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Abstract

Literature on Mobile Platforms focuses predominmardh strategic issues in managing multi-sided
platforms as well as economic issues of two-sidadkets. Most of this literature is highly conceptua
and empirical research on the perceptions, prefeesnand behaviour of consumers is lacking.
Moreover, scholars typically focus on device-refbptatforms like operating systems and app stores,
while platforms developed by mobile operators aglam discussed explicitly. In this paper, we
therefore aim to understand the criteria and expgohs of consumers to opt for a specific platform
from a device manufacturer or operator. To do se, developed and executed a questionnaire for
conjoint analysis. The data for the conjoint an&ysas collected from 88 Chinese researchers and
students. The conjoint results show that most mdpats strongly prefer mobile operating systems
provided by Apple (i0S) and Google (Android) ovekid (Symbian) and BlackBerry OS. Moreover,
application cost is considered to play an importesie in the decision making of consumers to opt a
platform. The findings of the study indicate thespondents hardly find the provider of the platform
important, i.e. they prefer service provider andide provider platforms over operator platforms.

Keywords: Mobile Service Platforms, Mobile OS, @amtjAnalysis, Android, Apple iOS, BlackBerry



1 Introduction

As web companies are entering the mobile communitaiservice market, the easy years for mobile
network operators are most definitely in the plikibile network operators are on the verge of losing
their strategic position in the mobile telecommatiens market as well as their revenues from voice
and SMS services (Ray, 2011). While some operdtave already settled for a bit-pipe model with
operational excellence, others are trying to bmregv, converged services to the market that can
compete with web companies like Google, Facebo&kp& and WhatsApp (Nikou, Bouwman, and
De Reuver, 2012). In doing so, operators may leyetheir trusted image as well as superior privacy
and security arrangements to retain customersl(Alaila, Mikkonen, and Rinnemaa, 2001).

From a user perspective, the accessibility, sgcand reliability of communication services largely
depends on the platforms over which they are affevghile traditional voice and SMS services are
offered over fully operator-controlled platforms,elv companies typically rely on alternative
platforms. Especially the larger service providim Google and Facebook use their own platforms to
provide communication services to end-users. Deargk operating system manufacturers like Nokia,
and Apple are offering platforms in the shape g ares as well as software development kits that
enable web companies to easily develop and implem@vanced communication services (Holzer
and Ondrus, 2009). As such, we observe that opsragervice providers and device manufacturers
are competing to deliver the dominant platform dommunication services. Such competition may
lead to dramatic declines in prices, but also teadhclear offers, differences in quality, and toany
alternative service offerings to select from.

Academics have jumped on the issue of mobile pietfoin the past few years (De Reuver, 2009;
Gongalves and Ballon, 2009, 2011; Gueguen andds&0d09). However, most studies on mobile
platforms are highly conceptual in nature, and temdocus on strategic issues in governing multi-
sided platforms or economic analysis of multi-sidedrkets. How consumers make decisions on
adopting mobile platforms has not been researchgurieally, as far as we are aware. Empirically
studying the consumer perspective is essentiatderao understand who will win the battle in the
mobile communication services market.

The objective of this study is bringing insighttte criteria consumers apply in choosing a specific
platform from a device manufacturer or operatorotder to do so, we execute a conjoint analysis.
Conjoint analysis is an appropriate method to askess end-users value different features that make
up an individual product or service while condugten research, especially in mobile communication
ecosystem and marketing (Shin, Kim, and Lee, 2011).

The reminder of this paper is organized as follo@sction 2 discusses different mobile service
platforms followed by introduction of the dependeatiables. Section 3 provides the methodology
and section 4 introduces the results. Finally, isect concludes the paper with discussions,
conclusion, limitations and directions for furtesearch.

2 Mobile service platforms

Mobile services can be offered through operatotatfigrms but can also be offered by device
manufacturers embedded in the mobile phone oreatytstems of service provider.

