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Abstract

Mobile service platforms are becoming particularly important as play a significant role in
consumers’ decisions to accept, adopt and use mobile services and applications. Literature on
mobile service platforms focuses mainly on strategic issues in managing multi-sided
platforms and economic issues of two sided markets, still literature is highly conceptual and
empirical research on the awareness and preferences of consumers is lacking. Yet, there is a
lack of empirical research on platforms developed by mobile network operators. By making
use of conjoint analysis, 62 Finnish respondents participated in an empirical study. The
conjoint analysis results show that application costs and type of operating system are the most
important criteria to make a decision and the provider of the service platform is not of the
concern. However, consumers value issues such as security and privacy arrangement which
are often guaranteed by network operators. Our findings have three suggestions to mobile
network operators: (1), they settle for becoming a bit-pipe provider, (2), open their platforms,
and (3), let other market competitors such as Apple, Google, Facebook be responsible for
providing mobile services and applications.

Keywords: Mobile Service Platforms, Device Manufacturers, Service Provide-Centric
Platform, Operator-Centric Platform, Application Cost.

1. Introduction

Mobile service platforms are becoming increasingly important due to the exponential growth
of the mobile services and applications. Yet, they play a major role in consumers’ decisions to
accept, adopt and use mobile services and applications. It has been argued that after several
years of increasing technological fragmentation, mobile telecommunications industry is now
in the period of platformization (Ballon, 2009). Poel, Renda, and Ballon (2007) defined a
mobile service platform as a hardware configuration, a software framework or an operating
system. Literature on mobile service platforms focuses mainly on strategic issues in managing
multi-sided platforms or to a lesser degree on economic issues of two sided markets (Rochet
and Tirole, 2010). Still, literature is highly conceptual and empirical research on the
perceptions, awareness, and preferences of consumers to a large extent is lacking. Prior
studies, if not all, have focused on issues —like mobile operating systems or application stores
and empirical research that take platforms developed by mobile network operators into
consideration remains scant.

Mobile network operators used to have a dominant position in mobile service market with
their so called walled garden strategy. In this model, data and resources are strictly available
only for their own use and application developers have to follow often very restricted rules set
by network operators for participation in application development process. However, the
situation is now changed and the network operators’ good days have come to an end due to
the entry of device manufacturers e.g., Apple and full IP-based companies e.g., Google in
mobile service provisioning market. These new market players have been able to attract
consumers’ attentions with their (often) innovative mobile services and applications. Device
manufacturers such as Apple, Nokia and Samsung and full IP-based companies such as
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Google with their own App-stores and operating systems use different strategies and business
models to transform the mobile service market; therefore a fierce competition has been
emerged among all players in mobile communications sector. As a result, it has been
recommended that mobile network operators should open their assets and resources to third
parties’ participations to remain in market competition (Raivio, Luukkainen and Juntunen,
2009; Yoon, 2007). Thus in recent years, several network operators such as VVodafone, 02 and
Orange have already taken the open Telco initiative to optimize their App-stores by providing
technological supports e.g., Application Programming Interface (API) and Software
Development Kits (SDKs) to application developers in order to create and offer compelling
mobile services and application.

Insofar as, the type of a platform (open vs. closed) although plays a significant role, it is not
the main issue and other relevant platforms’ layers and modules such as application cost,
provider of the platform and mobile operating systems are significant factors which need to be
dealt with.

The core objective of the current study is to investigate how platforms developed by mobile
network operators are perceived by consumers in this emerging market and how they can
compete with other platform providers. To do so, an empirical study which makes use of
conjoint analysis approach will be conducted. The motivation behind using conjoint analysis
is its viability to assess how users value different features that make up a service or product
(Bouwman and Janssen, 2010). As such, the results of the study on consumers’ preferences
will have some important practical and theoretical implications. The theoretical implications
address the gaps found in Information System Research with regard to characteristics of
mobile service platform. It provides practical clues to practitioners with regard to the platform
competition between the Telco’s vs. device manufacturers/ full IP-based companies’.

