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A.BSTRAKT

ifferent brands are represented on the smartphone market. In this article, the author refers
to the study of the dilemma, which is determined by the customer’s choice of one or another
manufacturer of smartphones. General theoretical approach is based on the scientific works of
the scientists: Mitchell, W. (1914). Clark, J.M., (1918). Katona, G. (1980). Leibenstein, H. (1985).
Simon, H. A. (1978). Gilad, B., Kaish, S. (Eds.), (1986). Ainslie, G. (1992). Camerer, C. F, (1985).
Kim P. Corfman (1995, Goldman, Alfred E. (1962), Welch, Joe L. (1985), Levy, Sidney J. (1979).
The author has developed criteria for assessment of the smartphone, which were presented in
the questionnaire. The author uses a survey to research the consumer preferences. The respon-
dents rated the products of such brands as Acer, Apple, Dell, HP, Lenovo, MSI (does not manu-
facture smartphones), Samsung, producing smartphones. The author processed the results with
the help of MS Excel. The author has formulated conclusions in accordance with the results of
the conducted research.
K:ywords: a customer; the Customer’s Dilemma; behavioral economics; the questionnaire;
homogeneous group; the respondents; the brands; a scale; a rating; assessment criteria;
values of the criteria.
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A.HHOTAL[I/IH

Ha PBIHKE cMapT(OHOB IIPe/ICTaB/IEHbI PA3/IMYHbIE OPEH/IbI. ABTOP B IAHHOU CTAaThe 00paIaeTcs
K MCCJIEJIOBAHUIO JUJIEMMBbI, KOTOPas IIPOKCTEKAET U3 BIOOPA KJIMEHTOM TOTO WJIH HHOTO ITPO-
M3BOAUTEIISI cMAapT(OHOB. OOIIMI TEOPETHYECKUN I0/IX0/, Oa3UpyeTcsl Ha HAyYHBIX paboTax yue-
HbpIx: Mitchell, W. (1914). Clark, J.M., (1918). Katona, G. (1980). Leibenstein, H. (1985). Simon, H. A.
(1978). Gilad, B., Kaish, S. (Eds.), (1986). Ainslie, G. (1992). Camerer, C. F, (1985). Kim P. Corfman
(1995, Goldman, Alfred E. (1962), Welch, Joe L. (1985), Levy, Sidney J. (1979), CyTb ucciieioBaHust
CBOJIUTCS K UBYUEHHIO MPEIIOUTEHHUH ITOTPEOUTEIIS Yepe3 aHKeTHPOBaHue. ABTOP CTaThbH pa3pado-
TaJl KPUTEPUHU OLIEHKU cMapT(OHa, KOTOPhIe ObLIH IIPEJICTABIEHBI B aHKETe. PeCOH/IEHT OIleHU-
BaJ1 poyKiuio OpenoB Acer, Apple, Dell, HP, Lenovo, MSI (MSI He nmpou3BoAuT cMapTHOHBI),
Samsung, KOTOpbIE ITPOU3BOAAT CMapPTHOHBI. ABTOP 00pabOoTasT MOTyYeHHbIE PE3YJIbTaThI IIOCPEI-
crBom MS Excel. ABTop chopMysTHpOBasI BEIBO/IBI B COOTBETCTBHH C ITOJTyY€HHBIMH PE3YJIBTAaTAMH
ITPOBE/IEHHOTO KCCJIE/TOBAHMUS.
K]J(IIOqubIe CJIOBA: MOKYTIaTe b; KJIMEHT; JUJIeMMa IOKYIIaTeJIs; IOBeJeHUeCKass SKOHOMHU-
a; aHKeTa; OJHOPOAHASA TPYIIIA; PECIIOH/IEHThI; OpEH/IbI; IIKAJIA; PEUTUHT; KPUTEPUHU OIEH-
KU; 3BHAYEHUA KPUTEPUEB.
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1. Introduction

A customer is a key figure in the system of eco-
nomic relations. Manufacturers produce prod-
ucts that consumers need. The attempt to un-
derstand the needs of the consumer determines
the necessity to conduct a market research. The
high degree of competition exists in the market
of smartphones. Various manufacturers offer to
a buyer wide range of smartphones. New players
(Caterpillar, FLY, Prestigio, Pantech Curitel) ap-
pear in addition to the well-known smartphone
manufacturers (Acer, Alcatel, Apple, Asus, HTC,
Lenovo, LG, Motorola Mobility LLC, Nokia,
Philips, Samsung Electronics, Sony, ZTE) on the
market of smartphones. In addition, well-known
brands Microsoft (Lumia), Hewlett-Packard
began to produce smartphones. The buyer can
choose:

« an affordable smartphone,

« aprofessional smartphone with along pe-
riod of time for battery life,

« a prestigious smartphone for entertain-
ment,

« an ultra-premium smartphone,

« apremium design smartphone.