2.1 Operator-centric platforms

For long, Mobile Network Operators (MNOs) have ledkdown and controlled the mobile service
market (i.e., walled garden strategy) as beingstile platform provider. Service platform offered by
MNOs known as operator-centric platform used to tbe dominant platform in the mobile

communication industry with their ‘walled gardenas¢égy’ where the data has strictly been available



only for their own purposes. Operators followediranfpolicy in controlling the network, service
delivery and customer interaction. As a businesstesyy, MNOs used to take commission fees from
mobile application developers and use their owntgbcas a channel for service distribution and
service delivery channel. However, the MNOs' empirenobile communication market has come to
an end recently due to arrival of newcomers inghape of platform providers such as, Nokia with
Ovi, Apple with App store, and proprietary platfordike Google and Skype into the mobile service
market. Having lost control over the mobile Intérmalue networks recently (De Reuver, 2009),
operators may also lose their essential role inilmalmmmunication domain as service providers.
Consequently, they have been heavily investinguitdta reliable mobile network infrastructure and
providing a unique end-users relationship.

MNOs have also started to find other business dppities in their industry —like to become a seevic
integrator (Holzer and Ondrus, 2011). Nevertheléssiecent years, due to decentralized service
provision strategy and technological advancemewt/iging advanced mobile services often requires
the collective action of market players —like mehiletwork operators, content providers, application
developers, platform providers and device manufacsu The organizations involved in developing
and offering mobile services can be considered eawe network, where goods, services, revenues,
knowledge and intangible benefits are exchangeddst organizations (Allee, 2000). Designing and
developing advanced mobile Internet services depernstveral generic service elements —like secure
authentication, convenient billing methods, custordata platforms and localization systems (De
Reuver, 2011). In traditional mobile communicatiepstems like GSM, such functionality was
integrated into the core of operator network. Todaych generic service elements are embedded into
service platforms that need not to be part of tliestructure. We can assume that the contradiction
emerged between competition and collaboration anambgrs in mobile service ecosystem is mainly
due to the strategic choices that the players liavwmake. They, while on the one hand, have to
compete for their dominance toward gaining competiadvantage in the market; on the other hand,
have to collaborate in order to sustain their positand presence in the mobile communication
ecosystem.

MNOs usually have limited advanced mobile servagglications that can be attractive to the end-
users. However, the situation has now been charagdhe operators and external observers have
commented that operators should open their assetshé developers (Raivio, Luukkainen, and
Juntunen, 2009; Yoon, 2007). Consequently, mobjlerators are developing various IMS-based
technologies to enable richer communication sesvared to improve their stronghold. IP Multimedia
Subsystem (IMS) is a technology which enables nétwaperators to manage QoS (Quality of
Service) and provide communication and multimediaises which are more secure, reliable services
in their nature. Vodafone Live is an example of rapar-centric platform. In short, operator-centric
platforms can be characterized by their guaranfedcy and security arrangement, their limited
number of applications, the closed type of platf@amd the applications can be obtained either & fr
or with payment.

2.2 Service provider-centric platform

Software providers such as Google, Facebook angeSky the form of service provider-centric
platform have started to disrupt mobile eco-systenvironment by offering several mobile
communication services. Although Google can alsedresidered as a device manufacturer e.g., with
their Nexus One smart-phone; nevertheless, in tineeist study, Google is considered as a service
provider centric platform only. Often, Internet qoamies and proprietary platform use their own
platform to provide services to the end-users.his thodel, the communication client runs on the
handset and access to the network and servicespoing are separated. Examples of this model are
already on the market from players like Truphond ®WhatsApp or Skype. As the communication
services are IP-based and independent of the mopdeator, they can be used over cellular and WiFi
networks. Depending on the access network, sulessrimay need multiple financial relationships



with operators and WiFi providers. The applicatimmm the service provider may serve as a basis for
the communication services such as voice, instadsaging or video conferencing. Advertisement
could be embedded in the application to providdtamtal revenues. All users have a specific user-id
that enables the service provider to collect ddiaut service usage and charge users. Service
provider-centric platforms offer ‘Best Effort’ qutyl of service, privacy and security, as well as
unlimited number of applications. Applications asfen offered free, but some of the advanced
features of the applications have to be purchasddyge of the platform is open.

