that brand value and brand 

equity of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.610 or 61.0 

percent at the 99 confidentlevel. . 
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Group I: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 2: 

H02: There is no relationship between perceived quality and price premium. 

Hl2: There is a relationship between perceived quality and price premium. 

Table 5.7: The Analysis of Relationship between Perceived Quality and Price 

Premium Using Correlation Coefficient 

... ~~ C I ' orre at1ons 

SUMPP SUMPQ 
SUMPP Pearson Correlation 1.000 .402*' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMPQ Pearson Correlation .402*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

"""· Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.7 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between perceived quality and price 

premium of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was 

less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which means . . 

that there is a relationship between perceived quality and price premium at the 0.01 

significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.402, it means that perceived quality and 

price premium of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.402 or 

40.2 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group!: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 3: 

H03: There is no relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions. 

Hl 3: There is a relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions. 

Table 5.8: The Analysis of Relationship between Perceived Quality and Brand 

Extensions Using Correlation Coefficient 

(\ ~ 
Correlations 

SUMBX SUMPQ 
SUMBX Pearson Correlation 1.000 .393* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMPQ Pearson Correlation .393*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.8 indicated. that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand extensions. and 

perceived quality of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, 

which was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

which means that there is a relationship between brand extensions and perceived 

quality at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.393, it means that brand extensions and 

perceived quality of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.393 or 

39.3 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group!: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 4: 

H04 : There is no relationship between brand loyalty and price premium. 

Hl 4: There is a relationship between brand loyalty and price premium. 

Table 5.9: The Analysis of Relationship between Brand Loyalty and Price Premium 

Using Correlation Coefficient 

Corr lafo s 
. (\ \) e I U 

1 ..... 

SUMPP SUMBL 
SUMPP Pearson Correlation 1.000 .488*' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMBL Pearson Correlation .488·~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

** · Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.9 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand ·loyalty and price 

premium of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was 

less· than 0.01(0.000<0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which means 

that there is a relationship between brand loyalty and price premium at the 0.01 

significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.488, it means that brand loyalty and price 

premium of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.488 or 48.8 

percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group I: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 5: 

H05: There is no relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions. 

Hl 5 : There is a relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions. 

Table 5.10: The Analysis of Relationship between Brand Loyalty and Brand 

Extensions Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 
\.' I/ 

SUM BX SUMBL 
SUMBX Pearson Correlation 1.000 .326* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUM BL Pearson Correlation .326** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailcd) .000 

N 400 400 

•• . Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.10 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand extensions and brand 

loyalty of NOKJA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was less 

than 0.01 (0.000 > 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which.means that 

there is a relationship between brand extensions and brand loyalty at the 0.01 

significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.326, it means that brand extensions and 

brand loyalty of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.326 or 

32.6 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group!: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 6: 

H06: There is no relationship between brand awareness/associations and price 

premmm. 

H 16: There is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and price 

premium. 

Table 5 .11: The Analysis of Relationship between Brand Awareness/ Associations and 

Price Premium Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 

SUMPP SU MBA 
SUMPP Pearson Correlation 1.000 .251 * 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

SU MBA Pearson Correlation .25 1*' 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.11 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between price premium and prand 

awareness/associations of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, 

which was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

which means that there is a relationship between price premium and brand awareness 

tassociations at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson corrdation at the 0.251, it means that price premium and brand 

awareness/associations of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 

0.251 or 25. l percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group I: 

The Relationship between Elements of Brand Value and Dimensions of Brand Equity 

Hypothesis 7: 

H01: There is no relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions. 

H 11: There is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions. 

Table 5.12: The Analysis of Relationship between Brand Awareness/Associations and 

Brand Extensions Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 

SUMBX SUMBA 
SUMBX Pearson Correlation 1.000 .450* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUM BA Pearson Correlation .450*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.12 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand extensions and brand 

awareness/associations of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, 

which was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

which means that there is a relationship between brand extensions and brand 

awareness1associations at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.450, it means that brand extensions and 

brand awareness;associations of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at 

the 0.450 or 45.0 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group II: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 8: 

HOs: There is no relationship between distribution intensity and perceived quality. 

HI s: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and perceived quality. 

Table 5 .13: The Anaiysis of Relationship between Distribution Intensity and 

Perceived Quality Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 
~ 

· SUMPQ SUMDI 
SUMPQ Pearson Correlation 1.000 .441 *' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SU MDI Pearson Correlation .441*' 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.13 indicated that there was a 

statisticaIIy significant difference in correlation between distribution intensity and 

perceived quality of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, 

which was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

which means that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and perceived 

quality at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.441, it means that distribution intensity and 

perceived quality of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.441 or 

44.1 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group IL 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 9: 

H09 : There is no relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty. 

Hl9: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty. 

Table 5.14: The Analysis of Relationship between Distribution Intensity and Brand 

Loyalty Using Correlation Coefficient 

(\ ~ 
Correlatio s n 

SUMBL SUMDI 
SUM BL Pearson Correlation 1.000 .401 * 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

SUMDI Pearson Correlation .401 *' 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5 .14 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between distribution intensity and 

brand loyalty of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which 

was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothes~s was rejected which 

means that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty at 

the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.401, it means that distribution intensity and 

brand loyalty of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.401 or 

40.l percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group 11: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 10: 

H010: There is no relationship between distribution intensity and brand awareness 

/associations. 

Hl 10: There is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand awareness 

/associations. 

Table 5.15: The Analysis of Relationship between Distribution Intensity and Brand 

Awareness/ Associations Using Correlation Coefficient 

-~ 
Correlations 

SU MBA SUMDI 
SUMBA Pearson Correlation 1.000 .463* ' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SU MDI Pearson Correlation .463*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

"""· Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.15 indicated that there was 

a statistically significant difference in correlation between distribution intensity and 

brand awareness/associations of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 

0.000, which was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected which means that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and 

brand awareness1associations at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.463, it means that distribution intensity and 

brand awareness/associations of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at 

the 0.463 or 46.3 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group 11: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 11: 

H011: There is no relationship between price and perceived quality. 

Hl 11: There is a relationship between price and perceived quality. 

Table 5 .16: The Analysis of Relationship between Price and Perceived Quality Using 

Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 
.... 

SUMPQ SUMPR 
SUMPQ Pearson Correlation 1.000 .429*' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMPR Pearson Correlation .429** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5 .16 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between perceived quality and price 

of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was less than 

0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which means that 

there is a relationship between perceived quality and price at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.429, it means that perceived quality and 

price of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.429 or 42.9 

percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group II: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 12: 

H012: There is no relationship between store image and perceived quality. 

Hl 12: There is a relationship between store image and perceived quality. 

Table 5.17: The Analysis of Relationship between Store Image and Perceived Quality 

Using Correlation Coefficient 

. (\ \ C If orre a ions 

SUMPQ SUMS I 
SUMPQ Pearson Correlation 1.000 .441 *' 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMS I Pearson Correlation .441 •• 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.17 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between perceived quality and store 

image of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was less 

than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis w~s rejected which means that 

there is a relationship between perceived quality and store image at the 0.01 

significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.441, it means that perceived quality and 

store image of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.441or44.l 

percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group II: 

T71e Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 13: 

H013: There is no relationship between store image and brand awareness/associations. 

Hl 13: There is a relationship between store image and brand awareness/associations. 

Table 5 .18: The Analysis of Relationship between Store Image and Brand Awareness 

I Associations Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 

SUMBA SUMSl 
SU MBA Pearson Correlation 1.000 .436* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMS! Pearson Correlation .436*~ 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5.18 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand awareness/associations 

and store image of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which 

was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which . . 

means that there is a relationship between brand awarenessrassociations and store 

image at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation· at the 0.436, it means that brand awareness 

/associations and store image of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at 

the 0.436 or 43.6 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group II: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 14: 

H014: There is no relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

HI 14: There is a relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

Table 5 .19: The Analysis of Relationship between Advertising and Perceived Quality 

Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations 

SUMPQ SU MAD 
SUMPQ Pearson Correlation 1.000 .475*' 

Sig. (2-tailed) · .000 

N 400 400 

SU MAD Pearson Correlation .475*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5 .19 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation ·between perceived quality and 

advertising of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was 

less than 0.01 (0.000 ·< 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which 

means that there is a relationship between perceived quality and advertising at the 

0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.475, it means that perceived quality and 

advertising of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.475 or 47.5 

percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group II: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 15: 

H01s: There is no relationship between advertising and brand loyalty. 

HI 15 : There is a relationship between advertising and brand loyalty. 

Table 5.20: The Analysis of Relationship between Advertising and Brand Loyalty 

Using Correlation Coefficient 

A \' 
Correlations 

SUMBL SUMAD 
SUM BL Pearson Correlation 1.000 .440* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

SUMAD Pearson Correlation .440*~ 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 

** · Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5 .20 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand loyalty and advertising 

of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which was less than 

0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which means that 

there is a relationship between brand loyalty and advertising at the 0.01 significant 

level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.440, it means that brand loyalty and 

advertising of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at the 0.440 or 44.0 

percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Group If: 

The Relationship between Dimensions of Brand Equity and Marketing Mix Elements 

Hypothesis 16: 

HOi6: There is no relationship between advertising and brand awareness/associations. 

H 1i6: There is a relationship between advertising and brand awareness/associations. 

Table 5.21: The Analysis of Relationship between Advertising Brand and Awareness 

I Associations Using Correlation Coefficient 

Correlations . 
SUM BA SUMAD 

SUM BA Pearson Correlation l.000 .585* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 400 400 
SUMAD Pearson Correlation .585*' 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 400 400 

** · Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed). 

The Pearson correlation analysis shown in Table 5 .21 indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference in correlation between brand awareness/associations 

and advertising of NOKIA mobile phone with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which 

was less than 0.01 (0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected which 

means that there is a relationship between brand awarenesstassociations and 

advertising at the 0.01 significant level. 

For the Pearson correlation at the 0.585, it means that brand awareness 

/associations and advertising of NOKIA mobile phone have a positive relationship at 

the 0.585 or 58.5 percent at the 99 confident level. 
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Summary of Results from Hypotheses Testing 

From Table 5.22, the summary of results from hypotheses testing is exhibited. 

There are sixteen hypotheses {ncluding H01 to H0 16, which are statistically significant 

difference in correlation with a 2-tailed significance of 0.000, which are less than 0.01 

(0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, the sixteen null hypotheses are rejected which means that 

there are relationships among variables at the 0.01 significant level. 
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Table 5.22: Summary of Results from Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis ~ignificance Results 

H01: There is no relationship between brand value and .000 Rejected 

brand equity. 
H02: There is no relationship between perceived quality .000 Rejected 

and price premium. 
H03: There is no relationship between perceived quality .000 Rejected 

and brand extensions. 
H04: There is no relationship between brand loyalty and .000 Rejected 

price premium. 
HOs: There is no relationship between brand loyalty and .000 Rejected 

brand extensions. 
H06: There is no relationship between brand awareness .000 Rejected 

/association and price premium. 
H01: There is no relationship between brand awareness .000 Rejected 

/association and brand extensions. 
HOs: There is no relationship between distribution intensity .000 Rejected 

and perceived quality. 
H09: There is no relationship between distribution intensity .000 Rejected 

and brand loyalty. 
H010: There is no relationship between distribution .000 Rejected 

intensity and brand awareness/associations. 
H011: There is no relationship between price and perceived .000 Rejected 

quality. 
H012: There is no relationship between store image and .000 Rejected 

perceived quality. 

H013: There is no relationship between store image and .000 Rejected 

brand awareness/associations. 
H014: There is no relationship between advertising and .000 Rejected 

perceived quality. 
H01s: There is no relationship between advertising and .000 Rejected 

brand loyalty. 
H016: There is no relationship between advertising and .000 Rejected 

brand awareness/ associations. 
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Chapter VI 

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 

In this chapter, the finding of the socioeconomic characteristics and the sixteen 

hypotheses are discussed. All of hypotheses are rejected as supported by other prior 

researches. In addition, the first part is summary of findings including socioeconomic 

characteristics and hypotheses testing. The second part is the conclusion of 

hypotheses. The third part discusses the recommendations, and the last part is the 

suggestion for further study. 

6.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

In summary, this research objective is to investigate brand value created by 

brand equity that is influenced by selected marketing mix elements. The researcher 

chooses NOKIA brand as product category in testing hypothesis by using the 

questionnaire to collect data from 400 samples in Bangkok area. Furthermore, th.is 

part classifies in two sections. The summary of socioeconomic characteristics is one, 

and another is the summary of the sixteen hypotheses testing. 

Summary ·or Socioeconomic Characteristics 

The result of statistic analysis of respondents' perception through NOKIA brand 

was analyzed by descriptive analysis. 

The gender of respondents mostly feels the same perception through distribution 

intensity, store image, advertising, brand loyalty, brand awareness/associations, 

overall of brand equity, price premium, and brand extensions. Firstly, there is a 

different on price a little bit between males and females, which females focus on price 

rather than another. Secondly, there is a different on perceived quality, which females 

can perceive through the quality of NOKIA rather than males and finally, on brand 
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value, because females would more expect in hearing a new model of NOKIA than 

males. 

Any rank of age of respondents feels the same perception through distribution 

intensity, price, brand equity and its dimensions, and brand value and its elements, 

whereas there are different in some rank of age on store image and advertising. 

Any group of education levels of respondents feels the same perception through 

price, advertising, brand equity and its dimensions, and brand value and its elements. 

However, there are different in some group of education levels on distribution 

intensity and store image. 

Any group of occupation of respondents feels the same perception through 

price, and brand equity and its dimensions. However, there are different in some 

group of occupation on distribution intensity, store image, advertising, and brand 

value and its elements, especially, student group. -
The rank of income levels of respondents feels the same perception through · 

distribution intensity, price, advertising, and brand equity and its dimensions. 

However, there are different in some rank of income levels on store image, especially, 

student group, and brand value and its elements, especially, 40,000 baht or more. 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

The first hypothesis (H01 ) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between brand value and brand equity. For the 

correlation at the 0.610 or 61.0 percent (Table 5.6), it means that brand value and 

brand equity have a positive strong relationship (Table 4.3). 

The second hypothesis (Ho2) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between perceived quality and price premium. 

For the correlation at the 0.402 or 40.2 percent (Table 5.7), it means that perceived 

quality and price premium have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). Aaker 
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and Keller ( 1990) found that a perceived quality advantage provides the option of 

charging a premium price. The price premium could increase profits and/or provide 

resources with which to reinvest in the brand. 

The third hypothesis (H03) tested by usmg the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between perceived quality and brand extensions. 

For the correlation at the 0.393 or 39.3 percent (Table 5.8), it means that perceived 

quality and brand extensions have a positive weak relationship (Table 4.3). Dacin and 

Smith (1994); Reddy, Holak, and Bhat (1994) found that the perceived quality could 

be exploited by introducing brand extensions, using the brand name to enter new 

product categories. A strong brand with respect to perceived quality will be able to 

extend further, and will find a higher success probability than a weaker brand. A study 

of 18 proposed extensions of six brand names found that perceived quality of the 

brand name was a significant predictor of evaluation of the extensions. 

The fourth hypothesis (H04) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between brand loyalty and price premium. For 

the correlation at the 0.488 or 48.8 percent (Table 5.9), it means that brand loyalty and 

price premium have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

The fifth hypothesis (H05) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between brand loyalty and brand extensions. For 

the correlation at the 0.326 or 32.6 percent (Table 5 .10), it means that brand loyalty 

and brand extensions have a positive weak relationship (Table 4.3). 

From hypotheses testing of H04 and H05, the results are similar the previous 

study proposed by Alsop (i 986) and Reichheld (1990) investigate that regular surveys 

of customer satisfaction/dissatisfaction are particularly useful in understanding hoe 

existing customers feel and in adjusting products and services. Therefore, satisfied 

customers will loyal on brand name and willing to pay more as premium to a brand. 
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Further, satisfied customers will buy a new line extension or a sub-brand of a loyal

brand (Dacin and Smith, 1994). 

The sixth hypothesis (H06) tested by usmg the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and price 

premium. For the correlation at the 0.251 or 25.1 percent (Table 5.11), it means that 

brand awareness/associations and price premium have a positive weak relationship 

(Table 4.3). Axelord (1985) claims that an association creates the key to 

understanding preference. It involves learning how a brand or product differed from 

other brands or products. From this proposal, it could be that a perceived difference 

between brands is the color of package. Few respondents would say that the attractive 

package is important to their purchasing decisions. 

The seventh hypothesis (Ho7) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between brand awareness/associations and brand 

extensions. For the correlation at the 0.450 or 45.0 percent (Table 5.12), it means that 

brand awareness/associations and brand extensions have a positive moderate 

relationship (Table 4.3). Alba and Hutchinson (1987) find that an association can 

provide the basis for an extension by creating a sense of fit between brand name and a 

new product, or p~oviding a reason to buy the extension. 