Various factors determine the choice of a cus-
tomer. However, a buyer has the budget limits.
Therefore, there is a Customer’s Dilemma.

2. Theoretical background

The researchers have scrutinized behavior-
al economics widely in order to understand the
factors, which affect buyers. Mitchell stressed
the necessity of a combination of economics and
psychology in Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics essay “Human Behavior and Economics”
(Mitchell, 1914). Clark agrees with Mitchell in
Journal of Political Economy paper: “The econ-
omist may attempt to ignore psychology, but it
is sheer impossibility for him to ignore human
nature” (Clark, 1918). Katona develops the be-
havioral economics. He wrote: “Generalizations
about economic behavior emerge gradually by
comparing behavior observed under different
circumstances” (Katona, 1980). Leibenstein and
his adherents have underlined the difference be-
tween optimizing behavior and optimal decisions
this causes for the organization they belong to”
(Leibenstein, 1985). Camerer studied individual
decision making, he thought: “Decision making
is increasingly important for economics for at
least two reasons.
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First, in many economic settings individuals
make decisions by and among themselves: con-
sumers save, sell their labor, buy houses and du-
rable goods, form economic and social relation-
ships, and bargain...Second, economic analysis
has also reached into increasingly complicated
domains recently. Until thirty years ago there
were few formal models with any uncertainties.
Weak assumptions about agent rationality were
adequate to generate strong market level results
(e.g. Pareto optimality). Now many models pre-
sume agents can make choices under risk and
uncertainty, over time, keeping in mind subtle
game-theoretic effects. As the models grow and
more complicated, agents are assumed to have
more and more rationality. Then it is more likely
individual agents violate the models...” (Camer-
er, 1985). Simon (1978), Gilad, Kaish (Gilad,
Kaish, 1986) consider economics as a complex
of knowledge in the sphere of anthropology, or-
ganization theory, psychology, sociology. Ains-
lie defines microeconomics as a process of ne-
gotiations between individuals (Ainslie, 1992).
Therefore, there are good developed scientific
approaches to the behavioral economics and the
last one (Ainslie, 1992) is rather interesting, tak-
ing into consideration our research method.

3. Research method

Researchers often use a written survey to ob-
tain information allows researchers to study this
or that phenomenon. A written survey is one of
the methods of quantitative research, when the
respondent fills out the questionnaire on their
own (without the participation of the interview-
er). Most experts agree that the survey is used
for conducting surveys among homogeneous
groups. Kim P. Corfman stresses the importance
of having a homogeneous group. “An issue that is
widely debated among those who provide and use
focus group services is the importance of group
member homogeneity to the quality of a group’s
output” (Kim P. Corfman, 1995). Various authors
have considered a homogeneous group in differ-
ent ways. Goldman defines the criteria for homo-
geneous group. «A number of individuals may be
very different in national origin, religious beliefs,
political persuasion, and the like; but if they share
a common identity relevant to the discussion...., a
group can form» (Goldman, 1962). Welch draws
our attention to the complexity in the formation
of a homogeneous group: «Mixing participants
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from distinct market segments into a single group
is not recommended because each person’s seg-
ment has different requirements» (Welch, 1985).
We have taken into account the views of Levy.
«Sometimes a varied group is wanted, for the
interplay of diverse views on a topic that all can
discuss.... However, sharp diversity or division in
the group is hazardous» (Levy, 1979). We decid-
ed to make a written survey among the students,
because members of a group had to each other a
lot in common: age, cultural background, convic-
tions, etcetera. We took into consideration that:
«In homogeneous groups, members are likely to
know the same things, come at the problem from
the same perspective, and consequently, are like-
ly to overlook some important information or
take shortcuts in the problem — solving process»
(K. Verderber, R. Verderber, D.Sellnow, 2013).
Therefore all respondents were active users of
various smartphones. We considered a student s
group as a homogeneous group. We had to observe
some requirements of a written survey. There was
an opportunity to clarify to respondents the dif-
ficult moments during the procedure. A written
survey was anonymous. We tried to exclude the
influence of the personality of the interviewer on
the audience. Respondents had enough time to
think about questions.