2.3 Device-centric platforms

At the same pace, device manufacturers —like Ndkgle (iPhone), HTC, and Research In Motion

(RIM) with BlackBerry are offering high-end applica on the user handset, including advanced
communication platforms. In device-centric platfosmartphones provide mobile software platforms
in the form of mobile operating systems that fumctas middleware between the hardware of the
handset and the applications. There exists multipdgor mobile OSs (Operating Systems) on the
market. According to (Gartner, 2011), "the worldevichobile OS market currently is dominated by

four major players: Symbian, Android, Research lotigh and iOS". At the end of 2010, major OS

market shares were: Symbian OS (40.1%), Android 10S7%), iPhone OS (15.4%), Blackberry OS

(17.5%) and others (9.4%).

In this scenario these actors also define whatip@tatform is used to provide services to thengs
and they may also provide tools and resourcesdrfdhms of a Service Development Kit (SDK) to
application developers for the development of newises (De Reuver, 2011). While some operating
systems are tied to a specific device type, othegsnot (De Reuver, Bouwman, Prieto, and Visser,
2011). Symbian, Windows Mobile and Android are eghlas of OS which run in different mobile
phones. The three of them subsidize applicatioreldpers providing free SDK, program languages
and other development tools and documentation. Toegll this to attract customers to their services
and encourage manufacturers to use their OSs iin phenes, paying the corresponding fees.
BlackBerry OS and Apple iOS are examples of OSsdhgy run in particular devices (BlackBerries
and iPhones). Again the subsidized group is thdicgiipn developers, receiving SDKs and all the
documentation necessary for free or with low chardgéhe subsidizing group in this case, is the
customers that pay for the applications. It is Wattile mentioning that Blackberry and iPhone need a
strong variety of services for their phones in otdebecome attractive to customers and to be kough
According to (Eisenmann, 2008), in a research aptaiform openness, a platform is open when no
restrictions are placed on participation of its @lepment (e.g., Android), commercialisation or use.
Open platforms resemble a situation in which ajgilie providers have control over the applications
and content but do not have control over the ndkwGlosed platforms resemble a situation that
application developers must follow very restrictatés which are defined by the platform’s provider
like iIOS from Apple. In addition, as Apple folloves ‘walled garden’ approach does not allow end-
users to install applications that are not in thgiplication store.

Applications for smart phones can typically be oi#d in app-stores which in a sense contain
unlimited amount of advanced application comparedMiNOs’ application (Ballon, Walravens,
Spedalieri and Venezia, 2008). Application storsradownloadable applications to the users via a
storefront that is either embedded in the devicear be found on the Web. These App store are
typically provided by device manufacturers like Nowith Ovi, HTC with Android Market, Windows
with Marketplace and Apple with App Store, whicle acting as a portal providers, choosing and
controlling which services are made available tostmners. Application categories in public
application stores include games, travel, proditgtientertainment, books, utilities, educatiomyvl

and search. Mobile applications and advanced sdgailable in Apps stores can be obtained free or
for a price. Moreover, number of available applmas in different App stores is varying in number,
while some platforms offer unlimited applicatiomghers may have only limited number of available
applications. An application store like Apple isatesely strictly governed (De Reuver, et al., 2210



In addition, Apple, following a ‘walled garden’ ajgach, does not allow users to install applications
that are not in their application store. Platforike Android from Google and Windows Mobile are
supposed to be more open, especially as users free@om to install applications both from the
official Windows Marketplace and unofficial onliiséores.

However, it is necessary to mention here, unlikemiobile operator-centric model which advanced
mobile applications and services are limited inmditya and price variation, device and service
provider-centric platform have usually vast majordf price variation and unlimited number of

services and application to choose. Therefore,umetls have more flexibility and freedom to select
from accordingly.