The remaining part of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides literature review
on mobile service platform. Section three introduces the research methodology and illustrates
different stages in conducting a conjoint analysis study. Section four provides the research
results and section 5 presents discussions, conclusion and limitations.

2. Mobile Service Platform Providers

Due to the continuous technological advances and the emergence of mobile service platforms,
mobile communications industry has become highly dynamic (Basole and Karla, 2011).
Therefore, multitude market opportunities have been emerged in recent years and have
opened a gate for the participation of the new participants e.g., device manufacturers and full
IP-based companies. Moreover, some of the players with strong market position such as
mobile network operators have thus re-positioned themselves to go beyond their core business.
Furthermore, they have also extended their activities to neighbouring value chain stage and
have become e.g., content provider, service platform or portal provider. Thus, it is not
possible to conceptualization mobile business market as a linear and one dimensional supply
chain process anymore (Li andWhalley 2002; Peppard and Rylander 2006). Consequently,
Basole (2009) and Rosenkopf and Padula, (2008) have described the mobile industry as a
complex ecosystem with various inter-company leaderships across various segments. A
mobile service platform coordinates interactions between two distinct entities: mobile
handsets and applications in mobile communication. Mobile service platforms have become
an integral part of mobile communication ecosystems after tremendous growth in mobile
applications and smart-phones usage. Service platforms can provide capabilities and supports
for third parties and service developers. Service delivery and how end-users obtain mobile
services have thus undergone profound changes. To the best of our knowledge, the most
widely used platforms are offered through mobile network operators, device manufacturers
and IP-based companies. In platform discussions, there are highly relevant layers and modules
e.g., security and privacy arrangement, application cost (free vs. payable), type of platform
(open vs. closed), mobile operating systems (i0S, Android to name a few), and platform
provider (network operator, device manufacturers and full IP-based companies) which will be
covered in the following subsections.



2.1 Mobile Network Operator Centric Platform

In this model, network operator acts as a portal provider and end-users access services via the
operator portal. The approach taken by network operators is called walled garden (VVodafone
Live is an example of operator-centric platforms). It is noteworthy to mention that this
approach has largely been terminated in Europe, but still play an important role in Japan
(Weber, Hass, and Scuka, 2011). The main reason to have walled garden strategy is the
tendency to be protective of their customers and networks. The main problem with this model
is, it imposes strong selection criteria on the services that content providers and application
developers can offer (Jaokar and Fish, 2006). Developers are required to pay certain
commission fee for using the Telecom portal as a channel for service distribution and are
bound to a predefined format. Selected developers and partners are given the tools and
supports to develop services specifically for the operators’ portal. As a result, mobile network
operators often have only a limited number of applications and services available to end-users.
However, owning the network infrastructure gives network operators an advantage to
leverage their trusted image as well as superior privacy and security arrangements to retain
customers (Chen and Lu, 2011). To this end, it can be argued that network operator-centric
platforms are typically closed and offer a limited number of services, private, secure and
reliable services.

2.2 Device Centric Platform

In this model, the service platform corporate between the mobile device (in the form of
mobile operating system) and application store. Several device manufacturers provide their
own operating system and App-store: Nokia with Symbian (Ovi), Apple with iOS (App-store),
Research in Motion with BlackBerry (BlackBerry App World), and HTC with Android
(Google Play). Developers can participate in the creation and development process of mobile
services and applications through the Software Development Kit (SDK) provided by device
manufacturers. End-users can access and obtain mobile services and applications through
App-stores. Vast variety of applications can be found in App-stores either for free or to be
purchased. Apple and BlackBerry platforms are relatively strictly governed (called closed
platform) and have placed restrictions on developers and third party participation for using the
platform (De Reuver et al., 2011). Whereas, platform provided by Google and Nokia are
usually have less restrictions (called open platform) and developers can engage in service
creation freely. Moreover, applications and services provided by device manufacturers are
often unlimited in number and end-users can download their preferred application free of
charge or for advance service they need to pay a certain fee. Customers’ security and privacy
arrangement can be considered as a major challenge for device manufacturers.