The eighth hypothesis (Hos) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and perceived 

quality. For the correlation at the 0.441 or 44.l percent (Table 5.13), it means that 

distribution intensity and perceived quality have a positive moderate relationship 

(Table 4.3). 

The ninth hypothesis (Ho9) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand loyalty. 
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For the correlation at the 0.401 or 40.l percent (Table 5.14), it means that distribution 

intensity and brand loyalty have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

The tenth hypothesis (H010) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between distribution intensity and brand 

awareness/associations. For the correlation at the 0.463 or 46.3 percent (Table 5.15), 

it means that distribution intensity and brand awareness/associations have a positive 

moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

As the result of Hos-Ho10, it shows that distribution is intensive when products 

are placed in a large number of stores to cover the market. To enhance a product's 

image and get substantial retailer support, firms tend to distribute exclusively or 

selectively rather than intensively. It has also been argued that certain types of 

distribution fit certain types of products. Consumers will be more satisfied, however, 

when a product is available in a greater number of stores because they will be offered 

the product where and when they want it (Ferris, Oliver, and Kluyver, 1989; Smith, 

1992). Intensive distribution reduces the time consumers must spend searching the 

stores and traveling to and from the stores, provides convenience in purchasing, and 

makes it easier to get services related to the product. As distribution intensity 

increases, therefore, consumers. have more time and place utility and perceive more 

;~J: 

value for the product. The increased value results mostly from the reduction of the 

sacrifices the consumer must make to acquire the product. Such increased value leads 

to greater consumer satisfaction, perceived quality, and brand loyalty and 

consequently, greater brand equity. Accordingly, positive brand associations will 

increase along with a consumer's satisfaction with the product, 

The eleventh hypothesis (Ho11) tested by using the correlation coefficient 1s 

concluded that there is a relationship between perceived quality and price. For the 

correlation at the 0.429 or 42.9 percent (Table 5.16), it means that perceived quality 
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and pnce have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). The hypothesis 

mentioned is supported by Blattberg and Winniewski (1989); Didds, Monroe, and 

Grewal (1991); Kamakura and Russell (1993); Milgrom and Roberts (!986); Olson 

(1977). They defined that consumers use price as an important extrinsic cue and 

indicator of product quality or benefits. High and less vulnerable to competitive price 

cuts than low-priced brands. Therefore, price is positively related to perceived quality. 

Rao and Monroe (I 989) show that a positive relationship between price and perceived 

quality has been supported through pervious research. By increasing perceived 

quality, price is also related positively to brand equity. Although price implied high 

quality, it does not create loyalty to the brand per se. Neither loyal nor nonloyal 

consumer use price as an evaluative criterion of the product, and they are not 

influenced by price consideration (Helsen and Schmittlein, 1994; Meer, 1995). Brand

loyal consumers are willing to pay the full price for their favorite brand because they 

are less price sensitive than brand-nonloyal consumers are. Thus, changing the price 

level alone does not affect brand loyalty. Thaler (1985) researched the relationship 

between price and brand associations. As the result, the researcher find no directional 

relationship among them, because both low and high prices can be equally strongly 

linked to the brand in memory for benefits hat each brings to consumers. A low

priced product would give transaction utility, whereas a high-priced product would 

give high-quality image or acquisition utility, leading to reduce consumer risk. 

The twelfth hypothesis (Ho12) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between store image and perceived quality. For 

the correlation at the 0.441 or 44. l percent (Table 5 .17), it means that store image and 

perceived quality have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

The thirteenth hypothesis (Ho13) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between store image and brand awareness 
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/associations. For the correlation at the 0.436 or 43.6 percent (Table 5.18), it means 

that store image and brand awareness/associations have a positive moderate 

relationship (Table 4.3). 

From the hypotheses testing of H012 and H013, it is illustrated that the importance 

of channel design and management as a marketing tool of increasing brand equity is 

growing (Srivastava and Shocker, 1991 ). In a distribution channel, retailers encounter 

a firm's ultimate consumers. Selecting and managing retailers is therefore a firm's 

major marketing task in satisfying consumer needs. In particular, distributing through 

good image stores signals that a brand is of good quality. Dodds, et al. ( 1991) found 

significant positive effects of store image on perceived quality. The store name is a 

vital extrinsic cue to perceived quality. The quality of a given brand is perceived 

differently depending on which retailer offers it. Customer traffic will be greater in a 

store with a good image than in one with a bad image. Good-image stores attract more 

attention, contacts, and visits from potential customers. In addition, such stores 

provide greater consumer satisfaction and stimulate active and positive word-of

mouth communications among consumers (Rao and Monroe, 1989; Zeithaml, 1988). 

Therefore, distribution a brand through an outlet with a good image will create more 

positive brand associations than distributing through an outlet with a bad image. 

Store image appears to have no relationship with loyalty to a specific brand. 

Consumers perceive good store image when their self-concept is congruent with store 

image (Sirgy and Samli, 1985). Thus, if the store image does not match the perceived 

image of the product, consumers would not be impressed enough to show loyalty to 

the product. In other words, only when there is consistency between product and store 

images will consumers be loyal to the product that is available in the store. 

The fourteenth hypothesis (Ho1 4) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between advertising and perceived quality. For 
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the correlation at the 0.475 or 47.5 percent (Table 5. I 9), it means that advertising and 

perceived quality have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

The fifteenth hypothesis (H015) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between advertising and brand loyalty. For the 

correlation at the 0.440 or 44.0 percent (Table 5 .20), it means that advertising and 

brand loyalty have a positive moderate relationship (Table 4.3). 

The sixteenth hypothesis (H016) tested by using the correlation coefficient is 

concluded that there is a relationship between advertising and brand awareness 

/associations. For the correlation at the 0.585 or 58.5 percent (Table 5.21), it means 

that advertising and brand awareness/associations have a positive moderate 

relationship (Table 4.3). 

The result of HowHoi6 is similar the previous study supported by advertising 

researchers found advertising is successful in.generation brand equity, whereas sales 

promotion is unsuccessful (Boulding, Lee, and Staelin, 1994; Chay and Tellis, 1991; 

Johnson, 1984; Lindsay, 1989; Maxweli, 1989). Simon and Sullivan (1993) found a 

positive effect of advertising spending on brand equity. Cobb-Walgren, Beal, and 

Donthu (1995) found that the dollar amount spent on advertising has positive affected 

on brand equity and its dimensions. lli}@'i' 

Advertising is an important extrinsic cue signaling product quality (Milgrom 

and Roberts, 1986). Heavy advertising spending shows that the firm is investing in the 

brand, which implies superior quality (Kirmani and Wright, 1989). In addition, 

Archibald, Haulman, and Moody (1983) find that advertising spending levels are 

good indicators of not on.:y high quality but also good buys. Aaker and Jacobson 

(1994) also find a positive relationship between advertising and perceived quality. 

Hence, advertising spending is positively related to perceived quality, which leads to 

higher brand equity. 
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Advertising plays a pivotal role in increasing brand awareness as well as 

creation strong brand associations. Repetitive advertising schedules increase the 

probability that a brand will be included in the consideration set, which simplifies the 

consumer's brand choice, making it a habit to choose the brand (Hauser and 

Wemerfeldt, 1990). Thus, a greater amount of advertising is related positively to 

brand awareness and associations, which leads to greater brand equity. In addition, 

according to an extended hierarchy of effects model, advertising is positively related 

to brand loyalty because it reinforces brand-related associations and attitudes toward 

the brand (Shimp, 1997). 

6.2 CONCLUSIONS 

From summary of finding of this research, it can be implied that advertising 

ranked number one compared among marketing mix elements (Table 5.4). It means 

that advertising campaign of NOKIA is very well, whereas most of respondents feel 

that price of NOKIA (4th .rank) is expensive. A successful of advertising campaign 

and distribution intensity of NOKIA enhance strongly brand awareness/associations 

and perceived quality respectively (Table 5.3). Although the perception of the 

respondents through brand loyalty is less than among dimensions of brand equity, but 

the respondents still agree 59.3 percent for selected NOKIA in their first choice, 38.0 

percent for preferring to buy NOKIA compared another brand and 40.0 percent for 

next purchase. Hypothesis analysis of the relationship between the elements of brand 

value and dimensions of brand equity, it shows that brand awareness/associations has 

a few effect to price premium, whereas perceived quality and brand loyalty charge 

directly a higher price and satisfied customers are willing to pay premium price (Yoo, 

Donthu and lee; 2000). On the other hand, perceived quality and brand loyalty are 

weak related to create brand extensions, whereas the attraction of levering the brand 
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name and product-attributed, brand awareness /associations, is powerful in purchase 

decision based on a limited number of products. The relationship between brand 

equity and brand value is very strong, because sub-elements of brand value are price 

premium and brand extensions that are significant benefit of a brand to generate 

financial value. 

Creating brand equity, that is, building strong brand, is a successful strategy for 

differentiating a product from competing brands (Aaker, 1991). Brand equity provides 

sustainable competitive advantages because it creates meaningful competitive 

barriers. Brand equity is developed through enhanced perceived quality; brand 

loyalty, and brand awareness/associations, which can not be either built or destroyed 

in the short run but can be created only in the long run through carefully designed 

brand value. Thus, brand equity is durable and sustainable, and a product with strong 

brand equity is a valuable asset to a fim1. This study shows the importance and roles 

of various marketing mix elements in building strong brand equity. To enhance the 

strength of a brand, marketers must invest in advertising, distribute through retail 

stores with good images, increase distribution intensity. As for price, high brand 

equity may allow a company to charge a higher price because customers are willing to 

·pay premium prices. Finally, high brand equity implies that customers have a lot of 

positive a strong associations related to the. brand, perceived the brand is of high 

quality, and are loyal to the brand. These are the positive potential benefit that the 

finn will gain economic value (brand value) in the future. 
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6.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The result of hypotheses testing of this study supports the proposal of Knox and 

Maklan (1998). Brand equity is strongly influenced in creating brand value (Table 

5.6). Dimensions of brand equity including perceived quality, brand loyalty, and 

brand awareness/associations are also related the elements of brand value (price 

premium and brand extensions). However, some of hypotheses testing among them 

showed the weak relationship. Perceived quality and brand loyalty are weak related to 

create brand extensions, and brand awareness/associations is also weak related to 

create price premium. Then, brand loyalty as the heart of brand equity of NOKIA 

brand showed the least level among dimensions of brand equity. It means that NOKIA 

will face the switching brand to competing brand in the future. NOKIA is now very 

successful in building brand awareness/associations. Therefore, NOKIA must firstly 

enhance perceived quality to support brand loyalty in customer perception by setting 

up NOKIA professional centers and NOKIA professional dealers in Thailand to offer 

the same service standard, to make customers relationship, and to enhance marketing 

mix activities as follow: 

* Distribution intensity 

. NOKIA products are now placed in a large number of stores to cover the market 

in Thailand. Making a product available in more stores affords convenience, creating 

time-savings, speedy service, and service accessibility, thus increasing customer 

satisfaction. If customer can not perceive them, it will destroy relationship between 

NOKIA and customers. Therefore, NOKIA professional centers and dealers are 

established in Thailand to ensure that customers can receive service quality in the 

same standard which they can increase perceived quality and brand loyalty in 

customer-mind. 
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Price 

Price has been used as a major positioning tool to differentiate a product. 

According to the concept of value pricing, lowering the price increases the value of 

the product, creation a perception of savings (Dodds, et al., 1991; Zeithaml, 1988). 

However, brand equity may decrease when customers strongly relate price to product 

quality and use price as a proxy for the quality as the case of NOKIA. Customers may 

perceive that a lower price is made by cutting costs and product quality to maintain 

profit margins. If possible, NOKIA should avoid frequent price cuts or a consistent 

low-price strategy (e.g., everyday low price) because they lower perceived quality and 

product image, while maintaining the price level. Therefore, established NOKIA 

professional centers and dealers can support customer service to enhance the value of 

the product. 

Store image 

NOKIA should distribute products through quality vendors that have a good 

image by setting up NOKIA professional dealers. Customers mostly infer the quality 

of products from the image and reputation of the store. Similar to price, retail 

reputation is an important signal of product quality (Dawar and Parker, 1994; Grewal, 

Krishnan, Baker, and Borin, 1998). After customers perceived the quality of product, 

word of mouth and the store's promotional activity will enhance brand associations. 

Therefore, selection good image stores as product vendors builds strong brand equity. 

Advertising 

The hierarchy of effects model has shown that customers tend to believe 

advertising statements and envision the product's likely performance on the basis of 

the claims (Richins, 1995). Hence, as customers are exposed to a brand's advertising 

more frequently, they develop not only higher brand awareness and associations but 

also a more positive perception of brand quality, which leads to strong brand equity. 
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One of the maJor reasons for a decrease in customer loyalty is the decrease in 

advertising spending. By reinforcing the customer's brand-related beliefs and 

attitudes, advertising contributes to strong brand loyalty (Shimp, 1997). Brand image 

is complicated, based on multiple experiences, facts, episodes, and exposures to brand 

information, and therefore take a long time to develop. Advertising is a common way 

to develop, to shape and to manage that image. NOKIA should inve~t in advertising 

with image and a clear objective to increase brand equity. 

From above activities, NOKIA will make strong brand building and customer 

relationship. Enhanced continuously perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand 

awareness/associations is a significant way to build strong brand equity. Higher 

perceived quality gives customers a good reason to buy the product. Higher brand 

loyalty is a vehicle in forging stable relationships between customers and NOK.lA. 

Well-known brand is also capable of developing favorable attitudes and perceptions 

more easily, again leading to more sales. As the result, dimensions of brand equity 

can keep existing customers and attract new customers. Therefore, price premium and 

brand extensions will be more successful and increase financial value for NOKIA. 

A very important further research issue is the interaction effect of brand equity 

dimensions on brand equity. To check this possibility empirically; researchers need to 

consider the model between the group of nonexperiencers and the model among 

groups of different brand loyalty levels distinguished by the behavioral pattern of 

repurchase records. 

In addition, more dynamic interactions between brand equity and its 

consequences need to be investigated, because although brand equity is a product of 

marketing mix efforts, brand equity may be augmented at the same time as a result of 
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customer value that resulted from previous brand equity. Past value to customers, for 

example, enhances brand loyalty, thereby leading to higher brand equity. On the basic 

of the information economics and market signaling theory, Swait and colleagues 

( 1993) suggest that a product of high brand equity signals high quality when the 

customer imperfectly observes product attributes. The positive signal brings value for 

the customer, as Aaker ( l 991) proposes. In summary, brand equity and its 

consequences are likely to have reciprocal relationships by affecting one another. 

Longitudinal analysis may be helpful to reveal such dynamic relationships. 

The role of brand equity in the firm's success also needs to be studied. Brand 

equity may generate value not only to the firm and the customer but also to the 

employee, the shareholder, and management because it is the only common 

integration factor with which the organization can succeed (Schultz, 1998). When 

every strategy and business decision is made to enhance brand equity, all stakeholders 

are likely to win. This stream of thought needs to be further elaborated. Finally, a 

major conceptual limitation model tests only a few marketing efforts including 

distribution intensity, price, store image, and advertising. The future study to examine 

more marketing mix elements, such as, price deals and sponsorship. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO CREATE BRAND VALUE 
BY BRAND EQUITY 

This questionnaire is a partial of fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of 
Master of Business Administration Assumption University. 

87 

Please indicate your opinion as to extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statements of your perception on both brand value and customer value of 
NOKIA brand. Remember that there are no right or wrong answers - researcher is 
interested in the numbers that show your perception toward NOKIA brand in 
Bangkok. 

Strongly Disagree (SD) 
Disagree (DA) 
Neutral (N) 
Agree (AG) 
Strongly Agree (SA) 

Part I: Brand Value 
Price Premium 
1) I would prefer prices of NOKIA. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

2) If other brand mobiles would have to cost 20 percent less than 
NOKJA before I would not switch brands. 

3) Considering the price related to quality, I would rate the 
overall value of NOKIA. 

SD DA N AG SA 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 · 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

PPI [ 

PP2 [ 

PP3 [ _ .. _.,. __ ______ .,. _____________________________ 
------------- - -----

Brand Extensions 
4) I would expect to see a new series from NOKIA. 1 2 3 4 5 BXi [ 

5) My first impression in hearing that NOKIA is introducing a 1 2 3 4 5 BX2[ 

new model. 
_.§ll_!9ve to_!~al __ a n~_~Q~~-?! 1'!9lqA:_ __________ 1 2 3 4 5 BX3( _______ __ ...... ____________ 

~ 
Part II: Brand Equity ~ 

~ Perceived Quality ,~ o!. 

7) NOKIA is of high quality. 1 2 3 4 5 PQl[ 

8) The quality of NOKIA has been improved continuously over 1 2 3 4 5 PQ2 [ 

the last several years. 
9) NO!<JA is respected for innovati~_P.· 1 2 3 4 5 PQ3 [ 

Brand Loyalty 
10) NOKIA would be my first choice. 1 2 3 4 5 BLl [ 

11) If there is another brand as good as NOKJA, I prefer to buy 1 2 3 4 5 BL2 [ 

NOKIA. 