Security and privacy arrangements of the platfoanesconsidered to be important relevant critenon i
the decision making of consumers to opt for a $pe®iS or platform when subscribing to a Telecom.
Platforms provided by operators are considered sgmhide of guarantee end-users’ privacy and
security related issues. Having robust core netwdrlstructures and telecommunication equipments
enable operators to exert more control on the #gcand privacy of service of communication
sessions, which is generally still an issue witkicke manufacturers and service providers. Platform
providers such as device manufacturers and sepriméders are only capable of ensuring the end-
users’ security and privacy related issues to thest effort delivery.

In addition to the core characteristics of diffarptatforms discussed above, platforms basicalffgdi
regarding the operating system, but that may handi¢ations on security and privacy arrangements.
Moreover, platforms may also have implications loa type of platform (i.e., open or closed), number
of application available (i.e., limited vs. unlimd) within each platform, and application cost, thiee

it is free or need to be purchased. Therefore, itecessary to differentiate the main charactesist
each platforms discussed earlier (see table 1serddferences will be used to formulate the cartjoi
guestionnaire to be conducted in this study.

Table 1. Mobile service platforms’ characteristics
Characters Operator-Centric Platform Device-CerRtatform Service Provider-Centric Platform
Operating Systems NA Apple (i0S), Nokia (Symbian), Google (Android)
BlackBerry OS
Privacy Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort BestrEff
Security Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort BefirEf
Number of Application Limited Unlimited Unlimited
Application Cost Payable/Free Payable/Free Pay=igle/
Type of Platform Closed Closed/Open Open

Based on the platform characteristics, we considgious decision making processes at different
stages of the customer life cycle, i.e. adoptingtching, using and experiencing a platform (see
appendix 2 for more details).

Intention to choose a platform: indicates the extent to which different featunesmobile service
platforms influence users’ intention to choose frdifferent types of mobile platforms (Hammershgj,
Sapuppo and Tadayoni, 2009).

Intention to switch to a new platform: by defining this variable, we seek to anticipateaimhe end-
users’ intentions toward the substitution to a ne&tform are. End-users’ willingness to change can
provide us with insights whether they want to repldheir current handsets to a different service
platform or not.

Intention (likelihood) to use more applications. advanced mobile services and applications are
changing the way we work, live and interact witlople. Mobile applications need to offer a new
value to its users that the user does not alreastg.hThe effect of a platform can be evaluated from
different perspectives e.g., number of availablgieptions or popularity. Therefore, we also sttigky
effect of adopting the platform on the intentioruse applications supported by the platform (Ballon
2009).



Willingness to pay more for applications: indicates how much the users are willing to payusing
new mobile applications (Bauer, Reichardt, Baraes, Neumann, 2005). Willingness to pay has been
identified as one of the main variables in manymido studies (Berman, Battino, and Feldman,
2011).

Intention to download more applications: it is an indication of the platform’s attractiveseand the
availability of various mobile apps supported bgtthlatform Users tend to have different demands
with regard to usage and downloading intention levbome download entertaining applications, other
might be interested in downloading communicatiopligptions.

Performance enhancement: indicates how adopting a particular platform enleancisers’ task
performance in daily routines. If a platform fittime users’ day-to-day routine, then they mighable
to organize their daily tasks much easier, andanenefficient and effective way.

Willingness to pay more for monthly subscription: it is argued that the willingness to pay increases
as more and more applications is available on thieile platform (Urban, 2007).

3 Methodology

Conjoint analysis is a method used to evaluataliffierent weights consumers place on the variables
offered to them in a specific condition. In a caonjapproach a product or service can be modebed a
an entity with a set of attributes and level ofibtites. Conjoint analysis is supported by the thed
utility (Lancaster, 1966). In conjoint analysispduct or service can be defined as a combination

a set of attribute levels. Then, the utility vafoe each attribute level will be estimated that mfifees