2.3 Service Provider Centric Platform

The third types of platforms is called service provider-centric such as Google and Facebook
and they are known as open platforms, which means application developers can easily
participate in service creation and development. Although Google can also be considered as a
device manufacturer e.g., with their Nexus One smart-phone, nonetheless, in the current study,
it is considered as a service provider centric platform only. Safeguarding customers’ security
and privacy arrangement is an issue that can potentially loosen the service providers’ position
in communication market. In fact, in this model the service providers do not own the network
infrastructure, thus they cannot ensure the privacy and security arrangement which in turn
could adversely affect the end-user’s experience. Applications provided can be obtained via
their App-stores such Facebook with App Center and Google with Google Play. Mobile
service platforms are basically different with respect to the operating system, but this may
have implications on security and privacy arrangements. Furthermore, several other elements
such as type of platform (open or closed), the number of available applications (limited or
unlimited) and application cost (free or payable) may also have implications on end-users
preferences. Table one summarizes the main characteristics of each platforms discussed
earlier. These similarities and differences will be later used to design a conjoint analysis
guestionnaire.



Table 1 Mobile service platforms’ characteristics

Characters Service Platform

Network Operator Device-Centric Platform Service Provider-

-Centric Platform Centric Platform
Operating Systems -NA- Apple (i0S), Nokia Google (Android)

(Symbian),
BlackBerry OS

Privacy Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery Best Effort Delivery
Security Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery Best Effort Delivery
Number of Application Limited Unlimited Unlimited
Application Cost Payable/Free Payable/Free Payable/Free
Type of Platform Closed Closed/Open Open

In addition to the characteristics of different platforms and based on the conjoint analysis
requirements, several constructs which significantly affect users’ intentions to choose and use
a mobile service platform have been identified for the purpose of this study to be used in the
guestionnaire. A short introduction is given below for each of the constructs.

1. Intention to choose a platform: shows how various features composing a mobile
service platform are attractive to end-user and influence their intention to choose a
particular mobile platform (Hammershgj, Sapuppo, and Tadayoni, 2009).

2. Intention to switch to a new platform: shows what are the end-users’ intentions with
regard to changing to a new handset with a new platform.

3. Intention (likelihood) to use more applications: shows if mobile services and
applications are attractive to users and can provide values that they do not possess yet.

4. Willingness to pay more for application: shows how much end-users are willing to
pay for using and downloading new applications (Bauer et al., 2005).

5. Intention to download more applications: shows if the availability of advanced
applications offered by a particular service platform is attractive for end-users.

6. Performance enhancement: shows how using a particular platform can improve and
enhance users’ daily tasks performance, in other words, if the platform fits in the
users’ day-to-day routine, then they might be able to organize their daily tasks in an
easier, more efficient and more effective way.

7. Willingness to pay more for monthly subscription: shows end-users’ willingness to
pay more for their monthly subscriptions for using a service platform (Urban, 2007).

3. Research Methodology

Conjoint analysis can be used to determine, measure, and predict consumers’ behaviour.
Moreover, it shows how consumers value different features that define a product or a service
(Green and Srinvasan, 1978; Srinivasan, 1978). Conjoint analysis is by far the most widely
used approach in marketing research (Green, Krieger, and Wind, 2001; Nikou, Bouwman, De
Reuver, 2012a; Nikou, Bouwman, and De Reuver, 2012b). Conjoint analysis often involves in
the trade-offs consumers make while choosing different features of products or services.
Conjoint analysis has significant advantage over the other statistical methods. Conjoint
analysis unlike traditional methods assumes that there are several factors influencing the
decision process of end-users simultaneously. Moreover, conjoint analysis estimates the
importance value that consumers place on several features of a service or product while
making purchasing decision. Ordinary least squares regression or logit analysis can be used to
obtain importance values or utilities from respondents’ answers. In traditional survey
approaches often respondents are asked to estimate how much value they place on each
attribute, while on the contrary, conjoint analysis captures the consumers’ preferences in a
series of choices or ratings.