_ 12) I will bu~ NOKIA on ne~urchase. 1 2 3 4 5 BL3 [ 

Brand Awareness/Associations 
13) I have consistently heard or seen of NOKJA brand. 1 2 3 4 5 BAl [ 

14) I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of NOKIA. 1 2 3 4 5 BA2[ 

_!_?) NOKJA is different fr_om other br~~~· 1 2 3 4 5 BA3 ( ·--·--------------·--



Part III: Marketing Mix Elements 
Distribution Intensity 
16) More stores sell NOKIA, as compared to its competing 

brands. 

88 

1 2 3 4 5 Dll [ 

17) The number of stores that deal with NOKIA is more than 1 2 3 4 5 DI2 [ 

that of its competing brands. 

---~~-~Of9A __ i~--~-i-~_!ri~-~~~J!!£.~_g_h a_~ m_~Et~!9_~es_~~-P-~~~!2!-~.: _____________ ! _____ ~-------~-----~----J ____ !?.~~-J_ __ _J_ 
Price 
19) Over time, NOKIA has consistently offered me better p1ice 1 2 3 4 5 PRI [ 

value for its products/services. 
20) At the price shown, I would consider buying NOKIA. 1 2 3 4 5 PR2 [ 

21) NOKIA is expensive. 1 2 3 4 5 PR3 [ 

Store Image 
22) The stores where I can buy NOKIA cany products of high 

quality. 
1 2 3 4 5 Sil [ 

23) The stores where I can buy NOKIA would be of high 1 2 3 4 5 SI2 [ 
quality. 

_14) The ~t~~~~-~E~!e ~.an buy NOKIA ~~ve weJ!-known brand_:_ ___ l_ ___ ~---~-~--_?--~~~J __ )_ 
Advertising 
25) When I view the NOKIA's ad, I can visualize the wonderful 1 2 3 4 5 ADI [ 

emotional experience I will have using NOKIA. 
26) The ad campaigns for NOKIA seem very expensive, 1 2 3 4 5 AD2 [ 

compared to campaign for competing brands. 
27) The ad campaigns for NOKIA are seen frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 AD3 [ 

Part IV: Personal Data 
1) Gender 

D Male D Female 

2) Marital Status 
D Single 

3) Age 
D 20 or less 
D 51 or more 

D Married 

D 21-30 year 

4) Highest education level 
D High school graduate or less 
D Bachelor degree 

5) Your occupation category 

DDivorced/Widowed 

D 31-40 year D 41 - 50 year 

D Diploma degree 
D Master degree D Doctoral degree 

D Student D Employee D Management D Government 
D Self employed D other( ............... ) 

6) Your income per month (Baht) 
D 10,000 or less D 10,001 - 20,000 D 20,001 - 30,000 D 30,001 -40,000 
D 40,001 or more 

Thank you for your kindness to respond this questionnaire 
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO CREATE BRA1\1D VALUE 
BY BRAND EQUITY 

ntn.n 0 U'W'l-llnEJL~'JJlfl1)..lf)')1l-Jfiif11L~tJ'lJ1Nvi1Wrl1 Ll'.itJm'lEJ'l-lr'il hil~tJJi''lEJ nuoiftifl'l1l-J"l'il 1tJ~ L~EJ')rlU 
fl'l1l-J f.i"1/fl'l1l-l¥~ n~vi 1wiJtri!l NOKIA \J.Ji'.lri11f1'flU~ Cl n'l-l~'il &l111 mf EJ"1ti'ln11Yl111Jf'l'l1l-J ~ "1 L i'.1Wrn1'-.l ¥~ n 

\I ~ w tJ . " 1" """' Cl." • ..., 

'lJ'i'.J'lt;jlfl1l1JllUU~'i'.JUC11iJLnmnu NOK!A tvl1l.J'W 

1"dh.1rll'lEJ'ilih1ri..:i (SD) 1 

1>.JL~l.!Jl'lr.J {DA) 2 

L'iltJ 1 (N) 3 

Lih.tJi''lEJ (AG) 4 

' 
L~'W~'JEJ'iltl1-:Jf'.i..:i (SA) 

-li'J'Uyj 1: Brand Value 

Price Premium 

5 

ti V .... I d .ti I ' ~ 

1) 'll1YH'"l1fl"1'l1r1A1l-J!ICJ'Cl NOKIA Ulflf'l!:1lJ ).Jf'l'J1)..Jmm:;~)../ 

2) rhih1ot1rl\X'il~l.! (1l.lnfl15':;Cri'rn~mnu L~l.l ERICSSON MOTOROLA ll~!l 
SIEMENS ... ) vT-inm~1n'i1~!lO'fl NOKIA 20 Lthifrnul'l .!f1wL91r.i::lil 

Ltl~t.1ultJ~'fli'lti iiti~ii'ti L ,,,~1i1w 
V rd • 'ti !LI - I ..g .di • ...iol 1' I .J 

3) n1LV1El1J11fl1lfl'EH'lt1.!111Yi 'll1YiV'l1fl"1'l1mH.1!1 NOKIA l-Jfl')1l-!fJl-lfl1mnl'l~Vl 
----

Brand Extensions 
4) if1Yi L9'1f11i;iw)-:iri1"l::l11'1Lih.1~i1.ln'il NOKIA tii1'1-lU1 

5) -b'1wL9'1z~n~l.ll~l.ILO'fll~uwri1~'ilO'Cl NOKIA r.i:;LLU!:W1ih1'1'1ltU11ul 

6) -b'1wL9'1?ltJ1nl'lVirl'fl'l1'ifi'l'Clot1 NOKIA iu1mJ • 

~'l'LIV1 2: Brand Equity 
Perceived Quality 
7) i!?Jnti NOKIA d'.lu~'fltit1~i'.111rumYi~'l 

8) FJN111Yii'l?JOtl NOKIA 1Ji'r1Jn11n11~(;1.Jt.n?Jl'.l1..:ivi?lLti'fl-:i'l.ul-t~1tJU~C.h'Um 