We conducted a questionnaire survey of 100 re-
spondents — students who study management and
computer science. These were full-time students
and part-time students. Later, when processing
the completed questionnaires we found out that 37
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respondents messed the questionnaires. Thus 63
respondents participated in the survey.

The respondents rated the production of the
brands Acer, Apple, Dell, HP, Lenovo, MSI,
Samsung, which produce the smartphones. In
the questionnaire, we have placed among the
6 well-known brands 1 brand, which does not
manufacture smartphones (Micro-Star Inter-
national — Taiwanese manufacturer of mother-
boards, video cards, laptops and tablets). Re-
spondents rated some smartphone of an aver-
age category on a scale of 1-9, according to their
own preferences. A rating of 1 corresponded to
the minimum value; a rating 9 corresponded to
the maximum value. Figures that the respondent
noted in the questionnaire should not be repeat-
ed in column profiles.

4. Results

Assessment criteria were located at the left
side of the questionnaire: the weight of the
smartphone, the size of a smartphone, design
of the smartphone, the processor of the smart-
phone (the number of cores, the clock frequency
or the number of operations of calculations per
second), the smartphone memory (RAM), qual-
ity video (screen) of the smartphone, the quality
of the speaker system of the smartphone, bat-
tery capacity of the smartphone, the image of the
brand — manufacturer of the smartphone. The
brand name of the smartphone was located at
the right side of the questionnaire (Appendix 1).

1 MSI does not manufacture smartphones.

o0
! ) = -y % 7 §
Smartphones 2 et A o § = %
%)
1. Weight of the smartphone 5 6 3 3 3 2 4
2. The dimensions of the smartphone 6 7 4 4 4 4 1
3. Design of the smartphone 9 8 5 5 6 3 3
4. Processor of the smartphone (number
of cores, the clock frequency or the
number of operations of calculations 4 5 2 8 9 ° 9
per second)
5. Memory (RAM) 3 4 9 9 5 6 5
6. The video quality (Screen) 2 3 7 2 2 7 6
7. The quality of the speaker system 1 2 6 1 1 9 7
8. Battery capacity 7 1 8 6 8 8 2
9. The image of the brand— manufacturer 5 L L 8
of the smartphone 9 7 7
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We asked the respondents to set the assess-
ment for each brand (column). We believed that
such an arrangement — criteria (left) and brands
(right) — allowed us to achieve the maximum de-
gree of the range of values in the row; the val-
ue that characterized the relevant criteria. We
planned to process the value of each criterion
using MS Excel by activating the corresponding
function to calculate the average.

We obtained the following values of the criteria:
1. weight of the smartphone=3,4285714209;

2. the dimensions of the
smartphone=3,628117914;

design of the smartphone=4,344671202;
processor of the smartphone (number of
cores, the clock frequency or the number
of operations of calculations per second)=
6,260770975;

memory (ram)= 6,10430839;

the video quality (screen)= 5,659863946;
the quality of the speaker system=4,088662132;
battery capacity=5,337868481;
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9. the image of the brand— manufacturer of the
smartphone=4,614512472.

The sum of the criteria was 100%. This value
was 44,36734694 in absolute terms.

5. Conclusions

Since the respondents have spoiled 37 ques-
tionnaires, we state the fact of carelessness of the
respondents.

Each respondent assessed the MSI. But Mi-
cro-Star International does not manufacture
smartphones. We think that respondents are in-
different to the brand or the respondents are not
informed about MSI s products.

According to the research, the criterion
«weight of the smartphone» had 3.428571429
points, or 7.73%. The criterion «weight of the
smartphone» was the least important indica-
tor. Criterion «processor of the smartphone»
was the most important indicator with its value
6.260770975 points. Criterion «processor of the
smartphone» equaled 14.11% in relative terms.
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