the value a consumer places on each attribute. [&hel utility values, contributed by each attribute
level, then determine respondents’ total utilityoserall judgment of a product or service (Greed an
Srinivasan, 1978). In a conjoint study, respondamtsasked to indicate how much they like or prefer
alternative product profiles by showing them thedurct profiles. Conjoint analysis has extensively
been used in research to assess the impact oftesklproduct/service characteristics on customer
preferences for products/services (Akin, 2011; Greed Srinivasan, 1978; Jeon, Kim, and Sohn,
2010), and in other fields such as, marketing (NKim, Kwon, and Sohn, 2011), health (Bryan and
Parry, 2002), and the impact of the cross-cultdifferences (Thyne, Lawson, and Todd, 2006).
Therefore, a conjoint analysis approach was seleftie this study and it is considered to be an
appropriate approach to assess end-users’ pemepitd to answer the research question. Mobile
service platforms in relation to the end-users’cpptions and preferences can be evaluated or
analyzed with different types of methods such asyentional survey and Analytic Hierarchy Process
(AHP) which is a decision making tool. However, thain advantage conjoint analysis offers over the
other methods is to enable us to extract consueteg\nour into a quantitative measurement whereas
other traditional/conventional ratings surveys dedision making tools do not provide the importance
and the utility of the different attributes a pratior service is composed of (Garver et al., 2001).
that sense conjoint analysis provide insights ie thle of the functionalities (attributes) of the
platform and other criteria under current study.

3.1 Design of the conjoint instrument

There are several important elements in conjoialyais that must carefully be addressed. The first
element is to choose an appropriate conjoint arsalgpproach. After an extensive review of the
previous studies where the conjoint analysis wasrésearch approach (Jeon, et al., 2010; Kohne,
Totz, and Wehmeyer, 2005; Orme and King, 1998; Ra@®04; Shin, Kim, and Lee, 2011) , full
profile conjoint analysis approach was decideddaibed in this study. Full profile conjoint anadysi
approach presents respondents with realistic qegxnri of alternative hypothetical concepts (Green
and Srinivasan, 1978). Full profile conjoint makespondents to order, rank or score a set of pefil
scenarios or cards according to their preferenmes,at the time. In a full profile conjoint anakysi



each profile describes a complete product or seraitd consists of a different combination of levels
of all attributes of interest. Full profile conjsoimpproach helps to collect information on what is
important to users and it has the ability to shoW fplatform design to respondents participated to
mobile platform study. Moreover, full profile comp assumes that all of the attributes are
independent from each other.

The second issue that should be taken into acistiné¢ identification of attributes, where the prod

or service features under study are identified.@dwer, for each defined attributes two or morelkeve
should be identified, where the level can be define any value the attribute can take. In conjoint
analysis the levels of attributes describing a isenor product are combined together to form
description of hypothetical bundles. Then the reslents are asked to state their preferences for
hypothetical alternatives presented to them aret lifieir responses are analyzed based on conjoint
analysis. Although, according to the literature ahatlies in mobile service platforms, it was pdssib

to define several attributes; however, we decideaddress the following attributes and their levwels
our study. The following seven attributes and thkdvels are consistent with the platform
characteristics and classification made in se@i8n(see table 1).

Table 2. Attributes and the levels of attributes.
Attributes Levels
Privacy Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery
Security Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery
Number of Application Limited Unlimited
Application Cost Free Payable
Type of Platform Open Closed
Operating Systems Symbian (Nokia) iOS (Apple)  Android (Google) (RIB)JackBerry OS
Service Platform Operator-Centric Platform  Service-Provider Cerftigtform  Device-Centric Platform

3.2 Conjoint profile cards and orthogonal design

In full profile conjoint approach the combinatiohall the attributes and levels are considereddo b
included to the study. In the current study the loioration of all the attributes and levels creatg4 3
(2*2*2*2*2*4*3) possible service profiles/concepti.would be a tedious task for respondents to be
asked to rank/rate each of the service profileerdfore, according to Orme and King (1998) we
considered to have 16 profiles presented to thgoretents (see appendix 2). To do so, full profile
conjoint analysis uses what is termed a fractidaetiorial design to present a suitable fractioralbf
possible combinations of levels of attributes. Tésulting set is called orthogonal array. Orthodona
array/design considers only the main effect of eatttibute level. In the current study, computer
software program (SPSS version 18) was used torgenan orthogonal array, resulting 16 unique
cases out of the 384 possible profiles which islksemough to include in a survey and large enowgh t
assess the relative importance of each attributestlaeir levels. The last issue that needs to be
addresses is the utility and part-worth in conjanglysis. Analysis of the data is done with the
conjoint procedure (command syntax) and resulta utility score. These utility scores are called a
part-worth, for each attribute level.