9) ilTJ~'il NOKIA LUl.l~tl1'l.u~1uu1'i;inrrn'l.mJ1 
~~~~~~~~~-

Br and Loyalty 
10) ij'il~tl NOKIA dJl.lvl'll~!lnLL1nL1..!h'll'fl'1-if1i"IL~1 

SD DA N AG SA 

1 2 3 4 5 PPl [ 

l 2 · 3 4 5 PP2 [ 

l 2 3 4 5 PP3 [ ] 

1 2 3 4 5 BXl [ 

1 2 3 4 5 BX2 [ 

1 2 3 4 5 BX3[ 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

5 PQl [ 

5 PQ2 [ 

5 PQ3 [ 

5 BLI [ 

5 BL2 [ 

5 BL3 [ ] 



Brand Awareness/Associations 
13) ihY-IL~11rXih.1LL~::Lili..irl\X'rl NOKIA fltjL~).J'fl 

14) ~1'l'lL~141 LOGO 'lJ'Cl-l NOKIA LUtf.lEl1-llLl-i'WU1 

15) ihln?l NOKIA iJp.J~nl!tNUlilnvh
0

.:i~1nijf.liit1~1X?l~'W 

?i'.lu~ 3: Marketing Mix Elements 

Distribution Intensity 
.,, *" ~ d .di .4 - .... ~ ~ ..J ~ ...v 

16} l.J11ufl1l.nm.i1m1~~1tJi.1t1m:i NOl<IA Ll.J'iH~~uummtiti'flfJWEl'fl'W 

17) ~1lJ'l'WT1\.IFl1~~~r;ltH1u NOKIA i'.h.nnn'l1i'.lt1n?J~iX'tl~\.I 

18) i1tJo'tl NOKIA il~11-1ihuvniir1t.11"1hmmvh~~::L'i'.h.1h.J1~ 
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1 2 3 4 5 BAI[ 

1 2 3 4 5 BA2( J 

1 2 3 4 5 BA3( J 

l 2 3 4 5 Dil [ 

1 2 3 4 5 DI2 [ 

l 2 3 4 5 DB [ ---p;ice ______________________ _ ----·--------

19) r.nn~c.ht.ii.nl'.ieei'a NOKIA JJ'nU1l~Wtlfl'l1i!Pll.Jrl1Yl1.:JUl1t!T1"11 c.huvn.:i . 1 2 3 4 5 PRl [ ] 

~\Jfl1LL~::tii'mn~l.J'fl 

20) "'"""°~"••••tj ihw''"''"'~""""• NOKIA ff SJ ry 1 2 3 4 5 PR2 ( 1 
21) ~'Cln?l NOKIA d'.h.ii!tiotl~f\1LLYN 1 2 3 4 . 5 PP3 [ ] 

-Stor~"fmage-------------------------------------------------------------------------·-----------··----

22) L'll1°i;l.J'lJ'cM NOKIA fi'fl~C11'W~~i11'1'lL9'1~1l.J1Ttl~'Eli1'Cln!l NOKIA rirum'l'l~-l 1 2 3 4 5 Sil [ . ~ 

23) l'D1°tl.J'IJ'f)'l NOKIA ~tl~t11W~~1iXurm1~il~rum'l'lLL~::).J11ilT;j1l.l~'l 1 2 3 4 5 SI2 ( 

24) L'llrftl.J1l!l'l NOKIA Rfl~mu~~Lllu~~{mL~::'l'lrnih.11"1-hEJ 1 2 3 4 5 SB ( 
· ------- ---------------------------------------·---

Advertising 
25) Lritlif1l'H~1Li1l.IL'J.lb'N1'11tl'l NOKIA if1YiLJi1iim1~tl11nn.11tit.11n~'f1.:JH 1 2 3 4 5 ADI[ 

iJtlo'fl NOKIA 

26) L'JJ1:tN1'lltl'l NOKIA lL~c;i.:i~.:iri11>-1ilArut•hiinA1'lJ'fl.:ii'.ltiti?J LriflLYiuunu 
' 

1 2 3 4 5 AD2[ 

l'JJ1:tN1'lfti'liltlnfl~~fl~U1 

27) l'J.11:tN1'1ltl'l NOKIA ~1i.i11n'l'lULi1t.i1~tJtlEJ1 1 2 3 4 5 AD3 [ J 
-------------- ·---------- ---------- -------------

~'luvl 4: Personal Data 

1) LYlPI 

D'll1u 

2) ~Cl1l.l::f11Wi'U.JT~ 

D'l~c;i 0~l.JT~ · ot-tu1 

3) tl1Ej 

D 1Jetm~1 20 u D 21-30 u D 31-40 u D 41-50 u 
D >-nnn~1 s1 n 

4) T::ium1P1nli"l 

D ~1n~1l11lm.iuft1u D 'l1l1iiw 

D mt\)qJ1Lfm 



5) ra11vi 

D ~w1 ( ............... ) 
6) nu1'1ii;J'fll~?lW (tJ1Yl) 

D ~1nt)110.ooo D 10.001 - 20.000 D 20,001 - 30,000 0 30,001 - 40,ooo 

0 >.nnnri1 40,001 

\"ERS/ 
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Appendix B -;. 

Reliability of Questionnaires 
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Reliability of Brand Value 

...... Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ...... 

R E LI A B I L IT Y A N A LY S I S - S C A L E (A L P H AJ 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases= 400 N of Items= 6 

Alpha = .5980 

Reliability of Brand Equity 

······Method I (space saver) will be used for this analysis ······ 

RE L I A B I L IT Y AN A LY S I S - S C A L E <ALP H A) 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases = 400 N of Items= 9 

Alpha = .8452 



94 

Reliability of Marketing Mix Elements 

······Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ...... 

R E L I A B r L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A) 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases= 400 N of Items= 12 

Alpha= .7706 

Reliability of Overall Questionnaires 

······Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ...... 

RE L I A B I LIT Y AN A LY S I S - S CALE (A LP H Al 

Reliability Coefficients 

N of Cases = 400 N of Items = 27 

Alpha = .8930 
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~ Appendix C .;. 

Independent Sample T-Test 
f/) 2::-

~ ~ 
* * 
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Table C-1: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Gender by Using Independent-Sample T Test 

Group Statistics 

GEN N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
SUMPP Male 176 2.9091 .6699 5.0SOE-02 

Female 224 2.9479. .7218 4.822E-02 

SUMBX Male 176 3.8295 .6394 4.820E-02 

Female 224 4.0179 .6957 4.648E-02 

Pr10 
BV Male 176 3.3693 .4666 3.517E-02 

Female 224 3.4829 .5608 3.747E-02 

~ 
~ --. 

Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Eaualitv of Means 

95% Confidence Interval 

Mean Std. Error of the Difference 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper 

SUMPP Equal variances assumed .158 .691 -.551 398 .582 -3.882GE-02 7.045E-02 -.!773 9.968E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -.556 387.090 .579 -3.8826E-02 6.983E-02 -.1761 9.846E-02 

SUMBX Equal variances assumed .143 .705 -2.784 398 .006 -.1883 6.764E-02 -.3213 -5.533E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -2.812 388.306 .005 -. l 883 6.696E-02 -.3200 -5.666E-02 

BV Equal variances assumed 4.569 .033 -2.162 398 .031 -.1136 5.253E-02 -.2168 -l.030E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -2.210 396.670 .028 -. l 136 5.139E-02 -.2146 -l.253E-02 

\0 

°' 



Table C-2: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Gender by Using Independent-Sample T Test 

Group Statistics 

GEN N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
SUMPQ Male 176 3.6667 .5127 3.865E-02 

Female 224 3.7589 .6197 4.141E-02 
SUMBL Male 176 3.3693 .8176 6.163E-02 

Female 224 3.3452 .8956 5.984E-02 

SUMBA Male 176 3.7936 .5971 4.501E-02 

Pr10 
Female 224 3.9345 .6350 4.243E-02 

BE Male 176 3.6098 "' .5307 4.000E-02 
Female 224 3.6796 .6035 4.032E-02 

~ 

·~ 
~ 

Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Eaualitv of Means 

95% Confidence Interval 
\. 

J1tf Mean Std. Error of the Difference 

F Sig. t df Sig. {2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper 
SUMPQ Equal variances assumed 5.018 .026 -1.593 398 .112 -9.2262E-02 5.793E-02 -.2062 2.163E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -1.629 396.924 .104 -9.2262E-02 5.664E-02 -.2036 l.909E-02 

SUMBL Equal variances assumed .849 .357 .277 398 ' .782 2.408E-02 8.685E-02 -.1467 .1948 

Equal variances not assumed .280 389.100 .779 2.408E-02 8.590E-02 -. 1448 .1930 

SUMBA Equal variances assumed .283 .595 -2.262 398 .024 -.1410 6.231E-02 -.2635 -l.846E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -2.279 385.401 .023 -.1 410 6. !85E-02 -.2626 -l.935E-02 

BE Equal variances assumed .515 .474 -J.209 398 .228 -6.9715E-02 5.768E-02 -. 1831 4.368E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -1.227 392.946 .220 -6.9715E-02 5.680E-02 -.1814 4.!95E-02 

"' -i 



Table C-3: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Gender by Using Independent-Sample T Test 

Group Statistics 

GEN N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
SUM DI Male 176 3.4886 .5656 4.263E-02 

Female 224 3.5640 .5768 3.854E-02 

SUMPR Male 176 3.3314 .4748 3.579E-02 

Female 224 3.3810 .5419 3.621E-02 

SUMS! 'A'lle 176 3.3807 .5949 4.484E-02 

Pr10 
Female 224 3.3914 ,. .6493 4.339E-02. 

SU MAD Male 176 3.5114 J .5380 4.055E-02· 
Female 224 3.6756 ,, .6484 4.332E-02 

~ 

~ 
~ 

Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence Interval 
~l. Mean Std. Error of the Difference 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Uooer 
SUMDI Equal variances assumed .012 .912 -1.308 398 .192 -7.5352E-02 5.761E-02 -.1886 3.790E-02 

Equal variances not assumed • -1.311 379.179 .191 -7.5352E-02 5.747E-02 -.1884 3.765E-02 

SUMPR Equal variances assumed 4.337 .038 -.957 398 .339 -4.9513E-02 5. I 72E-02 -.1512 5.217E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -.973 393.271 .331 -4.95138-02 5.091E-02 -.1496 5.058E-02 

SUMS I Equal variances assumed .826 .364 -. 169 398 .865 -1.0687£-02 6.305E-02 -.1346 .1133 

Equal variances not assumed -.171 388.686 .864 -1.0687£-02 6.240E-02 -.1334 .l 120 

SUMAD Equal variances assumed 2.601 .108 -2.707 398 .007 -. 1642 6.067E-02 -.2835 -4.495E-02 

Equal variances not assumed -2.768 396.803 .006 -.1642 5.934E-02 -.2809 -4.757E-02 

\CJ 
cc 
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Table D-1: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOV A) 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum SUMPP 20 or less 87 3.0115 .5806 6.224E-02 2.8878 3.1352 l.00 4.67 
21-30 years 205 2.9659 .7309 5.105E-02 2.8652 v 3.0665 l .'00 5.00 ~ I 
31-40 years 94 2.7660 ~, .6573 6.780E-02 2.6313 2.9006 1.00 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.0769 1.0288 .2853 2.4552 3.6986 l.33 4.67 
51 or more I 2.3333 2.33 2.33 
Total 400 2.9308 .6988 3.494E-02 2.8621 2.9995 1.00 5.00 

SUM BX 20 or less 87 3.9885 .8077 8.659E-02 3.8164 4.1606 1.00 5.00 
21-30 years 205 3.9837 .6423 4.486E-02 3.8953 4.0722 

I 
I.OD 5.00 

31-40 years 94 3.8156 .6195 6.390E-02 3.6887 3.9425 ' 2.00 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.6667 -< .5774 .1601 3.3178 4.0156 3.00 4.67 
51 or more I 4.0000 L" 

4.00 4.00 , 

Total 400 3.9350 .6772 3.386E-02 3.8684 4.0016 1.00 5.00 
BV 20 or less 87 3.5000 .5240 5.618E-02 3.3883 3.6117 2.00 4.50 

21-30 years 205 3.4748 ·~ .5335 3.726E-02 3.4013 3.5483 l.67 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.2908 ~ .4783 4.933E-02 3.1928 3.3887 2.17 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.3718 .5617 .1558 3.0324 ~ 3.7112 2.33 4.67 
51 or more l 3.11)67 < 3.17 3.17 
Total 400 3.4329 .5239 2.619E-02 3.3814 3.4844 l.67 5.00 

0 
0 



Table D-1: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAl (cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMPP Between Groups 4.007 

Within Groups 190.857 

Total 194.864 

SUMBX Between Groups 3.016 

Within Groups 179.960 

Total 182.977 

BV Between Groups 2.770 

Within Groups 106.736 

Total 109.505 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square F Sig. 
4 

395 

399 

4 

395 
I 399 

~ 4 
~ 

395 ' I 

399 

el~ 

\\ 
~~ 
~u 

9A" 

1.002 2.073 .084 

\ .483 (/ 

- tr' 

.754 1.655 . 160 

.456 

.692 2.562 .038 

.270 

ON1111'4\\\. 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ 
¥ 
~ 

0 



Table D-2: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAJ 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for· 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound· Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMPQ 20 or less 87 3.6513 .5589 5.993E-02 3.5322 3.7705 2.00 5.00 

21-30 years 205 3.7642 .5979 4.176E-02 - . 3.6819 3.8466 1.33 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.6560 .5475 5.647E-02 3.5439 ~ 3.7682 1.67 4.67 
41-50 years 13 3.8974 

~ 
.5161 .1 43 1 3.5855 I 4.2093 3.00 4.67 

51 or more 1 3.6667 3.67 3.67 
Total 400 3.7183 .5762 2.881E-02 3.6617 3.7750 1.33 5.00 

SUMBL 20 or less 87 3.4636 .8527 9.141E-02 3.2819 3.6453 1.00 5.00 
21-30 years 205 3.3577 r •. .8625 6.024E-02 3.2389 3.4765 1.00 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.2624 ' ,.._ .8577 8.847E-02 3.0867 3.4381 1.00 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.3846 ~- .8908 .2471 2.8463 3.9229 2.00 4.67 . ' 
51 or more 1 2.0000 

r 

2.00 2.00 
Total 400 3.3558 .8612 4.306E-02 3.2712 3.4405 1.00 5.00 

SUM BA 20 or less 87 3.8352 .7169 7.686E-02 3.6825 3.9880 2.00 5.00 
21-30 years 205 3.9268 .6153 4.298E-02 3.8421 4.0116 1.33 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.7979 .5599 5.775E-02 3.6832 3.9126 2.33 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.8205 ·~ .4434 .1230 3.5526 4.0884 3.00 4.67 ~ 51 or more I 3.6667 I 3.67 3.67 
Total 400 3.8725 .6218 3.109E-02 3.8114 3.9336 l.33 5.00 

BE 20 or less 87 3.6501 .5994 6.427E-02 3.5223 3.7778 2.11 5.00 
21-30 years 205 3.6829 .5785 4.040E-02 3.6033 3.7626 1.56 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.5721 .5436 5.607E-02 

; 
3.4608 3.6834 2.22 4.67 

41-50 years 13 3.7009 .5180 .1437 3.3879 4.0139 2.89 4.33 
51 ormore l 3.1111 3.11 3.11 
Total 400 3.6489 .5730 2.865E-02 3.5926 3.7052 1.56 5.00 

0 
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Table D-2: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAJ (cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMPQ Between Groups 1.607 

Within Groups 130.881 

Total 132.488 

SUMBL Between Groups 3.681 

Within Groups 292.228 

Total 295.909 

SUM BA Between Groups 1.327 

Within Groups 152.948 

Total 154.275 

BE Between Groups l.116 

Within Groups 129.869 

Total 130.985 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square 
4 .402 

395 \ .331 

399 

4 .920 

395 .740 

399 

4 .332 

Wt 395 .387 

399 

• 4 .279 

395 .329 
I 399 

\:~ 

F 
1.212 . 

..; 

1.244 

.857 

.849 

Sig. 

.305 

\!. 

.292 

.490 

.495 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ v 

~* 
ONtt11'1\\\. ~~ 

0 
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Table D-3: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANO VA> 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Unner Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMDI 20 or less 87 3.3755 .5967. 6.398E-02 3.2483 3.5027 1.33 5.00 

21-30 years 205 3.6455 .551 4 3.851E-02 3.5696 

~ 
3.72 15 2.00 5.00 

31-40 years 94 3.4220 .5403 5.573E-02 3.3113 3.5327 2.00 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.5897 

~ 
.6259 .1736 3.211 5 i 3.9680 2.67 5.00 

51 ormore 1 3.0000 3.00 3.00 
Total 400 3.5308 .5724 2.862E-02 3.4746 3.5871 1.33 5.00 

SUMPR 20 or less 87 3.3295 .5196 5.57 1E-02 3.2188 3.4402 2.33 4.67 
21-30 years 205 3.3545 r •. .5240 3.660E-02 3.2823 3.4266 2.00 4.67 
31-40 years 94 3.4078 ' ,.._ .4843 4.995E-02 3.3086 3.5070 2.33 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.3333 (; .5270 .1462 3.0148 3.65 18 2.33 4.00 

r 
51 or more l 2.6667 2.67 2.67 
Total 400 3.3592 .5134 2.567E-02 3.3087 3.4096 2.00 5.00 

SUM SI 20 or Jess 87 3.4291 .6912 7.41 1 E-02 3.28 18 3.5764 1.33 5.00 
21-30 years 205 3.4553 .6355 4.439E-02 3.3678 3.5428 1.67 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.2305 .4962 5. I l 8E-02 3.1289 3.3321 1.33 4.33 