3.1 Design of the Conjoint Instrument

There are important steps in designing a conjoint analysis which must be followed. The first
step is to determine which method is going to be used for the data collection e.g., online
survey or pen-and-paper questionnaire. The second step is to identify the attributes and their
levels (the product features). In conjoint analysis the levels of attributes describing a service
or product are combined together to form a description of hypothetical bundles (Lee et al.,
2006). Several attributes and levels were derived with regard to the mobile service platforms
discussed in section 2 (see table 2). Next step is to choose an appropriate conjoint analysis
approach. Based on the review of the previous studies where the conjoint analysis was used
(Kohne, Totz, and Wehmeyer, 2005; Pagani, 2004; Shin, Kim, and Lee, 2010; Van de
Wijngaert and Bouwman, 2009), full-profile conjoint analysis (also known as full-concept)
approach was chosen to be used. In full profile, it is possible to assess what users truly value
in a product or a service (estimating the utilities). Moreover, full profile conjoint assumes that
all of the attributes are independent from each other. In general, conjoint is an appropriate
approach when the number of attributes is not very large. Participants in the research project
are requested to rank, rate or score a set of profiles (cards) according to their preference, one
at a time. In a full-profile conjoint analysis, each profile (card) describes a complete product
or service consisting of a different combination of levels of all attributes. The levels and
attributes as used in the current study are summarized in table 2.

Table 2 Attributes and the levels of attributes

Attributes

Levels

Operating Systems

Symbian (Nokia) | iOS (Apple)

Android (Google)

BlackBerry OS

Service Platform

Operator-Centric Platform

Device-Centric Platform

Service-Provider
Centric Platform

Privacy Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery
Security Arrangement Guaranteed Best Effort Delivery
Number of Application Limited Unlimited
Free vs. Payment Apps Free Payable

Type of Platform Open Closed

3.2 Conjoint profile cards and orthogonal design

Full profile conjoint approach consists of all the possible combinations of the attributes and
levels. In the current study the combination of all the attributes and levels creates 384 (4 x 3 x
2 X2 x2x2x 2) possible service profiles/conjoints. Based on previous research, Johnson
and Orme (1996) and Pignone et al., (2011) suggest that it would be a tedious task for
respondents to answer all the questions when the number of profiles is too high. Therefore, to
make the task easier for respondents, full profile conjoint analysis uses what is termed as
fractional factorial design to present a suitable fraction of all possible combinations of profiles.
The resulting set is called orthogonal array. Orthogonal array/design considers only the main
effect of each attribute level, and not the interaction effects between attributes. In the current
study, SPSS software version 18 was used to generate the orthogonal design, resulting in 16
unique cases/cards or stimuli out of the 384 possible service profiles which are small enough
to include in a survey and large enough to assess the relative importance of each attributes and
their levels (see appendix 1). Then, seven questions related to the dependent variables were
formulated (see section 2.3, and for a more detailed description appendix 1). The last issue
that needs to be addressed is the utility and part-worth in conjoint analysis. Analysis of the
data is done with the conjoint procedure (command syntax) and results in a utility score.
These utility scores are called a part-worth, for each attribute level. The obtained utility scores
provide a quantitative measure of the preference for separate parts of the product (assigned to
the multiple attributes). The larger values indicate greater preference.