3.3 Sampling

The data was collected by making use of a papeipandil questionnaire that was distributed in three
different Universities in three different provincesChina in November 2011. In order to check for
ambiguous expression and verify the accuracy ofgthestionnaire, the questionnaire was pre-tested
by the number of experts who were familiar withfbtite conjoint analysis as well as mobile service
platforms. Out of 102 distributed questionnaires, abtained 88 completed responses, the rest of 14



were either incomplete or inaccurate. The potersgahple age was 19-70 with the average of 26.8
years old. Respondents were (58% male) and (42%lé&nTable 3 shows background information.

Table 3. Respondents’ background information.
Platform Android 17%  iOS 4.5% BlackBerry 2%  Mobile Windows 2%  Symbian 23%  Others 51.5%
Occupation  Working at Telecom 2% Students 75%  Working at agotype of firm 6% Other 17%
Education Bachelor 22% Master 56% PhD 20% Other 2%
Smart- Yes: 53% No: 47 %
phone
Gender Female 42% Male 58 %
Age Between 19 and 70 years (Average 26.8)

4 Conjoint analysis results

In a conjoint analysis by far the most importaepsts the validity of the conjoint model, to do s
need to assess the model by checking the valuézaifson’'s r and Kendall's tau (Sorenson and
Bogue, 2005). In our conjoint model all of the ob¢al values are high enough (above the accepted
recommendation value of Pearson’s 0.80 and Kendall’s tae0.70). This indicates that there are
strong relationships between the rankings and thiées. We had seven attributes in our conjoint
model and we used simple dummy variable regresaialysis to perform the assessment of the
attributes. To assess the intention to switch fomment platform to a new one, strikingly most loé t
respondents indicate that they would switch towa pkatform. The results reveal that applicationtcos
with importance value (37%) and types of operatiygtems with importance value (23%) by far are
the most relevant criteria for the respondents. fdwlings also indicate that the utility value floee
application is relatively high (0.59), indicatinet respondents are strictly concerned about the
application cost. Moreover, the utility value foperating systems Apple iOS is (0.35), and for
Andriod is (0.22). The analysis suggests that #spondents are willing to switch from their current
platforms to another one if the application costsfaee and the operating systems are either Apple
iOS or Android (see appendix 1). The respondersis piefer service platforms which are proposed
either through device manufacturer companies {liqgple) or via service providers —like (Google).
Still, platforms which are provided from networkesptors are hardly valued by the respondents.

Type of mobile operating system is the most relecaieria to assess the respondents’ willingness t
pay more for mobile applications as the importavakie for this attribute is relatively high (34%).
Within this attribute the Apple iOS is strongly feeed over the other operating systems. Conjoint
results for dependents variables with regard tdingihess to pay more for mobile applications and
willingness to pay more for monthly subscriptioneal interesting insights. When dependent variable
(willingness to pay more for mobile application)assessed, the majority of the respondents prefer
free application as the utility value for this \abie is (0.26). The same is true for the dependents
variable (willingness to pay more for monthly sufystton), where the utility value is (0.25). It sas,
although the respondents are willing to switch fremeir current platform to another one, the
willingness to pay for downloading applicationsmonthly subscription fee are relatively low. The
conjoint results indicate that, the majority of tiespondents are expecting their privacy and patson
profiles to be guaranteed by platform providerslaRee high utility values in all of the dependent
variables for the privacy and security arrangemeviisre these features are guaranteed, proves that
assumption (for more information please see appehdiThe research findings indicate that type of
platform (Open vs. Closed) is somewhat importantéspondents; they slightly prefer open platform
over the closed platform. Platforms proposed bycEzérry (RIM) and Nokia (Symbian) were the
least important platforms based on the respondeptsions.