41 -50years 13 3.2051 

~q,, 
.6602 .1831 2.8062 3.6041 2.00 4.67 

51 or more 1 2.6667 ~ I 2.67 2.67 ~ 

Total 400 3.3867 .6252 3.126E-02 3.3252 3.4481 l.33 5. 00 
SUMAD 20 or less 87 3.5709 .6780 7.269E-02 3.4264 3.7154 2.00 5.00 

21-30 years 205 3.6829 .6199 4.330E-02 j' 3.5976 3.7683 1.00 5.00 
31-40 years 94 3.5035 .4906 5.061E-02 3.4031 3.6040 2.00 5.00 
41-50 years 13 3.3590 .4804 .1332 3.0687 3.6493 3.00 4.33 
51 or more 1 2.6667 2.67 2.67 
Total 400 3.6033 .6071 3.036E-02 3.5437 3.6630 1.00 5.00 

~ 



Table D-3: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Age by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAJ (cont.) 

Sum of Sauares 
SU MDI Between Groups 6.237 

Within Groups 124.494 

Total 130.731 

SUMPR Between Groups .792 

Within Groups 104.386 

Total 105.177 

SUMS I Between Groups 4.361 

Within Croups 151.612 

Total 155.973 

SUMAD Between Groups 3.980 

Within Groups 143.082 

Total 147.062 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square 
4 1.559 

395 \J .315 

399 

4 .198 

395 .264 
i 399 

i 4 1.090 

:'3 395 .384 

399 

4 .995 
J 395 .362 ::J 

)~ 399 
.. 

\:~ 

F 
4.947 

v 

.749 

2.841 

2.747 

Sig. 
.001 

- " 

.559 

.024 

.028 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ v 
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Table D-4: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

Descriptives 

f, l ri ....._ 95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Unner Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMPP High school gratuate or less 37 2.8919 .6986 .1148 2.6590 3.1248 1.3] 4.67 

Graduate degree 38 3.0088 .5773 9.365E-02 2.8190 3.1985 1.67 4 .00 
Bachelor degree 277 2.9591 .7206 4.330E-02 2.8739 3.0443 l.00 5.00 
Master degree 47 2.7305 .6469 9.437E-02 2.5405 2.9204 1.00 4.00 
Doctoral degree I 3.0000 3.00 3.00 
Total 400 2.9308 .6988 3.494E-02 2.8621 2.9995 l.00 5.00 

SUM BX High school gratuate or less 37 3.8919 .6385 .1050 3.6790 4.1048 3.00 5.00 
Graduate degree 38 3.8246 .7969 .1293 3.5626 L 4.0865 J.00 5.00 
Bachelor degree 277 3.9663 .6778 4.072E-02 3.8861 

-, 
4.0465 1.00 5.00 3 Master degree 47 3.8865 .6030 8.796E-02 3.7095 

~ 
4.0636 2.67 5.00 

Doctoral degree l 3.3333 3.33 3.33 
Total 400 3.9350 .6772 3.386E-02 3.8684 4.0016 1.00 5.00 

BV High school gratuate or Jess 37 3.3919 .4668 7.675E-02 3.2362 3.5475 2.33 4.67 
Graduate degree 38 3.4167 .5078 8.238E-02 3.2497 3.5836 2.00 4. 17 
Bachelor degree 277 3.4627 .5460 3.281E-02 3.3981 3.5273 l.67 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.3085 .4354 6.3SIE-02 3.1807 3.4364 2.17 4.17 
Doctoral degree I 3.1667 1[\ 3. 17 3.17 
Total 400 3.4329 .5239 2.619E-02 3.3814 3.4844 1.67 5.00 

c 

°' 



Table D-4: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAl 

(cont.) 

ANOVA 

Sum ofSouares df 
SUM PP Between Groups 2.399 4 

Within Groups 192.465 395 
Total 194.864 399 

SUMBX Between Groups 1.276 4 
Within Groups 181.701 

~ 
395 

Total 182.977 l 399 

BV Between Groups 1.116 4 

Within Groups 108.389 ~ 395 ... 
Total 109.505 ~~ 399 

~~ 

~q_ 

~ 

Mean Square F 
.600 l.231 

.487 

.319 . .694 

.460 

.279 1.017 

.274 

Sig. 
.297 

.597 

.398 

4 
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Table D-5: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Variance 
<ANOVAJ . 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMPQ High school gratuate or less 37 3.62 16 .4659 7.659E-02 3.4663 3.7770 2.67 4.67 

Graduate degree 38 3.6316 
........., 
~~ .5 128 8.3l9E-02 3.4630 3.8001 2.33 4 .33 

Bachelor degree 277 3.7665 .5966 3.585E-02 -,:,.J 3.6960 3.8371 !.33 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.6028 .5457 7.960E-02 3.4426 3.7631 1.67 4.33 
Doctoral degree 1 2.6667 2.67 2.67 
Total 400 3.7183 .5762 2.88 lE-02 3.6617 3.7750 1.33 5.00 

SUMBL High school gratuate or less 37 3.4775 .7007 .1152 3.2438 3.7111 2.33 5.00 
Graduate degree 38 3.2895 .8244 .1337 3.0185 ? 3.5605 1.67 . 5.00 
Bachelor degree 277 3.3730 .8899 5.347E-02 3.2678 :::i 3.4783 1.00 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.2199 .8435 .1230 2.9722 =t 3.4675 l.00 4.67 
Doctoral degree l 3.0000 -, 

3.00 3.00 •• 
Total 400 3.3558 .8612 4.306E-02 3.2712 3.4405 1.00 5.00 

SUM BA High school gratuate or less 37 3.7477 .7001 .ll51 3.5143 3.9812 2.67 5.00 
Graduate degree 38 3.8509 .6743 .1094 3.6293 4.0725 2.00 5.00 
Bachelor degree 277 3.9073 .6312 3.792E-02 3.8327 3.9820 l.J3 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.7872 .4308 6.285E-02 3.6607 3.9137 2.67 4.67 
Doctoral degree 1 3.6667 3.67 3.67 
Total 400 3.8725 .6218 3.109E-02 3.8114 3.9336 1.33 5.00 

BE High school gratuate or less 37 3.6156 

I f. .5365 8.819E-02 3.4368 3.7945 2.56 4.89 
Graduate degree 38 3.5906 .5282 8.569E-02 3.4170 3.7643 2.22 4.78 
Bachelor degree 277 3.6823 .5967 3.585E-02 3.6117 3.7529 l.56 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.5366 .4817 7.027E-02 3.3952 3.6781 2.22 4.56 
Doctoral degree 1 3.1111 3.11 3.11 
Total 400 3.6489 .5730 2.865E-02 3.5926 3.7052 1.56 5.00 

0 
00 



Table D-5: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Variance 
(ANOV Al (cont.) 

ANOVA 

Sum of SQuares df 
SUMPQ Between Groups 3.009 4 

Within Groups 129.479 395 
Total 132.488 399 

SUMBL Between Groups 1.793 4 

Within Groups 294. l 16 • 395 " 
Total 295.909 399 

SUMBA Between Groups l.314 4 

Within Groups 152.961 -'l 395 

Total 154.275 ( 399 

BE Between Groups 1.361 4 
Within Groups 129.624 ~ 395 
Total 130.985 ..J 399 

~q_ 

~ 

Mean Square F 
.752 2.295 . 
.328 

.448 .602 

.745 

.328 .848 

.387 

.340 1.037 

.328 

Sig. 
.059 

~ 

.662 

.495 

.388 

~ 
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rn 
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Table D-6: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Variance !ANOV AJ 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N · Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum SUMDI High school gratuate or less 37 3.3514 .4227 6.949E-02 3.2104 3.4923 2.33 5.00 
Graduate degree 

.._ 
38 3.3070 ~.J. .5163 8.375E-02 

~ 
3.1373 3.4767 2.33 4.67 

Bachelor degree 277 3.6101 .5962 3.582E-02 3.5396 3.6806 1.33 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.3972 .4747 6.924E-02 • 3.2578 3.5365 2.67 4.33 
Doctoral degree 1 3.0000 3.00 3.00 
Total 400 3.5308 .5724 2.862E-02 3.4746 3.5871 1.33 5.00 

SUM PR High school gratuate or less 37 3.2973 .4700 7.727E-02 3.1406 3.4540 2.33 4.00 
Graduate degree 38 3.4123 .4345 7.049E-02 3.2695 ~ 3.5551 2.33 4.00 
Bachelor degree 277 3.3742 .5201 3.125E-02 3.3127 ::\ 3.4358 2.00 4.67 
Master degree 47 3.2695 .5674 8.276E-02 3.1029 ll 3.4361 2.3J 5.00 
Doctoral degree 1 3.6667 3.67 3.67 
Total 400 3.3592 .5134 2.567E-02 3.3087 3.4096 2.00 5.00 

SUM SI High school gratuate or less 37 3.5135 .6648 .1093 3.2919 3.7352 2.67 5.00 
Graduate degree 38 3.4123 .5393 8.749E-02 3.2350 3.5896 2.33 4.33 
Bachelor degree 277 . 3.4103 .6387 3.837E-02 3.3348 3.4859 1.33 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.1560 .5005 7.300E-02 3.0091 3.3030 1.33 4.33 
Doctoral degree I 2.0000 2.00 2.00 
Total 400 3.3867 .6252 3.126E-02 3.3252 3.4481 1.33 5.00 

SU MAD High school gratuate or less 37 3.5045 

;~ 
.6217 .1022 3.2972 3.7118 2.67 5.00 

Graduate degree 38 3.5000 .5521 8.956E-02 3.3185 3.6815 2.33 4.67 
Bachelor degree 277 3.6619 .6229 3.743E-02 3.5882 3.7355 l.00 5.00 
Master degree 47 3.4113 .4925 7.184E-02 3.2667 3.5560 2.33 4.67 
Doctoral degree l 4.0000 4.00 4.00 
Total 400 3.6033 .6071 3.036E-02 3.5437 3.6630 L.00 5.00 

0 



Table D-6: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Education Level by Using Analysis of Vari ance (ANOYAJ 

(cont.) 

ANOVA 

Sum of Squares df 
SUMDI Between Groups 5.958 

Within Groups 124.773 

T.o~al 130.731 

SUM PR Between Groups .784 

Within Groups 104.393 

Total 105.177 
~ 

. 
SUMSI Between Groups 5.199 -

; 

Within Groups 150.775 5i 
Total 155.973 

SUMAD Between Groups 3.605 ) 

• 
Within Groups 143.457 
Total 147.062 

4 

395 

399 

4 

395 

399 

4 

395 

399 
4 

395 

399 

Mean Square F 
1.489 4.715 

.31 6 

.196 .742 

.264 

1.300 3.405 

.382 

.901 .2.482 

.363 

Sig. 
.001 

.., 
..__f/ ~ 

.564 

.009 

.043 

~ 
~ 

"" :a 
~ 
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Table D-7: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance <ANOVA) 

Descriptives 

6 95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound UooerBound Minimum Maximum SUMPP Student 142 3.1268 .7088 5.948E-02 3.0092 3.2443 . 1.00 5.00 
Employee 187 2.8396 ~ .6925 5.064E-02 2.7397 v 2.9395 1.00 5.00 
Management 14 2.6667 ~ 

.4714 .1260 2.3945 2.9388 2.00 3.33 
Government 48 2.8056 .5787 8.353E-02 2.6375 2.9736 1.67 4.67 
Self employed 5 3.1333 .8367 .3742 2.0945 4.1722 2.33 4.00 
Other 4 2.4167 I 1.0672 . 5336 .7185 4.1 148 1.33 3.33 
Total 400 2.9308 .6988 3.494E-02 2.8621 2.9995 LOO 5.00 

SUM BX Student 142 4.1385 .7312 6.136E-02 4.0172 4.2598 1.00 5.00 
Employee 187 3.8574 .6639 4.855E-02 3.7616 3.9532 1.00 5.00 
Management 14 3.6429 .4797 .1282 3.3659 3.9199 3.00 4.67 
Government 48 3.7292 .4845 6.994E-02 3.5885 3.8699 2.33 4.67 
Self employed 5 3.8000 .5055 .2261 3.1723 4.4277 3.33 4.33 
Other 4 4.0000 .2722 .1361 3.5669 4.4331 3.67 4.33 
Total 400 3.9350 .6772 3.386E-02 3.8684 4.0016 1.00 5.00 

BV Student 142 3.6326 .5409 4.539E-02 3.5429 3.7224 2.00 5.00 
Employee 187 3.3485 ~- .5117 3.742E-02 3.2747 ' 3.4223 1.67 5.00 ,, 

~ Management 14 3.1548 .3233 8.642E-02 
J 

2.9681 3.3415 2.67 3.67 
Government 48 3.2674 .4050 5.845E-02 t 3.1498 3.3850 2-33 4.67 
Self employed 5 3.4667 .2739 .1 225 3.1266 3.8067 3.17 3.83 
Other 4 3.2083 .4383 .21 92 2.5109 3.9058 2.83 3.67 
Total 400 3.4329 .5239 2.61 9E-02 3.3814 3.4844 1.67 5.00 
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Table D-7: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance (ANO VA} 

(cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMPP Between Groups 10.001 

Within Groups 184.863 

Total 194.864 

SUMBX Between Groups 10.343 

Within Groups 172.634 

Total 182.977 

BV Between Groups 9.603 

Within Groups 99.902 

Total 109.505 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square F Sig. 
5 

394 

399 

5 
394 

~ 399 
- 5 
-

~~ 394 

399 

el~ 

' · ~~ 

~* 

2.000 4.263 

.469 

2.069 4.721 

.438 

1.921 7.575 

.254 

.001 
. 

"=-1/. 

.000 

.000 
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Dependent Variable: SUMPP 

LSD 

(!) occ (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (l-J) Std. Error 

.2872* 7.624E-02 

.4601 • .1919 

.3212* .1144 

-6.5728E-03 .3117 

.7101'" .3473 

-.2872° 7.624E-02 

.1729 .1898 

3.402E-02 .1108 

-.2938 .3104 

.4229 .3461 

-.4601 * .1919 

-.1729 .1898 

-.1389 .2081 

-.4667 .3569 

.2500 .3883 

-.3212• .1144 

-3.40 l 7E-02 .1108 

.1389 .2081 

-.3278 .3219 

.3889 .3565 

6.573E-03 .3117 

.2938 .3104 

.4667 .3569 

z .3278 .3219 

.7167 .4595 

-.7101° .3473 

-.4229 .3461 

-.2500 .3883 

-.3889 .3565 

-.7167 .4595 

* · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Sig. Lower Bound Unper Bound 
.000 .1373 .4371 
.017 8.286E-02 .8373 

[ .005 9.637E-02 .5460 
.983 -.6193 .6062 
.042 2.734E-02 l.3928 
.000 -.4371 -.1373 
.363 -.2002 .5460 
.759 -.1839 .2519 

.345 -.9040 .3165 

.223 -.2576 1.1034 

.017 -.8373 -8.2856E-02 

.363 -.5460 .2002 

.505 -.5479 
u 

.2702 

.192 -l.1683 .2349 

.520 -.5135 l.0135 

.005 -.5460 -9.6365E-02 

.759 -.2519 .1839 

.505 -.2702 .5479 

.309 -.9606 .3051 

.276 -.3119 l.0897 

.983 -.6062 .6193 

.345 ' -.3165 .9040 

.192 ' -.2349 1.1683 

.309 ~ -.3051 .9606 

. 120 -.1867 J.6200 

.042 -l.3928 -2. 7342E-02 

.223 -1.1034 .2576 

.520 -1.0135 .5135 

.276 -1.0897 .3119 

.120 -l.6200 .!867 

.j:,. 



Dependent Variable: SUMBX 

LSD 

mocc mocc 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 
Employee Student 

Management 

Government 
Self employed 

Other 
Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 
Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 
Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 
Government 
Other 

Other Student 
Employee 
Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

.2811 • 7.368E-02 

.4956* .1854 

...... .4093• .1105 
·~ I.I .3385 .3012 

.1385 .3356 
· .281 l* 7.368E-02 
.2145 .1834 
.1282 .1071 

5.740E--02 .3000 
-.1426 .3345 
·.4956• .1854 
·.2145 .1834 

·8.631 OE--02 .201 1 
·.1571 . . 3449 

·.3571 .3753 
·.4093* .1105 

·.1282 .1071 

8.631E-02 .2011 

-7.0833E-02 .3111 
·.2708 .3445 
-.3385 .3012 

·5.7398E-02 .3000 
.1571 .3449 

7.083E..02 .3111 
•.2000 .4440 
·.1385 .3356 
.1426 .3345 
.3571 .3753 
.2708 .3445 
.2000 .4440 

• · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Sil(. Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.000 .1362 .4260 

.008 .1311 .8602 

.000 .1921 .6266 

.262 ·.2536 .9306 

.680 -.5213 .7983 

.000 -.4260 -.1362 

.243 -.1460 .5751 

.232 -8.2337E-02 .3388 

.848 ·.5323 .6471 

.670 -.8002 .5150 

.008 ·.8602 ·.131 l 

.243 •.5751 .1460 

.668 ·.4816 ' 
J .3090 

.649 -.8351 .5209 

.342 -J.0949 .3807 

.000 -.6266 ·.1921 

.232 -.3388 8.234E--02 

.668 -.3090 .4816 

.820 ·.6824 .5407 

.432 ·.9481 .4064 

.262 ·.9306 .2536 

.848 
~ 

-.6471 .5323 
.649 -.5209 .8351 
.820 -.5407 .6824 
.653 -1.0730 .6730 
.680 •.7983 .5213 
.670 -.5150 .8002 
.342 ·.3807 l.0949 
.432 ·.4064 .9481 
.653 -.6730 l.0730 

lrl 



Dependent Variable: BY 

LSD 

mace mace 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

·Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (l-J) Std. Error 

.2841* 5.605E-02 

.4779• .1411 

B .3653• 8.407E-02 

\S .1660 .2291 

.4243 .2553 

-.2841 * 5.605E-02 

.1937 .1395 

8.l 12E-02 8. i48E-02 

-.1182 .2282 

.1402 .2545 

-.4779• .141 1 

-.193 7 .1395 

-.1126 .1530 

-.3119 . . 2623 

-5.3571E-02 .2855 

-.3653• 8.407E-02 
-8. l 124E-02 8.148E-02 

.1126 .1530 

-.1993 .2366 

5.903E-02 .2621 

-. 1660 .2291 

.1182 .2282 

.3119 .2623 

lr .1993 .2366 
~ 

.2583 .3378 

-.4243 .2553 

·.1402 .2545 

5.357E-02 .2855 