3.3 Sampling
Data was collected by making use of a web questionnaire as well as a paper-and-pencil
guestionnaire that was distributed in one of the Finnish Universities. The data was collected in



February-March 2012. A short description explaining the different layers and modules in
service platform was provided to respondents. The questionnaire was pre-tested by 10 experts
and smart-phone users who were familiar with the conjoint analysis as well as mobile
communication services to check the accuracy of the questionnaire and possible ambiguous
expressions. Finally, adjusted questionnaire was distributed among 85 respondents. We
obtained 62 (response rate 73%) complete questionnaires back in response. Potential
participants were 72.58% male and 27.42% were female with the average age 28.74 years.
The majority of the respondents owned a smart-phone (74.19%) and all of the respondents
held some sort of academic degree (see table 3).

Table 3 Respondents’ background information

Platform/ Android iOS (Apple) BlackBerry OS | Mobile Widows | Symbian (Nokia) | Others 8%

operating (Google) 29.3% | 22.58% (BlackBerry) (Microsoft) 27.41% (N=17) | (N=5)

Systems (N=18) (N=14) 4.8% (N=3) 4.8% (N=3)

Occupation Working at Telecom Working at another Student 72.58% (N=45) | Other 15.18% (N=9)
1.61% (N=1) firm 9.67% (N=6)

Education Bachelor 51.61% (N=32) | Master 29% (N=18) PhD 11.30% (N=7) Other 14.51% (N=3)

Smart-phone Yes: 74.19% (N=46) No: 25.81% (N=16)

Gender Female 27.42% (N=17) Male 72.58% (N=45)

Age From 21 to 70 (Average 28.74)

4. Results

The conjoint analysis results show that conjoint (service profile) 11 has received the highest
utility value in all seven dependent variables questions with the average value of 4.59 based
on the respondents’ preferences. In this service platform, security and privacy arrangements
are guaranteed and users have freedom to download unlimited free applications, see table 5.

Table 5 Highest utility value

Card ID Operating PSIZQ‘/cIJ(r:fn Privacy Security Number of Application Type of
Systems Provider Arrangement Arrangement | Application Cost Platform
Conjoint 11
with Android Device-centric I
utility value (Google) Platform Guaranteed Guaranteed Unlimited Free Open
=459

Generally speaking, this is apparently by far the most attractive service platform to the
respondents, because when they were asked to state their intention to choose a platform,
service profile 11 has received the highest score; Table 6 shows the mean and standard
deviation value for conjoint 11. On the other hand, conjoint (service profile) 6 has received
the lowest score and it is considered as the least important service platform. In this service
platform, there is limited number of applications and end-users have to pay to obtain mobile
services/applications. Moreover, security and privacy related issues are on the basis of best
effort delivery, see table 6 for more details).

Table 6 Intention to choose & to switch, likelihood to use, wiliness to pay, intention to download, life
efficiency

Card ID Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7

Highest Score p=4.98 p=4.77 p=4.74 p=3.69 p=4.94 p=4.18 p=3.37
(Conjoint 11) SD=1.86 SD=1.82 SD=1.86 | SD=1.98 | SD=1.73 | SD=2.00 | SD=2.07

Lowest Score p=2.35 p =2.08 p=2.31 p=2.03 p=2.18 pn=2.33 pn=1.85
(Conjoint 6) SD=1.43 SD=1.20 SD=1.44 | SD=1.44 | SD=1.51 | SD=1.33 | SD=1.30

Furthermore, results show that respondents are willing to pay more for conjoint 11 (u= 3.69,
SD= 1.98, N=62) and less for conjoint 6 (u= 2.03, SD= 1.44, N=62). It means that end-users
are only ready to pay more for service platforms which are attractive to them and fits into




daily task routines. Although respondents are willing to switch from their current platform to
a new one (u= 4.14, SD= 1.76, N=62), they are not willing to pay high fee to adopt a new
service platform (pu= 2.60, SD= 1.66, N=62).