5 Discussions, conclusion and limitations

The current study aims to understand the dimensibat play a role in the decision making of
consumers to opt for a specific OS or platform whehscribing to a Telecom provider, their usage
and expected effects or benefits. The most eyehicaicfinding is that respondents are strongly
concerned with the costs of applications and tedeslegree to the type of operating system. Inrothe
words, applications’ cost is the most relevantecian for the respondents to decide which platfeam
choose. However, when they were asked about thiingmess to pay more for mobile applications
and to pay more for monthly subscription, they @atiéd that operating systems play important role in
their decision. Furthermore, they prefer the mosbite operating systems from Apple (i0OS) and
Google (Andriod). Strikingly, other mobile operajisystems such as Blackberry OS and Nokia with
(Symbian) are not valued at all. Decisions of comsxs hardly find the provider of the platform
important; nonetheless, they prefer service provigied device provider platforms over operator
platforms. Similarly, consumers hardly find the @y and privacy arrangements important in their
choice for a specific service platform.

Undoubtedly, the most important findings of thereat research is that, application cost and type of
mobile operating systems are the most relevargr@itfor participants of this study while deciding
which mobile service platforms to choose and swi@ther relevant criterion such as Open vs. Closed
(type of platform) and Limited vs. Unlimited (nunrbaf applications) are to lesser degree important.
The study findings indicate that as long as thdiegions are free, the respondents do not caratabo
the provider of the service platform or the typelaitform (Open vs. Closed) in general. The finding
of this study have a number of implications to nelservice platforms providers and application
developers. Platforms proposed by device manufactisuch as Apple and service operators-centric
such as Google are highly appreciated. The resposide care about the application costs and type of
platforms (Open vs. Closed).

Finally, a number of important limitations needbi® addressed. A limitation lies in the fact tha th
sample, like in formal experiments, is not représve for any population. The current study took
placed in China (in three different universitieaiyd conducting similar research in other countries
may produce different results due to the cultuiffécbnce.
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Appendix

1

Conjoint resultsfor the dependent variable questions (Q1-Q4)

Q1, 1 would choose this Q2, I would switch to this Q3, I would use more Q4, | would be willing
platform platform from my current platform | applications to pay more for mobile
Attributes Levels of Attributes applications
Utility Importance Utility Importance Utility Impdance Utility Importance
Symbian (Nokia) -.167 -.068 -.133 -.148
iOS (Apple) 347 .307 .280 .328
i 0, 0 0, 0
Operating Systems|  android (Google) 214 23% 312 25% 2a2| % 257 34%
BlackBerry OS
(BlackBerry) -394 -551 -.389 -437
Operator Centric _o073 100 018 ..088
Platform
Service Platform Device Centric Platform .005 4% .003 6% .016 1% -.027 9%
Service Provider Centric| 068 097 002 116
platform
Privacy Guaranteed 124 .203 .075 147
8% 12% 5% 13%
Arrangement Best Effor -.12¢ -.20% -.07¢ -.147
Security Guaranteed 173 .266 126 .154
11% 15% 8% 13%
Arrangement Best Effort -173 -.266 -126 -154
Limited -.154 -097 -.175 -.090
L\'”rﬂé’;'i o"r: 9% 5% 12% 8%
oe Unlimited 154 097 175 090
Free .590 .540 617 .260
Application Cost 37% 31% 42% 23%
Payable -.590 -.540 -.617 -.260
Open 123 .104 .139 -.004
Type of Platform 8% 6% 9% .32%
Closed -123 -.104 -.139 .004
Pearson’s r .987  p<.000 1998  p<.000 .990 p<.000 5.9$<.000
Kendall's tau 912  p<.000 .979  p<.000 .97#<.000 . 929 p<.000