-5.9028E-02 .2621 

·.2583 .3378 

• · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.000 .1740 .3943 

.001 .2005 .7552 
'.'.- .000 .2000 .5306 

.469 -.2845 .6164 

.097 -7.761 SE-02 .9262 

.000 -.3943 -.1740 

.166 -8.0584E-02 .4680 

.320 -7.9059E-02 .2413 

.605 -.5668 .3304 

.582 -.3601 .6404 

.001 -.7552 -.2005 

.166 -.4680 8.058E-02 

.462 -.4133 .188 1 

.235 -.8277 .2039 

.851 -.6148 .5077 

.000 -.5306 -.2000 

.320 -.2413 7.906E-02 

.462 -.1881 .4133 

.400 -.6645 .2659 

.822 -.4562 .5742 

.469 -.6164 .2845 

.605 - ·.3304 .5668 

.235 -.2039 .8277 
~ .400 -.2659 .6645 

.445 -.4058 .9224 

.097 -.9262 7.762E-02 

.582 -.6404 .3601 

.851 -.5077 .6148 

.822 -.5742 .4562 

.445 -.9224 .4058 

°' 



Table D-8: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance <ANOVAJ 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMPQ Student 142 3.7770 .6147 5. 158E-02 3.6750 3.8790 1.33 5.00 

Employee 187 3.7077 .5691 4.162E-02 3.6256 3.7898 1.67 5.00 
~ 

Management 14 3.8810 .4052 .. 1083 3.6470 I 4.1149 3.00 4.33 
Government 48 3.5486 .4788 6.91 IE-02 3.4096 3.6876 2.67 4.33 
Self employed 5 3.7333 .7958 .3559 2.7452 4 .7215 2.67 4.67 
Other 4 3.5833 .6310 .3155 2.5793 4.5874 2.67 4.00 
Total 400 3.7183 .5762 2.881£-02 3.6617 3.7750 1.33 5.00 

SUMBL Student 142 3.5235 .8601 7.218E-02 3.3808 3.6662 1.00 5.00 
Employee 187 3.2602 

~· 
.8860 6.479£-02 3.1324 3.3881 1.00 5.00 

Management 14 3.5238 ; .7703 .2059 3.0790 3.9686 2.00 4.67 
Government 48 3.2222 .7448 .1075 3.0059 3.4385 1.67 4.67 
Self employed 5 3.4000 .5963 .2667 2.6596 4.1404 3.00 4.33 
Other 4 2.8333 ' .8819 .4410 1.4300 4.2367 2.00 4.00 
Total 400 3.3558 .8612 4.306E-02 3.2712 3.4405 1.00 5.00 

SUMBA Student 142 3.9507 .6944 5.827E-02 3.8355 4.0659 2.00 5.00 
Employee 187 3 .8752 , .5976 4.370E-02 3.7890 3.9614 l.33 5.00 
Management 14 3.6905 ).~ .6975 .1864 3.2877 4.0932 2.33 4.67 
Government 48 3.6944 

1P 
.4116 5.94 lE-02 3.5749 3.8140 .... 

2.67 4.67 ~ .... 
Self employed 5 3.9333 .4944 .2211 3.3194 4.5472 3.33 4.67 
Other 4 3.6667 

4 
.7201 .3600 2.5209 4 .8125 2.67 4.33 

Total 400 3.8725 .621 8 3.109E-02 3.8114 3.9336 1.33 5.00 
BE Student 142 3.7504 .6156 5.166E-02 3.6483 3.8525 2.11 5.00 

Employee 187 3.6144 .5648 4.130£-02 
' 
I 3.5329 ~ 3.6959 l.56 5.00 

Management 14 3.6984 .5053 . . 1350 3.4067 3.9902 2.56 4.33 
Government 48 3.4884 .4554 6.573E-02 3.3562 3.6207 2.44 4.56 
Self-employed 5 3.6889 .4541 .2031 3.1251 4.2527 3.J I 4.1 J 
Other 4 3.3611 .5836 .2918 2.4325 4.2897 2.56 3.89 
Total 400 3.6489 .5730 2.865E-02 3.5926 3.7052 1.56 5.00 

-.J 
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Table D-8: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOVAl 
(cont.) 

ANOVA 

Sum of SQuares df 
SUMPQ Between Groups 2.337 5 

Within Groups 130.151 394 

Total 132.488 399 

SUMBL Between Groups 8.053 5 

Within Groups 287.856 ' 
"( 394 

Total 295.909 ' 399 
' 

SUMBA Between Groups 3.043 
-
) 5 

Within Groups 151.232 ~ 394 

Total 154.275 
. 

399 ' 
BE Between Groups 3.295 5 

Within Groups 127.689 ~~ 394 

Total 130.985 
:i: 

399 '-

~q_ 

~ 

Mean Square F 
.467 1-415 

.330 

1.611 2.204 

.731 

.609 1.586 

.384 

.659 2.034 

.324 

Sig. 
.218 

.053 

.163 

.073 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ 
¥ 

* 
. . ~ 

(J'N1111'4\\\. '> 

00 



Dependent Variable: SUMPQ 

LSD 

mocc (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 
Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 
-Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 
Self employed 

Other 
Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 
Self employed Student 

Employee 
Management 

Government 
Other 

Other Student 
Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (J.J) Std. Error 

6.933E-02 6.397E-02 
•.1040 .16 10 
.2284* 9.596E-02 

4.366E-02 .26 15 
.l937 .2914 

-6.9330E-02 6.397E-02 
-.1733 .1593 
.1 591 9.300E-02 

-2.5668E-02 .2604 
.1243 .2904 
.1040 .16!0 
.1733 .1593 
.3323 .1746 
.1476 . . 2994 

.2976 .3259 
·.2284• 9.596E-02 
-.1591 9.300E-02 

-.3323 .1746 

-.1847 .2701 
·3.4722E-02 .2991 
-4.3662E-02 .2615 

2.567E-02 .2604 
-.1476 .2994 

/I 
~ 

.1847 .2701 

.1 500 .3856 
-.1937 .2914 
-.1243 .2904 
-.2976 .3259 

3.472E-02 .2991 

-. 1500 .3856 

• · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Sig. Lower Bound Uooer Bound 

.279 -5.6444E-02 .1951 

i .519 -.4205 .2126 
, 

.018 3.973E-02 .4l 70 

.867 -.4705 .5578 

.507 ·.3792 .7665 

.279 -. l95! 5.644E-02 

.277 ·.4864 .1398 

.088 · 2.3778E-02 .34!9 

.922 · .5377 .4864 

.669 · .4467 .6953 

.519 -.2 126 .4205 

.277 -.1398 
I 

.4864 
.058 -l.0877E-02 J .6756 
.622 -.4411 ' .7363 
.362 -.3430 .9382 
.018 -.4 170 ·3.9728E-02 
.088 -.3419 2.378E-02 
.058 -.6756 l.088E-02 
.494 -.7 157 .3463 
.908 -.6228 .5533 
.867 -.5578 .4705 
.922 µ -.4864 .5377 
.622 •.7363 .4411 
.494 -.3463 .7157 
.697 -.6080 .9080 
.507 -.7665 .3792 
.669 -.6953 .4467 
.362 -.9382 .3430 
.908 ·.5533 .6228 
.697 ·.9080 .6080 

\0 



Dependent Variable: SUMBL 

LSD 

(nocc mace 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

.2632• 9.51 4E-02 

-3.3535E-04 .2394 

.3013• .1 427 

\j .1235 .3889 

.6901 .4334 

-.2632* 9.5 14E-02 

·.2636 .2368 

3.803E-02 .1383 

-.1398 .3873 

.4269 .43 19 

3.353E-04 .2394 

.2636 .2368 

.3016 .2596 

.1238 .4453 

.6905 .4846 

-.3013* .1427 

-3.8027E-02 .1383 

-.3016 .2596 

-.1778 .4017 

.3889 .4448 

-.1235 .3889 

. 1398 .3873 

·. 1238 .4453 

ii . 1778 .4017 

~ .5667 .5734 

-.6901 .4334 
-.4269 .4319 

-.6905 .4846 

-.3889 .4448 

-.5667 .5734 

• . The mean difference is s ignificant at the .05 level. 

Si~. 

.006 

.999 

.035 

.751 

.1 12 

.006 

.266 

.783 

.718 

.324 

.999 

.266 

.246 

.78 1 

.155 

.035 

.783 

.246 

.658 

.383 

.751 

.71 8 

.781 

.658 

.324 

.112 

.324 

. !SS 

.383 

.324 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
7.618E-02 .4503 

-.47 l l .4704 

2.069E-02 .58 18 

-.6412 .8881 

·.1618 1.5421 

-.4503 • 7 .6 l 75E-02 

·.7292 .2021 

· .2339 .3099 

·.9012 .6217 

·.4222 l.2761 

-.4704 .4711 

·.202 1 .7292 
·.2088 ~ .8120 

·.75 17 .9993 

-.2622 1.6432 

-.581 8 -2.0686E-02 

-.3099 .2339 

-.8120 .2088 

·.9675 .6119 

-.4856 1.2634 

·.8881 .64 12 

... ·.6217 .9012 

~ ·.9993 .75 17 

· .61 19 .9675 

· .5606 1.6939 

-1.5421 . 16 18 

-1.2761 .4222 

-1.6432 .2622 

-1.2634 .4856 

-1.6939 .5606 

N 
0 



Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: SUMBA 

LSD 

Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
mocc mocc Difference (l.J) Std. Error Si~. Lower Bound Uooer Bound 
Student Employee 7.548E.02 6.896E.02 .274 -6.0097E.02 .2111 

Management .2602 .1736 ) .135 -8.0974E-02 .6014 
Government .2563• .1034 .014 5.290E-02 .4596 
Self employed 1.737E.02 .2819 .951 -.5369 .5716 
Other .2840 .3141 .366 -.3335 .9016 

Employee Student -7.548 IE.02 6.896E.02 .274 -.21l1 6.0 IOE-02 
Management .1847 .1717 .282 -.1528 .5222 
Government .1808 .1002 .072 -1.6305E·02 .3779 
Self employed ·5.811 J E-02 .2807 .836 -.6101 .4938 
Other .2086 .3131 .506 -.4069 .8240 

Management Student -.2602 .1736 .135 -.6014 8.097E-02 
Employee -.1847 .1717 .282 -.5222 .1528 
Government -3.9683E-03 .1882 .983 -.3739 c .3660 
Self employed -.2429 .. 3228 .452 -.8774 ' .3917 
Other 2.381E.02 .35 12 .946 -.6667 .7144 

Government -Student -.2563• .1034 .014 -.4596 -5.2898E-02 
Employee -.1808 .1002 .072 -.3779 l.631E.02 
Management 3.968E.03 .1882 .983 -.3660 .3739 
Self employed ·.2389 .29 11 .412 -.8113 .3335 
Other 2.778E.02 .3224 .931 -.6061 .6617 

Se If employed Student -1.7371E-02 .2819 .95 1 -.5716 .5369 
Employee 5.81 lE.02 .2807 .836 

\ 
-.4938 .6101 

Management .2429 .3228 .452 ~ -.3917 .8774 
~ 

Government z .2389 .2911 .412 -.3335 .8113 
Other .2667 .4156 .521 -.5504 l.0837 

Other Student -.2840 .3141 .366 -.9016 .3335 
Employee -.2086 .3131 .506 -.8240 .4069 
Management -2.3810E.02 .3512 .946 -.7144 .6667 
Government ·2.7778E-02 .3224 .931 -.6617 .6061 
Self employed -.2667 .4156 .52! -1.0837 .5504 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. N 



Dependent Variable: BE 

LSD 

mocc (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

. Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

.1360• 6.337E-02 

5.198E-02 .1 595 

.2620• 9.505E-02 

6. ISOE-02 .2590 

.3893 .2886 

-.1360* 6.337E-02 

·8.4034E-02 .1577 

.1260 9.21 lE-02 

-7.4510E-02 .2580 

.2533 .2877 

-5.1979E-02 .i595 

8.403E--02 .1577 

.2100 .1729 

9.524E--03 .2966 

.3373 .3228 

·.2620• 9.505E--02 

-.1260 9.211E-02 

-.2100 .1729 

-.2005 .2675 

.1273 .2963 

-6. I 502E-02 .2590 

7.451E-02 .2580 

-9,5238E-03 .2966 

.2005 .2675 

~ .3278 .3819 

-.3893 .2886 

·.2533 .2877 

·.3373 .3228 
-.1273 .2963 

-.3278 .3819 

• . The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Si£. 

.032 

.745 

r .006 

.8l2 

.178 

.032 

.595 

.172 

.773 

.379 

.745 

.595 

.225 

.974 

.297 

.006 

.172 

.225 

.454 

.668 

.8 12 

.773 

.974 

.454 

.391 

.178 

.379 

.297 

.668 

.391 

95% Confidence lnterval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
l.1 43E-02 .2606 

·.2615 .3655 
7.510E-02 .4488 

·.4478 .5708 

· .1782 .9567 
-.2606 · I .1433E-02 
-.3942 .2261 

-5.5 l 42E-02 .3070 
-.5817 .4327 

-.3123 .8188 
-.3655 .2615 

-.2261 .3942 

-.1300 .5499 
-.5736 .5926 

·.2972 .9718 

·.4488 -7.SIOI E-02 

-.3070 5.514E-02 

-.5499 .1300 

-.7264 .3255 

-.4551 .7098 

-.5708 .4478 

" -.4327 .5817 

' -.5926 .5736 
~ 

-.3255 .7264 

-.4230 1.0786 

-.9567 .1782 

-.8188 .3123 

· .9718 .2972 

· .7098 .4551 

-1.0786 .4230 

~ 

N 
N 



Table D-9: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance (ANOYAl 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
SUMDl Student 142 3.5986 .5936 4.981 E-02 3.5001 3.6971 1.33 5.00 

Employee 187 3.5651 .5518 4.035E--02 3.4855 3.6447 2.00 5.00 
' Management 14 3.5238 .4075 .1089 3.2885 3.7591 2.67 4.00 

Gth~Jnment 48 3.1944 .5274 7.6l3E--02 3.0413 3.3476 ' 2.00 5.00 
Self employed 5 3.7333 .5477 .2449 3.0532 4.4134 3.00 4.33 
Other 4 3.3333 .6667 .3333 2.2725 4.3941 2.33 3.67 
Total 400. 3.5308 .5724 2.862E--02 3.4746 3.5871 1.33 5.00 

SUMPR Student 142 3.3451 .5592 4.693E-02 3.2523 3.4378 2.00 4.67 
Employee 187 3.3868 

, 

.4797 3.508E-02 3.3176 3.4560 !.".) 2.33 - 4.67 
Management ~ -14 3.5476 J .7350 .1964 3.1232 3.9720 2.67 - 5.00 
Government 48 3.2500 h .3920 5.658E--02 3.1362 3.3638 2.33 4.00 
Self employed 5 3.6000 .4346 .1944 3.0604 4.1396 3.00 

-
4.00 ?) -

"' -
Other 4 2.9167 .... , .5693 .2846 2.0108 3.8225 2.33 

-
3.67 

Total 400 3.3592 .5134 2.567E-02 3.3087 3.4096 2.00 S.00 
SUMS! Student 142 3.5563 .7165 6.013E-02 3.4375 3.6752 1.33 5.00 

Employee 187 3.3387 ~ .5653 4.l34E-02 3.2571 3.4202 l.33 5.00 c: 
Management 14 3.1905 I .6092 .1628 2.8387 3.5422 2.00 4.00 
Government 48 3.1806 .4066 5.868E-02 3.0625 3.2986 2.00 4.67 
Self employed 5 3.0667 .8300 .3712 2.0361 4.0972 2.00 4.33 
Other 4 3.1667 .5774 .2887 2.2480 4.0854 2.67 4.00 
Total 400 3.3867 .6252 3.126E-02 3.3252 3.4481 l.33 5.00 

SUMAD Student 142 3.7465 ,6689 5.614E-02 3.6355 3.8575 2.33 5.00 
Employee 187 3.5633 .5896 4.3l2E-02 3.4782 3.6483 I.OD 5.00 
Management 14 3:5238 .5345 .1429 3.2152 3.8324 2.67 4.33 
Government 48 3.4028 .4236 6.l ISE-02 3.2798 3.5258 2.67 4.33 
Self employed 5 3.4667 .5055 .2261 2.8390 4.0944 3.00 4.00 
Other 4 3.2500 .3191 .l596 2.7422 3.7578 3.00 3.67 
Total 400 3.6033 .6071 3.036E-02 3.5437 3.6630 l.00 5.00 N 

w 



Table D-9: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Occupation by Using Analysis of Variance (ANO VA) (cont.) 

Sum of S<1uares 
SUMDI Between Groups 6.664 

Within Groups 124.066 

Total 130.731 

SUMPR Between Groups 2.314 

Within Groups 102.864 

Total 105.178 

SUMS I Between Groups 7.802 

Within Groups 148.171 

Total 155.973 

SUMAD Between Groups 5.822 

Within Groups 141.241 

Total 147.062 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square F Sig. 
5 

394 

399 

5 

394 

399 
; 5 
' 

- 394 

399 
: 5 

-' 394 "' 
;)~ 399 
~ -·-

R. 

%.~ 
~ 
* 

1.333 4.233 

.315 
\. 

.463 1.772 

.261 

1.560 4.149 

.376 

1.164 3.248 

.358 

.001 
(/ 

- tt 

. 117 

.001 

.007 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ 
¥ 

q N 1111 '4\\ \. "><:::, 

N 
~ 



Dependent Variable: SUMDI 
LSD 

mocc (J) occ 
Student .Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 
Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 
Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 
Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 
Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

. Other 
Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

3.353E-02 6.246E-02 
7.478E-02 .1572 

.4041* 9.369E-02 
1·~ -.1347 .2553 

.2653 .2845 
-3.3529E-02 6.246E-02 

4.l25E-02 .1555 
.3706• 9.080E·02 

-.1683 .2543 
.2317 .2836 

-7.4782E-02 .1572 
-4. I 253E-02 .1555 

.3294 .1704 
-.2095 .. 2924 
.1905 .318 1 

-.4041 * 9.369E-02 

-.3706* 9.0BOE-02 
-.3294 .1704 
-.5389• .2637 
-.1389 .2920 
.1347 .2553 
.1683 .2543 
.2095 .2924 

' .5389* .2637 
.4000 .3764 

-.2653 .2845 
-.2317 .2836 
-.1905 .3181 
.1389 .2920 

-.4000 .3764 

•. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Sig. 
.592 

: .635 
'. .000 

.598 

.352 

.592 

.791 

.000 

.509 

.414 

.635 

.791 

.054 

.474 

.550 

.000 

.000 

.054 

.042 

.635 

.598 

.509 

.474 

.042 

.289 

.352 

.414 

.550 

.635 

.289 

95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
·8.9270E-02 .1563 

-.2343 .3838 
.2200 .5883 

I -.6367 .3672 
-.2941 .8246 
-.1563 3.927E-02 
-.2644 .3469 
.1921 .5491 

-.6682 .33 17 
-.3258 . .7892 
-.3838 .2343 
-.3469 - .2644 

-5.7350E-03 
~ 

l.J .6645 
-.7843 - .3652 
-.4350 .8159 
-.5883 -.2200 
-.5491 ·. 1921 
-.6645 5.735E-03 

-1.0573 -2.0452E-02 
-.7130 .4352 
-.3672 .6367 

\ -.3317 .6682 
-.3652 .7843 

2.045E-02 l.0573 
-.3401 1.1401 
-.8246 .2941 
-.7892 .3258 
-.8159 .4350 
-.4352 .7130 

-l.1401 .3401 

N 
V1 



Dependent Variable: SUMPR 

LSD 

mocc (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

. Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (l-J) Std. Error 

-4. l 739E-02 5.687E--02 

-.2025 .1431 

9.507E-02 8.53 lE--02 

-.2549 .2325 

.4284 .259l 

4. l74E-02 5.687E--02 

-.l 608 .1416 

.!368 8.268E--02 

-.2132 .2315 

.470l .2582 

.2025 .1431 

.1608 .1416 

.2976 .1552 

-5.2381E--02 .. 2662 

.6310* .2897 

-9.5070E--02 8.531E--02 

-.1368 8.268E--02 

-.2976 .1552 

-.3500 .2401 

.3333 .2659 

.2549 .2325 

.2132 .2315 

5.238E--02 .2662 

.3500 .2401 

: .6833* .3428 

-.4284 .2591 

-.4701 .2582 

-.6310* .2897 

-.3333 .2659 

-.6833* .3428 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 

.463 -.1536 7.008E--02 

~ 
.158 -.4839 7 885E--02 
.266 -7.2648E-02 .2628 
.274 -.7120 .2022 

.099 -8.0892E-02 .9377 

.463 -7 .0076E-02 . l536 

.257 -.4392 .l 175 

.099 -2. 5731 E-02 .2993 

.358 -.6684 .2420 

.069 -3.747lE-02 .9778 

.l58 -7.8850E-02 .4839 

.257 -.1175 - .4392 
-

-7.5067E-03 .056 
~ .6027 

.844 -.5757 .4710 

.030 6.l43E-02 l.2005 

.266 -.2628 7.265E-02 

.099 -.2993 2.573E-02 

.056 -.6027 7.507E-03 

.l46 -.8221 .1221 

.2! l -.1894 .8561 

.274 -.2022 .7120 

.358 -.2420 .6684 

.844 -.4710 .5757 

.146 -.1221 .8221 

.047 9.467E-03 l.3572 

.099 -.9377 8.089E-02 

.069 -.9778 3.747E-02 

.030 -l.2005 -6. !43 lE-02 

.21 l -.8561 .1894 

.047 -l.3572 -9.4667E-03 

N 

°' 

en 
:-'"' 

Cl 
~ 
O" 
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(:> ...... 
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~ 
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Dependent Variable: SUMS! 

LSD 

mocc (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Other 

Other Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
DifTerence (1-J} Std. Error 

.2177• 6.826E-02 

.3659• .1718 

'\ .3758* . 1024 
L'~ .4897 .2790 r .,. 

.3897 .3109 

·.2177• 6.826E-02 

.1482 .1699 

.1581 9.923E-02 

.2720 .2779 

.1720 .3099 

·.3659* .l718 

·.1482 .1699 

9.921E-03 .1863 

.1238 ·.3195 

2.381E-02 .3477 

-.3758* .1024 

-.1581 9.923E..Q2 

-9.9206E-03 .1863 

.l 139 .2882 

l.389E-02 .3 191 

-.4897 .2790 

-.2720 .2779 

· .1238 .3 195 

-.1139 .2882 

-.lOOO .4114 

-.3897 .3 109 

-.1720 .3099 

-2.3810E-02 .3477 

-l.3889E-02 .3191 

.!000 .4114 

•. The mean difference is significant at the .OS level. 

Sig. 
.002 

' .034 
: .000 

.080 

.21 l 

.002 

.384 

.1 12 

.328 

.579 

.034 

.384 

.958 

.699 

.945 

.000 

.112 

.958 

.693 

.965 

.080 

.328 

.699 

.693 

.808 

.211 

.579 

.945 

.965 

.808 

95% Confidence Interval 

lower Bound Urper Bound 
8.346E-02 .3519 
2.813E-02 .7036 

. 1745 .5771 
-5.89 l 8E-02 1.0383 

·.22 16 1.0009 
-.3519 -8.3458E-02 
·.1859 .4823 

-3.6954E-02 .3532 
· .2743 .8184 
· .4372 .7812 

-.7036 -2.8l30E-02 

-.4823 .1859 

-.3563 l'. .3761 

-.5043 .7519 

-.6597 .7073 

-.577 1 -.1745 

-.3532 3.695E-02 
-.3761 .3563 

-.4527 .6805 
-.6135 .6413 

-1.0383 5.892E-02 

-.8184 .2743 
.., -.75 19 .5043 
~ 

-.6805 .4527 

-.9088 .7088 

-1.0009 .2216 
-.7812 .4372 

-.7073 .6597 
-.6413 .6135 

-.7088 .9088 

N ....., 



Dependent Variable: SUMAD 
LSD 

(DOCC (J)OCC 
Student Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 

Employee Student 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 
Management Student 

Employee 

Government 

Self employed 

Other 
Government Student 

Employee 

Management 

Self employed 

Other 

Self employed Student 

Employee 

Management 

Government 
Other 

Other Student 
Employee 

Management 

Government 

Self employed 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (1-J) Std. Error 

.1832• 6.664E-02 

.2227 .1677 

Q 
.3437* 9.996E--02 
.2798 .2724 

.4965 .3036 
-.1832* 6.664£-02 

3.947E--02 .1659 

.1605 9.688E-02 
9.661£-02 .2713 

.3133 .3026 
-.2227 .1677 

-3.9470£--02 .1659 
.1210 .1819 

5.714E-02 .3119 
.2738 .3394 

-.3437* 9.996E-02 
-.1605 9.688E-02 

-.1210 .1819 

-6.3889E-02 .2814 

.1528 .3116 

-.2798 .2724 

-9.6613E--02 .2713 
-5. 7143E-02 .31 \9 

6.389E-02 .2814 
.2 !67 .4016 

-.4965 .3036 
-.3133 .3026 
-.2738 .3394 
-.1528 .3116 
-.2167 .4016 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Si.e:. 
.006 

.185 

.001 

.305 

.103 

.006 

.812 

.098 

.722 

.301 

.!85 

.812 

.506 

.855 

.420 

.001 

.098 

.506 

.820 

.624 

.305 

.722 

.855 

.820 

.590 

.\03 

.301 

.420 

.624 

.590 

95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

5.2l8E-02 .3142 
-.1071 .5524 
.1472 .5402 

-.2558 .8154 
-. !003 l.0933 
-.3142 -5.2176E-02 
-.2867 .3656 

-2.9960E-02 .3510 
-.4368 .6300 
-.2815 .9081 
-.5524 .1071 
-.3656 : .2867 
-.2365 - .4786 

~ 
-.5561 .6704 
-.3935 .9412 
-.5402 -.1472 
-.3510 2.996E-02 
-.4786 .2365 
-.6170 .4893 
-.4598 .7654 
-.8154 .2558 

' -.6300 .4368 

~ -.6704 .5561 
-.4893 .6170 
-.5730 l.0063 

-1.0933 .1003 
-.9081 .28\5 
-.9412 .3935 
-.7654 .4598 

-l.0063 .5730 

N 
00 



Table D-10: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis of Variance <ANOV A) 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum SUMPP 10,000 or less 170 2.9686 .7136 5.473E-02 2.8606 3.0767 l.00 4.67 -
10,001 - 20,000 129 2.9793 -' .7129 6.277E-02 2.8551 3.1035 1.00 5.00 
20,001"30,000 62 2.9194 

~ 
.5354 6.800E-02 2.7834 3.0553 l.00 4.33 

30,001 - 40,000 17 2.7843 .8328 .2020 2.3561 3.2125 LOO 4.00 
40,001 ormore 22 2.5000 .6958 .1483 2.1915 2.8085 1.33 4.00 
Total 400 2.9308 .6988 3.494E-02 2.8621 2.9995 1.00 5.00 

SUMBX 10,000 or less 170 4.0608 .6534 5.01 lE-02 3.9619 4.1597 1.67 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.8630 .6570 5.784E-02 3.7486 3.9775 1.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.9086 .7171 9.108E-02 3.7265 4.0907 LOO 5.00 
30,001 -40,000 17 3.8039 .6461 .1567 3.4717 4.1361 3.00 5.00 
40,001 or more 22 3.5606 .7156 .1526 3.2433 3.8779 2.00 5.00 
Total 400 3.9350 .6772 3.386E-02 3.8684 4.0016 1.00 5.00 

BV 10,000 or less 170 3.5147 .5060 3.881E-02 3.4381 3.5913 2.00 4.67 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.4212 .5497 4.839E-02 3.3254 3.5169 2.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.4140 

~ .4584 5.822E-02 3.2976 3.5304 1.67 4.67 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.2941 ·~ .5481 .1329 3.0123 .: 3.5759 2.50 4.50 c. > fl 

.4815 .1027 2.8168 3.2438 2.17 4.00 
40,001 or more 22 3.0303 
Total 400 3.4329 .5239 2.619E-02 {l 3.3814 3.4844 1.67 5.00 

' 

N 

'° 

ti) 

r-
0 
~ 
'="' "".! 

fi: 
tif.l~ 

~ 
-~ ~ 

5 
'"' 
~ 



Table D-10: The Analysis of Brand Value and Its Elements when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis of Variance (ANO VA) 

(cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMPP Between Groups 5.003 

Within Groups 189.861 

Total 194.864 

SUMBX Between Groups 6.777 

Within Groups 176.200 

Total 182.977 

BV Between Groups 5.071 

Within Groups 104.435 

Total 109.505 

ANOVA 

df 

: 

: 
'i 

E! 
~~ 

4 

395 

399 

4 

395 

399 

4 

395 

399 

\\ 
~~ 

Mean Square 

1.251 

.481 

1.694 

.446 

1.268 

.264 

F Sig. 

2.602 .036 . 
I.. 

3.798 .005 

4.795 .001 ~ 
~ 
~ 
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Multiple ComparfsonJ 

I.SD 

Mean 95% Confidence Interval 
DcDCndent Variable (!)INC (J)INC Difference n-n Sid. Error SiR. Lawer Bound Uooer Bound SUMPP 10,000 or less 10,001 - 20,000 -l.0701E-02 8.095E-02 .895 -.1699 .1485 

20,001 - 30,000 4.927E-02 .1029 .632 ·.1529 .2515 
30,001 - 40,000 .1843 .1764 .297 -.1624 .5310 
40,001 or more .4686• .1571 .003 .1598 .7775 

l 0,00 l - 20,000 l 0,000 or less l.070E-02 8.095E-02 .895 -.1485 .1699 
20.00 l - 30,000 5.997E-02 .1071 .576 -.1507 .2706 
30,00 l - 40,000 .1950 .1789 .276 -.1567 .5467 
40,001 or more .4793" .1599 .003 .1649 .7937 

20,00 I - 30,000 l 0,000 or less . -4.9273 E-02 .1029 .6)2 -.2515 .1529 
l 0,00 l - 20,000 -5.9973E-02 .1071 .576 -.2706 .1507 
30,00 l - 40,000 .1350 .1898 .477 -.2381 .5082 
40.00 l or more .4194• .1720 .OlS 8.lllE-02 .7576 

30,001 -40,000 10,000 or less -.1843 .1764 .297 -.5310 .1624 
l 0,00 l - 20,000 -.1950 .1789 .276 -.5467 .1567 
20.00 l - 30,000 -.1350 .1898 .477 -.5082 .2381 
40,00 l or rn~rc .2843 .2239 .205 -.!SSS .7245 

40,001 or more l 0,000 or less -.4686• .1571 .003 -.7775 -.1598 
I 0,00 l - 20,000 -.4793• .1599 .003 -.7937 -.1649 

"-= -
20,00 l - 30,000 -.4194• .1720 .015 -.7576 -8.l l09E-02 
30,00 l - 40,000 -.2843 .2239 .205 ·.7245 .1558 

SUMBX J0,000 or less l 0,00 l - 20,000 .1977" 7.799E--02 .012 4.44\E-02 .351 l 
20,00 l - 30,000 .1522 9.909E-02 .125 -4.2627E-02 .3470 
30,00 l - 40,000 .2569 .1699 .l3l -7.7l46E-02 .5909 
40.0-0 l or more .5002• .1513 .001 .2027 .1917 

l-0,001 - 20,000 I 0,000 or less •.1977• 7.799E-02 .012 -.351 l -4.4414E-02 
20,001 - 30,000 -4.S553E-02 .1032 .659 -.24&5 .!574 
30,001 - 40,000 5.913E-02 .1723 .732 -.2797 .3979 
40,001 or more .3024 .1541 .050 -4.3491E·04 .6053 

20,001. 30,000 10,000 or less •.1522 9.909E-02 .125 -.3470 4.263E-02 
10,001 -20.000 4.555E-02 .1032 .659 -.1574 .2485 
30,001 - 40,000 .1047 .1&29 . 567 -.2548 .4642 
40,001 or more .3480• .1657 .036 2.215E-02 .6738 

30,00 l - 40,000 10,000 or less -.2569 .1699 .131 •.5909 7.715E-02 
10,001 • 20,000 -5.9l28E-02 .1723 .732 -.3979 .2797 
20,001 - 30,000 -.1047 .1829 .567 -.4642 .1548 
40,00J or more .2433 .2157 .260 •.1&07 .6673 

40,0D I or more l0,000 or l<ss -.5002• .1513 .001 -.7977 -.2027 
10,001 • 20,000 -.3024 .1541 .050 -.6053 4.349E-04 
20,001 - 30,000 -.3480• .1657 .036 -.6738 -2.2l46E-02 
30,001 • 40,000 -.2433 .2157 .260 -.6673 .1807 

•. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. w 



Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: BV 

LSD 

ffilNC (J) INC 
I 0,000 or less 10,001-20,000 

20,00] • 30,000 

30,00 l • 40,000 

40,00 I or more 
I 0,00 I - 20,000 10 ,000 or less 

20 ,00] • 3 0,000 

30 ,00 I • 40,000 
40,00 I or more 

20,00 I • 30,000 10,000 or less 
10,001 • 20,000 
30,001 • 40,000 

. 40,001 or more 

30,001 • 40,000 I 0,000 or less 

l 0,00 I • 20,000 

20,00 I • 30,000 

40,001 or more 

40,001 or more 10,000 or less 

10,001 - 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,00 I - 40,000 

Mean 
Di !Terence (l·J) 

9.352E·02 
.!007 

' .2206 
.4844• 

. 9 .3 5 I 7E-02 

7.210E-03 

.1271 

.3909• 

-.1007 
-·1.2101E-03 

.1199 

.3837• 

-.2206 

-.1271 

-.1199 

.2638 
-.4844. 

-.3909• 

-.3837• 

-.2638 

• · The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

~ 

* ,. 

95% Confidence Interval 
Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
6.004E-02 .120 ·2.4520E-02 .2116 
7.629E-02 .187 -4.9251 E-02 .2507 

.1308 .092 ·3.6556E-02 .4777 

.1165 .000 .2554 .7134 
6.004E-02 .120 ·.2116 2.452E-02 
7.946E-02 .928 r ·.1490 .1634 

.1327 .339 / ·.1338 .3879 

.) 186 .001 .1577 .6241 
7.629E-02 .187 ·.2507 4.925E-02 
7.946B-02 .928 ·.1634 .1490 

.1408 .395 ·.1569 .3966 

.1276 .003 .1328 .6345 

.1308 .092 -.4777 J.656E-02 

.1327 .339 -.3879 .1338 

.1408 .395 -.3966 - .1569 

.1660 .113 -6.2624E-02 .5903 

.I 165 .000 -.7134 ·.2554 

.1186 .001 -.6241 -.1577 

.1276 .003 -.6345 -.1328 

.1660 .113 -.5903 li.262E-02 

'""\. ~~ 
..,., 
N 



Table D-11: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVAl 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum SUMPQ 10,000 or less 170 3.7431 .6111 4.687E-02 3.6506 3.8357 1.33 5.00 
I0,001 - 20,000 129 3.6899 .5670 4.992E-02 3.5911 3.7887 2.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 c!~ ""' 62 3.7796 .4975 6.3 18E-02 3.6532 Jj 3.9059 1.67 4.67 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.6863 :, .5461 .1324 3.4055 3.9670 2.67 4.67 
40,001 or more 22 3.5455 .5869 .1251 3.2853 3.8057 2.67 4.33 
Total 400 3.7183 .5762 2.881E-02 3.6617 3.7750 1.33 5.00 

SUMBL I 0,000 or less 170 3.3902 .8612 6.605E-02 3.2598 3.5206 1.00 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.3669 .8659 7.624E-02 3.2161 3.5178 1.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.37.10 .7872 9.997E-02 3.1711 3.5709 l.00 5.00 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.1765 l.0416 .2526 2.6409 3.7120 1.00 5.00 
40,001 or more 22 3. 1212 .9117 .1944 2.7170 3.5254 1.67 4.67 
Total 400 3.3558 .8612 4.306E-02 3.2712 3.4405 1.00 5.00 

SU MBA 10,000 or Jess 170 3.9294 .6509 4.992E-02 3.8309 4.0280 2.33 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.8217 .6589 5.80IE-02 3.7069 3.9365 1.33 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.8763 .5270 6.693E-02 3.7425 4.0102 2.67 5.00 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.7059 

I .4697 .1139 3.4644 

~ 
3.9474 2.33 4.33 

40,001 or more 22 3.8485 ~ 
.5011 .1068 3.6263 4.0707 2.67 4.67 ~& 

Total 400 3.8725 '' .6218 3.109E-02 3.8114 3.9336 1.33 5.00 
BE 10,000 or less 170 3.6876 .5865 4.498E-02 3.5988 3.7764 2.11 5.00 

10,001 - 20,000 129 3.6262 .5871 5.169E-02 
.. , 

3.5239 3.7285 1.56 5.00 ._,. 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.6756 .5007 6.359E-02 3.5485 3.8028 2.22 4.67 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.5229 .5903 .1432 3.2194 3.8264 2.56 4.56 
40,001 or more 22 3.5051 .5683 .1212 3.2531 3.7570 2.56 4.33 
Total 400 3.6489 .5730 2.865E-02 3.5926 3.7052 1.56 5.00 

VJ ....., 



Table D-11: The Analysis of Brand Equity and Its Dimensions when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis of Variance 
(ANOV Al (cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMPQ Between Groups 1.116 

Within Groups 131.372 

Total 132.488 

SUMBL Between Groups 1.989 
Within Groups 293.920 
Total 295.909 

SUMBA Between Groups 1.369 

Within Groups 152.906 
Total 154.275 

BE Between Groups 1.090 
Within Groups 129.894 
Total 130.985 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square 
4 .279 

395 ~ .333 

399 
4 .497 

395 .744 

399 

4 .342 

395 .387 

399 
I 4 .273 

395 .329 

399 

~~ 

F 
.839 

t.J 

.668 

.884 

.829 

Si2. 
.501 

- le 

.614 

.473 

.507 

~ 
~ 
rn 
:a 
~ 
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I.SD 

Dcocndcnt Variable (I) INC (J) INC 
SUMPQ 10,000 or less 10,001 • 20,000 

20,001 • J0,000 

30,001 • 40,000 

40,001 or more 