4.1 Conjoint analysis results

In order to see how different attributes of mobile service platforms used in the conjoint
profiles contributed to the different dependent variables, like intention to use and switch from
current platform to a new one, willingness to pay, et cetera, it is recommended to check if the
data have met certain conjoint requirements. Moreover, the validity of the conjoint model has
to be evaluated by checking the value of Pearson’s r as well as Kendall’s tau (Orme et al.,
1997; Sorenson and Bogue, 2005). Pearson’s r and Kendall’s tau values are recommended to
be (>.80) and (>.70), respectively. All models used in this study had values above the
recommended benchmark values, indicating that there is a strong relationship between the
rating and the utilities. Simple dummy variable regression was used to evaluate the utility of
the attributes.

For the majority of the respondents, Google (Android) operating systems and application cost
are the most relevant criteria. When they are asked to state their preferences with regard to
choosing a service platform or switching from one service platform to another one, Android
OS is the most influential criterion to them. While, when the respondents were asked to state
their opinions with regards to willingness to pay and intention to use/download more
application, application cost is the most important criterion to make decision. It is noteworthy
that BlackBerry and Symbian OSs have the highest negative utility. Indicating that these past
leaders, especially with the death of Symbian OS, are relegated to the bottom of the market
and the may eventually be dropped out entirely as they are in real danger, see table 7.



Table 7 Conjoint results for the dependent variable questions, Q1-Q4

Q1, I would Q2, I would switch to | Q3, I would use Q4, 1 would be willing
Attributes Levels of choose this platform | this platform from more applications to pay more for mobile
1ou Attributes my current platform applications
Utility | Importance | Utility | Importance | Utility | Importance | Utility | Importance
Symbian
(Nokia) -.332 -.346 -.287 -.300
iOS (Apple) .366 .351 179 274
Operating Android 0 0 o 0
Systems (Google) 428 29% 516 31% .268 19% .365 31%
BlackBerry
0S -.462 -521 -.159 -.339
(BlackBerry)
Operator
Centric .040 -.110 .016 -.023
Platform
Device
Service Centric .048 4% 140 79 .089 79 .095 8%
Platform Platform
Service
Provider | _ygg -030 -105 -072
Centric
platform
Privacy Guaranteed .093 162 .094 71 6%
0 0 0 0
Arrangeme Best.Effort -093 6% 162 10% -094 6% 7
nt Delivery
Security Guaranteed .219 227 .186 141 120
0 0 0 0
Arrangeme Best_Effort 219 14% 297 13% - 186 13% 141
nt Delivery
xggli)gt?; Limited -.139 9% -.137 8% -.155 11% -.101 9%
n Unlimited 139 137 155 101
Applicatio Free 448 365 562 280
n 28% 21% 39% 25%
Cost Payable | -448 | S | -365 | = | -562 ° 280 ==
Type of Open .138 163 073 .099 9%
10% 10% 5%
Platform Closed ~138 ’ ~163 ’ ~073 ’ ~099
Pearson’s r .998 p<.000 .975 p<.000 .995 p<.000 .958 p<.000
Kendall’s tau .967 p<.000 .900 p<.000 933 p<.000 .900 p<.000

As for questions concerning the respondents’ intention to choose a platform or switch from
their current platform to a new one (question 1 & 2), the conjoint results show a similar
pattern for both questions. Operating system has the highest importance value (29%) and
(31%) respectively for question 1 and 2; within this attribute, Google (Android) operating
system has the highest utility value of (Q1= .465) and (Q2= .565). With regard to the second
most important attribute, application cost received the highest importance rate (Q1= 28%,

utility value for free application= .488) and (Q2= 21%, utility value of free application=.365).

Moreover, BlackBerry OS has the negative utility value (Q1=-.462) and (Q2= .521), for more
detail see table 7.

With regard to the intention to use more applications (question 3) and willingness to pay
(question 4), we can observe that application cost in question 3 and operating systems in
guestion 4 are utmost important criteria for the respondents. The results indicate that the
respondents are intended to use more applications if they are offered free applications, as this
criterion attributes to positive utilities (.562). Moreover, with regard to willingness to pay
(question 4) respondents are more concerned about the operating systems available in service
platforms and Android OS has the highest positive utility value (.365).