Conjoint resultsfor the dependent variable questions (Q5-Q7)

Q5, | would download more | Q6, | would be able to organize my life| Q7, | would be willing to pay more
Attributes Lev_gls of applications much easier, efficient and effective for my monthly subscription
Attributes Utility Importance Utility Importance Utility Impdance
Symbian
(Nokia) -.236 -.316 -175
) i0S (Apple) 322 319 .255
Operating - o o o
Systems Android 200 21% 156 27% 225 32%
(Google)
BlackBerry OS
(BlackBerry) -.286 -.159 -.305
Operator
Centric .024 .004 -.031
Platform
] Device Centric
Service Platform -.032 2% .015 20 -.021 5%
Platform -
Service
Frovider 008 -019 052
entric
platform
Privacy Guaranteed .075 -.019 .085
5% 2 % 10 %
Arrangement [ Best Effort 075 ’ 019 0 -085 0
: Guaranteed .098 102 112
Security 7% 9% 13 %
Arrangement | Best Effort -.098 -102 -112
Number of Limited -.169 12 % -.159 13 % -.053 6 %
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Application Unlimited 169 159 053
i ati Free .620 418 .254
Application 43 % 35 % 30%
0s Payable -.620 -418 -.254
Open .146 .159 .037
;{a”t‘f*o?; P 10 % 13 % 4%
Closed -.146 -.159 -.037
Pearson’s r .995 p <.000 .994 p <.000 .986 p <.000
Kendall's tau .946 p <.000 .912 p <.000 .933 p 8.00
Appendix 2
List of profiles (Conjoints)
Card Operating Service Platform Privacy Security Number of Application Type of
ID Systems Provider Arrangement Arrangement Application Cost Platform
BlackBerry Operator-Centric Best Effort Best Effort .
1 oS Platform Delivery Delivery Unlimited Free Open
. Device-centric Best Effort Best Effort .-
2 i0S (Apple) Platform Delivery Delivery Limited Free Open
BlackBerry Operator-Centric Best Effort o
3 os Platform Delivery Guaranteed Limited Payable Open
Symbian Device-centric Best Effort .
4 (Nokia) Platform Delivery Guaranteed Unlimited Payable Closed
5 Android Operator-Centric BESI. Effort Guaranteed Limited Payable Closed
(Google) Platform Delivery
BlackBerry Device-centric Best Effort .
6 os Platform Guaranteed Delivery Limited Payable Closed
Android Service-provider Best Effort -
7 (Google) centric platform Guaranteed Delivery Limited Payable Open
BlackBerry Service-provider .
8 0s centric platform Guaranteed Guaranteed Unlimited Free Closed
. Service-provider Best Effort .
9 iOS (Apple) centric platform Delivery Guaranteed Unlimited Payable Open
10 Symb_|an Operator-Centric Guaranteed Guaranteed Limited Free Open
(Nokia) Platform
11 Android Device-centric Guaranteed Guaranteed Unlimited Free Open
(Google) Platform
Android Operator-Centric Best Effort Best Effort .
12 (Google) Platform Delivery Delivery Unlimited Free Closed
13 Symb}an Servu;e—prowder Best'Effort Best' Effort Limited Free Closed
(Nokia) centric platform Delivery Delivery
. Operator-Centric Best Effort .
14 iOS (Apple) Platform Guaranteed Delivery Unlimited Payable Closed
Symbian Operator-Centric Best Effort -
15 (Nokia) Platform Guaranteed Delivery Unlimited Payable Open
16 iOS (Apple) Operator-Centric Guaranteed Guaranteed Limited Free Closed
Platform
List of dependent variable questions:
Tdyadisagree (1) totalgree (7)

1. I would choose this platform.

2. | would switch to this platform Instead of myrnt platform.

3. I would use more applications.

4. 1 would be willing to pay more for mobile apgi®ns.

5. I would download more application.

6. | would be able to organize my life much easficient and effective. (1)

7. 1 would be willing to pay more for my monthlytscription.
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