10,001 - 20,000 10,000 or less 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,()()() 

40,00 I or more 

20,00 I • 30,000 10,000 or less 

10,001 -20,000 
~ 30,00l. 40,000 

40,00 I or more 

30,00 I • 40,000 10,000 or loss 

10,001 - 20,000 

....... - 20,001 - 30,000 

40,001 or more 

40,001 or more 10,000 or less 

l0,001. 20,000 

r ~'" 20,00 I - 30,000 

30,00 I - 40,000 
SUMBL 10,000 or less lO,OOl - 20,000 

20,00 I • 30,000 
, _.., ... 30,00 I - 40,000 

40,00 I or more 

10,001 -20,000 10,000 or less 

io,oo 1 - 30,000 
~ ,, 30,00 I • 40,000 

40,001 or more 

20,00 I - 30,000 10,000 or less 

10,001- 20,000 

30,00 I - 4 0,000 

40,00 I or more 

30,00 l - 40,000 10,000 or less 

l0,00 l • 20,000 

20,00 I - 30,000 

40,001 or more 

40,001 or more I 0,000 or less 

10,001 • 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 • 40,000 

Multiple Comparisons 

Mean 
Difference (l·J\ Std. Error 

5.321E-02 6.734E·02 

-3.6433E-02 8.556E-02 

5.686E-02 .1467 

.1977 .1307 

-5.321 SE-02 6.734E-02 

-8.9647E-02 8.912E·02 

3.648E-03 .1488 

.1445 .1330 

3.643E-02 8.S56E-02 

8.965E-02 8.912E-02 

9.330E-02 .1579 

.2341 .1431 

-5.6863E-D2 .1467 

-3.6480E-03 .• 1488 

·9.3295E-02 .1579 

.1408 .1862 

-.1977 .1307 

-.1445 .1330 

-.2341 .143l 

-.1408 .1862 

2.327E-02 .1007 

1.923E-02 .1280 

.2137 .2194 

.2690 .1954 

-2.327 l E-02 .1007 

-4.0427E--03 .1333 

.1905 .2226 

.2457 .1990 

·l.9228E-02 .1280 

4.043E-OJ .1333 

.1945 .2362 

.2498 .2141 

-.2137 .2194 

·.1905 .2226 

-.1945 .2362 

5.526E-02 .2786 

-.2690 .1954 

-.2457 .1990 

-.2498 .2141 

-5.5258E-02 .2786 

Sio. 
.430 

.670 

.699 

.l31 

.430 

.315 

.980 

.278 

.670 

.315 

.555 

.103 

.699 

.980 

.555 

.450 

.131 

.278 

.103 

.450 

.SP 

.881 

.331 

.170 

.817 

.976 

.393 

.218 

.881 

.976 

.41 I 

.244 

.331 

.393 

.411 

.843 

.170 

.218 

.244 

.843 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower llound Upper Bound 
-7.9173E-02 .1856 

-.2046 .l318 

-.2315 .3453 

·5.920SE-02 .4546 

-.1856 7.917E-02 

·.2649 8.556E-02 
-.2889 .2962 
•.1171 .4060 

-.1318 .2046 
-8.SS63E-02 .2649 

-.2171 .4037 

-4.1247E-02 .5155 
-.345) .2315 

-.2962 .2889 

-.4037 .2171 

-.2253 .5069 

-.4546 5.921E-02 

-.4060 .1171 

-.5155 4.725E-02 

-.5069 .2253 

-.1748 .2213 

-.2324 .2708 
-.2177 .6451 
-.1 lSJ .6532 

•.221J .1748 

·.2661 .2580 

-.247! .6280 

-.1455 .6)69 

-.2708 .2324 

·.2580 .2661 

-.2698 .6588 

-.1711 .6706 

-.6451 .2177 

·.6280 .247l 

-.6588 .2698 

-.4924 .6029 

-.6532 .1153 

-.6369 .1455 
-.6706 .1711 
-.6029 .4924 \.>.) 

V\ 



Mul!!plo Comparisons 

LSD 

Mean 
0.D<:ndent Variablo (I) INC (J) INC Difference {1-Jl Std. Error 
SUMBA lO,OOOorless I 0,001 - 20,000 .1077 7.265E-02 

20,001 • 30,000 5.307E-02 9.231E-02 
30,00! - 40,000 .2235 .1583 
40,00 l or more 8.09JE-02 .1410 

10,001 • 20,000 I 0,000 or less ·.1077 7.26SE-02 
20,001 - 30,000 -5.4639E-02 9.615E-02 
30,001 - 40,000 .1158 .1605 
40,001 or more -2.6779E-02 .1435 

20,00 I - 30,000 I 0,000 or less -5.3068E-02 9.231E-02 
10,001 - 20,000 5.464E-02 9.615E-02 

~ 30,00I • 40,000 .1705 .1703 
40,00 I or more 2.186E-02 .1544 

30.001 - 40,000 I 0,000 or less -.2235 .1583 
10,001 - 20,000 -.1158 .1605 
20,00 I - 30,000 -.1705 .1703 
40,001 or more -.1426 .2009 

40,001 or more 10,000 or less -8.0927E-02 .1410 
10,001 - 20,000 2.678E-02 .1435 

c ~\.'" -· 20,001 • 30,000 -2.7859£-02 .1544 
30,001 • 40,000 .1426 .2009 

BE 10,000 or leso 10,001 • 20,000 6.J40E-02 6.696E-02 
20,001 • 30,000 1.195E-02 8.508E-02 

;., ......... . - 30,001 - 40,000 .1647 .1459 
40,001 or more .1825 .1299 

10,00 I - 20,000 10,000 or le>s -6.1397£-02 6.696E-02 
20,001 - 30,000 -4.9443E-02 8.862E-02 

'-+-°- 30,001 • 40,000 .1033 .1480 
40,001 or more .1211 .1323 

20,001 - 30,000 I 0,000 or less ·l.1954E-02 S.S08E-02 
10,001 - 20,000 4.944E--02 8.862E-02 
30,001 - 40,000 .1528 ,1570 
40,001 or more .1706 .1423 

30,001 • 40,000 I0,000 or leos -.1647 .1459 
10,001 - Z0,000 -.1033 .1480 
20,001 • 30,000 - .1528 .1570 
40,001 or more l.783E-02 .1852 

40,00 I or more I 0,000 or le;s -.1825 .1299 
10,001 • 20,000 -.1211 .1323 
20,001 - 30,000 -.1706 .1423 
30,001 - 40,000 - I .7825E-02 .1852 

95% Confidence lntcrvol 
Si£. Lowor Boon<l Uaaor Bound 

.139 -3.5121E-02 .2505 

.566 -.1284 .2345 

.159 -8.761 SE-02 .5347 

.566 -.1962 .3581 

.139 -.2505 3.S12E-02 

.570 -.2437 .1344 

.471 -.1998 .4314 

.852 •.3089 .2554 

.566 -.2345 .1284 

.570 -.1344 .2437 

.318 -.1644 .5053 

.857 -.2757 .3314 

.159 -.5347 8.762E-02 

.471 -.4314 .1998 

.318 -.5053 .1644 

.478 -.5376 .2524 

.566 -.3581 .1962 

.852 -.2554 .3089 

.857 -.3314 .2757 

.478 -.2524 .5376 

.360 • 7.0244E-02 .1930 
.888 -.1553 .1792 

.260 -.1221 .4515 

.161 ·7.291 IE·Ol .4380 

.360 -.1930 7.024E-02 

.577 -.2237 .1248 

.485 ·.1876 .3942 

.360 •.1389 .3812 

.888 -.1792 .1553 

.577 -.1248 .2237 

.331 -.1559 .4614 

.231 -.1092 .4504 

.260 -.4515 .1221 

.485 -.3942 .1876 

.331 -.4614 .1559 

.923 -.3462 .3819 

.161 -.4380 7.291£-02 

.360 -.3812 .1389 

.2H -.4504 .1092 

.923 -.3819 .3462 w 
0\ 
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Table D-12: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis ofVa1iance {ANOVAi 

Descriptives 

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum SUMDI l0,000 or less 170 . 3.5451 .5602 4.297E-02 3.4603 3.6299 1.33 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.5969 .6133 5.400E-02 3.4901 3.7037 2.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 " \ 62 3.4516 ""A~ .5300 6.731E-02 3.3170 ~ 3.5862 2.33 5.00 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.2941 j .4546 .1 103 3.0604 3.5279 2.00 "!.00 
40,001 or more 22 3.4394 .5763 .1229 3.1839 I 3.6949 2.67 4.67 
Total 400 3.5308 .5724 2.862E-02 3.4746 3.5871 l.33 5.00 

SUMPR 10,000 or less 170 3.3745 .5307 4.070E-02 3.2942 3.4549 2.00 4.67 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.3282 .5034 4.432E-02 3.2405 3.4159 2.33 4.67 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.4731 .5105 6.484E-02 3.3435 3.6028 2.33 5.00 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.2353 .4042 9.804E-02 3.0275 3.4431 2.33 4.00 
40,001 ormore 22 3.1970 .4787 .1021 2.9847 3.4092 2.33 4.00 
Total 400 3.3592 .5134 2.567E-02 3.3087 3.4096 2.00 5.00 

SUMS I l 0,000 or Jess 170 3.4706 .6828 5.237E-02 3.3672 3.5740 1.33 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.3979 .6082 5.355E-02 3.2920 3.5039 2.00 5.00 
20,001 - 30,000 62 3.2957 .5090 6.464E-02 3.1664 3.4249 l.33 4.33 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.1373 .4419 .1072 2.9101 

~ 
3.3645 2.33 4.00 

40,001 or more 22 3.1212 > .5592 .1192 2.8733 3.3691 2.00 4.33 ...... 
Total 400 3.3867 .6252 3.126E-02 3.3252 3.4481 1.33 5.00 

SUMAD 10,000 or less 170 3.6980 .6 124 4.697E-02 3.6053 3.7908 2.33 5.00 
10,001 - 20,000 129 3.5762 .6357 5.597E-02 I 3.4655 3.6870 l.00 5.00 

~ 

20,001 - 30,000 62 3.4839 .5285 6.712E-02 3.3497 3.6181 2.33 4.33 
30,001 - 40,000 17 3.4706 .5535 .1342 3.1860 3.7552 2.00 4.00 
40,001 or more 22 3.4697 .5696 .1214 3.2172 3.7222 2.67 5.00 
Total 400 3.6033 .6071 3.036E-02 3.5437 3.6630 1.00 5.00 

w ....... 



Table D-12: The Analysis of Marketing Mix Elements when Segmented by Income Level by Using Analysis of Variance (AN OVA> (cont.) 

Sum of Squares 
SUMDI Between Groups 2.123 

Within Groups 128.608 

Total 130.731 

SUM PR Between Groups 1.809 

Within Groups 103.369 

Total 105.177 

SUMS I Between Groups 4.334 

Within Groups 151.639 

Total 155.973 

SUMAD Between Groups 3.197 

Within Groups 143.865 

Total 147.062 

ANOVA 

df Mean Square 
4 .531 

395 (""-.. .326 

399 

4 .452 

395 .262 

399 

4 1.084 

~ 395 .384 

399 

4 .799 

395 .364 

399 

·~~ 

F Sig. 

1.630 .166 
17 

I Ff~ 

1.728 .143 

2.823 .025 

2.194 .069 

~ 
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rn 
= 
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00 



Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Me:an 
Dooendcnt V.n..ble (0 INC (J)JNC Difference U-J) Std. Error 
SUMO! 10,000 or less 10,001 - 20,000 ·5.180lE-02 6.663E-02 

20,001 - 30,000 9.J49E-02 8.466E--02 
30,001 • 40,000 .2510 .1451 
40,001 or more .1057 .1293 

l0,00[ - 20,000 I O,Ooo or less 5.ISOE--02. 6.663E·02 
20,001 - 30,000 .1453 8.818E-02 
30,001 - 40,000 .3028• .1472 
40,001 or more .1575 .1316 

20,001 • 30,000 10,000 or less -9.3485E-02 8.466E-02 
10,001- 20,000 -.1453 8.818E-02 

,~ 30,001 • 1,0,000 .1575 .1562 
40,001 or more l.222E-02 .1416 

30,001 • 40,000 10,000 or less -.2510 .1451 
10,001 - 20,000 -.3028• .1472 

'~ 20,001 - 30,000 -.l575 .1562 
40,001 or more •.1453 .1843 

40,001 or more I 0,000 or less -.1057 .1293 
10,001 -20,000 -.1575 .1316 
20,001 • 30,000 ·I .2219E-02 .1416 
30,001 • 40,000 .!453 .1843 

SUMPR 10,000 or loss 10,001. 20,000 4.634E-02 5.973E·02 
20,001 • 30,000 ·9.8608E-02 7.590E·02 
30,001 - 40,000 .1392 .1301 
40,001 or more .1775 .1159 

. 10,001 • 20,000 I 0,000 or less ·4.6344E-02 5.973E-02 

20,001 - 30,000 ·.1450 7.905E-02 
30,001 • 40,000 9.287E-02 .1320 

40,001 or more .1312 .1180 
20,00 l • 30,000 101000 orkss 9.861E·02 7.590&02 

10,001 . 20,000 .1450 7.90SE-02 
30,001 • 40,000 .2378 .1401 
40,001 or more .2761 • .1269 

30,00 I • 40,000 10,000 or less -.1392 .1301 
10,001 • 20,000 -9.2871 E-02 .1320 
20,00 I • 30,000 -.2378 .1401 
40~001 or more 3.832&02 .1652 

40,00 I or more I o.ooo or ltss -.1775 .1159 
I 0,001 • 20,000 -.1312 .llBO 
20.00 I • J0,000 -.2761' .1269 
30,00 I - 40,000 -3.8324£-02 .1652 

• · The mcm difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Si~. 

.437 

.270 

.085 

.414 

.437 

.100 

.040 

.232 

.270 

.100 

.314 

.931 

.085 

.040 

.314 

.431 

.414 

.232 

.931 

.431 

.438 

.195 

.285 

.126 

.438 

.067 

.482 

.267 

.195 

.067 

.090 

.030 

.285 

.482 

.090 

.817 

.126 

.267 

.Q30 

.817 

95% Confidence ln1erval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

-.1828 7.919E-02 

-7.2948E·02 .2599 
-3.4J76E-02 .5363 

-.1485 .3599 
• 7 .9 I 87E-02 .1828 

-2.8071 E-02 .3186 

l.3HE-02 .5922 

-.lOIJ .4163 

-.2599 7.29SE-02 

•.3186 2.807E-02 

-.1496 .4646 

-.2662 .2906 

-.5363 3.43BE-02 

-.5922 ·I .3)32E-02 

•.4646 .1496 

·.5015 .2170 

-.3599 .1485 

-.4163 .1013 

-.2906 .2662 

-.2170 .5075 

-7.1089E-02 .J638 

·.2478 5.060E·02 

·.1166 .3950 

-5.0H2E·02 .4054 

·.1638 7.109E·02 

·.3004 J.047E·02 

·.1666 .3524 

-JOOS .3632 

· 5.0602E-02 .2478 

-1.0466£-02 .3004 

-3.7516E·02 .5132 

2.6S7E-02 .5257 

-.3950 .1166 

·.3524 .1666 

-.5132 3.752E-02 

-.2864 .3631 

-.4054 5.0l3E·02 

·.3632 .1008 

-.5257 ·2.6569E·02 

· .3631 .2864 l>J 
\0 
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LSD 

Oouendtnt Variable ([) tNC (JHNC 
SUMSl l0,000 or loss l0,001 • 20,000 

20,00] • 30,000 

30,00 l • ~o.ooo 

40,00 I or more 

10,001 - 20,000 10,000 or Jess 

20,001 • 30,000 

30,001 • 40,000 

40,001 or more 

20,001 • 30,000 10,000 or less 

10,001 • 20,000 

30,001 • 40,000 

40,001 or more 

30,001 - 40,000 io.ooo or less 
10,001 • 20,000 

20,001 • 30,000 

' 40,001 or more 

40,001 or moro 

10,000 or less 

o;: 
10,001 - 20,000 

(' 20,00 I • J0,000 .. 30,00 I • 40.000 
SU MAO ~ 10,000 or less I 0,00 I • 20,000 

L~ 
20,00 I - 30,000 

- 30,00 I • 40,000 
( 

40,00 l or more c 
10,00l. 20,000 I 0,000 or less 

20,00 l • 30,000 
. -- - 30,00 I - 40,000 

40,00 l or more 

20,00 I • 30,000 I 0,000 or less 

10,001. 20,000 

30,001 • 40.000 

40,001 or more 

30,001 • 40,0DO 10,000or kss 

10,001 • 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

40,001 or more 

40,001 or more 10,000 or k:ss 

10,001 . 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,00J . 40,000 

• · The meilll difference is significant at the .OS level. 

Mu!Hpl• Comparisons 

Mean 
Dlffercnce (1-n Std. l!rtot 

7.266E-02 7.2351!-02 

.l749 9.192E-02 

,3333• -1576 
.3494• .1404 

-7.265SE-02 7.235E-02 

.1022 9.S75E·02 

.2607 .l599 

.2767 .1429 

•.1749 9.192E-02 

·.1022 9.575E-02 

.1584 .1696 

.1745 .1538 

-.3333• .1576 
-.2607 .1599 

-.1584 .106 

l.604E-02 .2001 

-.3494° .1404 

-.2767 .1429 

•.1745 .1538 

-1.6043E·02 .2001 

.1218 7.0471!·02 

.2142• 8.954E-02 

.2275 .1535 

.2283 .1367 

·.1218 7.047E-02 

9.236E-02 9.326E-02 

.1056 .1557 

.1065 .1392 

-.2142• 8.9S4E-02 

-9.23561!-02 9.326E-02 

l.328E·02 .1652 

l.4 I 7E-02 .1498 

-.2275 .1535 

-. 1056 .1557 

-1.3283 E-02 .1652 

8.9UE-04 .1949 

-.2283 .1367 

-.1065 .1392 

-l.4174E-02 .1498 

-8.9127E-04 .1949 

Si2. 
.316 

.058 

.035 

.Ol3 

.316 

.286 

.104 

.054 

.058 

.286 

.351 

.257 

.035 

.104 

.351 

.936 

.OU 

.054 

.257 

.936 

.085 

.017 

.139 

.096 

.085 

.323 

.498 

.445 
,Ol7 

.323 

.936 

.925 

.139 

.498 

.936 

.996 

.096 

.445 

.925 

.996 

9S'I. Confltlo11r.o 11110,.•I 

Lower llound U11ncr Bound 
-6.9579E·02 .2149 

·5.8328E-03 .3556 

2.348E-02 .6432 

7.338E-02 .6254 

-.2149 6.9S8E-02 

·8.6007E·02 .2905 

-5.36221!-02 .5750 

-U557E-03 .5577 

•.3556 S.833E·03 

·.2905 8.601E-02 

·.1750 .4919 

-.1278 .4768 

-.6432 ·2.341BE-02 

·.S150 S.362E·02 

-.4919 .1750 
-.3773 .4094 

•.6254 -7.3380E-02 

-.5577 4.256E-03 

•.4768 .1278 

•.4094 .3773 

-l.6729E-02 .2604 

3.814E-02 .3902 
-7.43581!-02 .5293 

-4.04861!-02 .4972 

-.2604 l.673E·02 

-9.0996E-02 .2757 

-.2005 .4118 

-.1671 .3802 

•.3902 -J .8139E·02 

•.2757 9.IOOE-02 

· .3115 .3381 
-.2803 .3086 
-.5293 7.436E·02 

-.4118 .2005 

·.3381 .3115 

-.3822 .3840 
-.4972 4.049E-02 

•.3802 .1671 

-.3086 .2803 

-.3840 .3822 
..J:>. 
0 




	Cover and Title Page
	Abstract
	Acknowledgement
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Chapter   I  :  Generalities of the Study
	Chapter  II  :  Review of Related Literature and Studies
	Chapter  III :  Research Frameworks
	Chapter  IV :  Research Methodology
	Chapter  V  :  Presentation of Data and Critical Discussion of Results
	Chapter  VI :  Summary Conclusions and Recommendations
	References
	Appendix : A
	Appendix : B
	Appendix : C
	Appendix : D