Next, the conjoint results for the remaining dependent variables (question 5-7) are presented.
With regard to intention to download more applications (Q5), organizing life much easier
(Q6), and willingness to pay more for monthly subscription (Q7) application cost has the
highest importance rate (40%) and (30%), and (29%) respectively, see table 8. Free
application attributes to a positive utility value of (Q5= .678), (Q6= .363) and (Q7= .346).
Interestingly, type of platform in question 5 (6%), privacy arrangement in question 6 (3%)

and again type of platform in question 7 (8%) have the lowest importance rates.

Table 8 Conjoint results for the dependent variable questions, Q5-Q7
Q5, 1 would Q6, 1 would be able Q7, I would be
download to willing
more Organize my life to pay more for
. Levels applications much my
Attributes of Attributes easier, efficient and monthly
effective subscription
- Import - - Import
Utility ance Utility | Importance | Ultility ance
Symbian
(Nokia) -.264 -.307 -.201
iOS (Apple) | .074 244 123
Operating Android o . .
Systems (Google) 351 | 18% 261 24 % .249 20 %
BlackBerry
0S -.161 -.198 -171
(BlackBerry)
Operator
Centric -.035 -.049 -.057
Platform
Device
Service Centric 129 7 0 152 11 % 133 9
Platform Platform 0 0 0
Service
Provider -.094 -.103 -.075
Centric
platform
Privacy Guaranteed 157 .036 119
0, 0, 0,
Arrangem Best _Effort 157 9% - 036 3% 119 10 %
ent Delivery
Security Guaranteed 190 185 153
0, 0 0,
Arrangem Best .Effort 2190 11 % _185 16 % - 153 13 %
ent Delivery
Number Limited -.150 -.105 -.126
Of 0, 0, 0,
Applicatio Unlimited 150 9% 105 9% 126 11%
n
Applicatio . . .
/ pp Free 678 40 % 363 30 % 346 29 %
Cost Payable -.678 -.363 -.346
Type of Open .095 0 .088 0 .097 0
Platform Closed -.095 6% -.088 7% -.097 8%
Pearson’s r .996 p 995 p <.000 .988 p <.000
<.000
, 983 p
Kendall’s tau <000 .950 p <.000 .850 p <.000




5 Discussions, conclusion and limitations

The core objective of the current study was to examine how different attributes of mobile
service platforms, especially platforms developed by mobile network operators were
perceived and rated by the respondents who were participated in this research project. Service
platform characteristics e.g., operating systems, platform provider, security and privacy
arrangement, number of applications, cost of applications and type of platform which were
examined in this study are considered to be the most relevant factors that impact users’
behaviours and decisions. The study findings show that respondents are highly concerned
with the application costs and the types of operating system, as these attributes are by far the
most important criteria for adopting/choosing a platform. Strikingly, results indicate that
provider of the service platform, (i.e., device-centric, service provider-centric or mobile
network operator-centric platforms) does not play a significant role in the decision of the
respondent while adopting a service platform. But, if they have to choose a platform,
respondents prefer to adopt platforms provided by device manufacturers or full IP-based
companies. It can be speculated that consumers do not have an interest in the platforms’
provider as such, but that indirectly the openness of platforms for free apps and Google
(Android) and Apple (iOS) operating systems are decisive.

While there is a lot of discussion in the professional and scientific domain as to whether
operators or device makers should provide a platform; discussions on platform does not play a
significant role for consumers. For end-users, tangible issues like application costs and brand
of the device are much more important than intangible features like privacy and security
related issues. The findings also suggest that device manufacturers and full 1P-based service
platform providers will continue to have a lot of leverage and power over network operators
because users still choose the platform based on the device. The findings indicated that
respondents are willing to adopt new platforms or change their current platform to a new one,
only when buying a new phone, but the willingness to pay for mobile applications and more
subscription fee is relatively low. It can be wondered to which degree consumers are aware
that with the choice for a specific brand of mobile phone, they are also interlocked into a
specific platform. Most probably they are aware of the difference among the iOSs, mobile
Windows and the Android platform, but not of the fact that they implicitly choose for a
service provider or a network provider platform.

The findings of this study may have a number of implications for mobile service platform
providers. The result supports our suggestion that, the battle between different platform
providers should closely be taken into consideration. Platform providers should pay close
attention to mobile operating systems and the application costs. Network operators-centric
platform can leverage their network infrastructures to gain competitive market advantage by
providing services according to the users’ demand especially with regard to security and
privacy issues. All-IP service providers and device manufacturers have relatively weak
position to provide reliable security and privacy arrangements.

As any other scientific research, this study has number of important limitations that need to be
mentioned. The sample consists of students who may not have a good financial status and that
may impact their willingness to pay for downloading and using more mobile services and
application. A limitation lies in the fact that the respondents in this study are not
representative of any population, due to the fact that the focus of conjoint analysis is to give
important conceptual insights. On a methodological level, this study has used an orthogonal
design that focuses on the main effects and not on interaction effects. In future research, it can
be discussed whether for instance privacy issues and security are unrelated. Moreover, there
are other questions in need of further investigation, for example; a more extensive survey has
to be conducted in order to see whether respondents in different countries have different
opinions with regard to mobile service platforms.
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Appendix 1. List of profiles (Conjoints)

Card Operating Service Privacy Security Number of Application | Type of
ID Systems Platform Provider Arrangement | Arrangement Application Cost Platform
1 BlackBerry Operator-Centric Best Effort Best Effort Unlimited Free Open

0S Platform Delivery Delivery P

. Device-centric Best Effort Best Effort -

2 10S (Apple) Platform Delivery Delivery Limited Free Open
BlackBerry Operator-Centric Best Effort L

3 0s Platform Delivery Guaranteed Limited Payable Open
Symbian Device-centric Best Effort -

4 (Nokia) Platform Delivery Guaranteed Unlimited Payable Closed
Android Operator-Centric Best Effort L

5 (Google) Platform Delivery Guaranteed Limited Payable Closed
BlackBerry Device-centric Best Effort L

6 0s Platform Guaranteed Delivery Limited Payable Closed
Android Service-provider Best Effort -

7 (Google) centric platform Guaranteed Delivery Limited Payable Open

8 BlackBerry Serwge-prowder Guaranteed Guaranteed Unlimited Free Closed

0S centric platform

. Service-provider Best Effort o

9 iOS (Apple) centric platform Delivery Guaranteed Unlimited Payable Open
Symbian Operator-Centric L

10 (Nokia) Platform Guaranteed Guaranteed Limited Free Open

11 Android Device-centric Guaranteed Guaranteed Unlimited Free Open
(Google) Platform
Android Operator-Centric Best Effort Best Effort o

12 (Google) Platform Delivery Delivery Unlimited Free Closed
Symbian Service-provider Best Effort Best Effort .

13 (Nokia) centric platform Delivery Delivery Limited Free Closed
. Operator-Centric Best Effort o

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) Ope;a:;ot%iintnc Guaranteed Guaranteed Limited Free Closed
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List of dependent variable questions:

1

2

Totally disagree (1)

. 1 would choose this platform. O @ ® &
. I would switch to this platform Instead of my current platform.
© o 6 @
. 1 would use more applications. O @ 6 ®
. I would be willing to pay more for mobile applications.
® @
. 1 would download more application. O @ ® ®
. I would be able to organize my life much easier, efficient and effective.
© © 6 ®
. I would be willing to pay more for my monthly subscription.
@ ® ®

totally agree (7)

®

®
®
®
®
®
®

®

©@ ©® © @ © 6

@

@
@
@
@
@
@
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