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The study examines the effect of price perception and price appearance on Gen Y's repurchase intention towards
snack products of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), along with the mediating roles of consumers' brand
experience and preference. A survey method for data collection in the study used with a structured questionnaire,
in which the respondents were requested to give their responses to the experiment conducted on local specialty
snack products produced by SMEs. Covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) was used to analyze
the hypothesized relationships in the research model. The ﬁndings show that all the direct effects in the proposed
model have a signiﬁcant effect, except for the relationship between price perception and brand preference that
there is no signiﬁcant effect. Similarly, the mediating roles of consumer brand experience and consumer-based
brand preference proved to have a signiﬁcant effect. Finally, the implications of this study will be discussed
further.

1. Introduction

2004; Krbova, 2016), because they easily obtain online information to
assess differences in prices and brands of various products offered by
producers. Henceforth, it is necessary to assess Gen Y consumers
behavior regarding price perception, price appearance, brand experience, preference, and repurchase intention. Such understandings could
provide more valuable insights to different business groups so that they
may work on brand differentiation and consumer preference enhancement. Additionally, studying the behavioral patterns of Gen Y consumer
group could facilitate to predict future market trends as well as to
building a Niche market or product particularly of this generation of
consumers.
Although generation based marketing, brand preference, and repurchase intention has been suggested (see Bento et al., 2018; Bilgihan, 2016; Giovannini et al., 2015; Soares et al., 2017 among others), the
study related to the host subject matter does not focuses on the important
and interesting perspective of the generation differentiation (see Ebrahim et al., 2016). Therefore, the present study examines the behavior of
Gen Y consumers regarding price perception, price appearance, brand
experience, and preference toward repurchase intention of local specialty
snack products produced by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
More speciﬁcally, this study examines the effect of price perception and
price appearance on repurchase intention of snack products produced by

Millennials’ (also known as Generation Y or Gen Y) repurchase decision has become an interesting research topic due to fundamental differences in their characteristics compared to previous generations
(Generation X or Gen X) (Kim and Yang, 2020) and the large potential
market in the future (Culiberg and Michelic, 2016; Deloite, 2014). Statistically, this generation amounts to 27% of the world population, and
around 58% of them lives in the Asian countries (i.e., China, India, and
Indonesia), the United States, and Brazil (Sillman et al., 2016). In addition, the current Gen Y already has a job, so they become a potential
target group for business (Farris et al., 2002).
The unique characteristics of Gen Y (compared to the previous generations) have been of particular concern to previous researchers (i.e.,
Bento et al., 2018; Bilgihan, 2016; Giovannini et al., 2015; Krbova,
2016), because Gen Y is more technology-savvy and is inﬂuenced by
peers, and distrusts brands (Soares et al., 2017). Thus, understanding the
behavior of this generation is more difﬁcult than the previous generations because they are not inﬂuenced by traditional media, they are more
dynamic, and they are more creative (Bellman et al., 2009; Reisman
et al., 2019). Additionally, this generation is not loyal to a single product
or brand as loyal as the previous generations (Soares et al., 2017; Wolfe,
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product, that could be a positive or negative signal to behave (Lichtenstein et al., 1993). For example, if a customer has a positive price
perception, it has a good effect on purchase intentions (Alford and Biswas, 2002). Similarly, Liu and Lee (2016) also found that price perceptions could increase repurchase intentions. Likewise, in the marketing
domain, the extant studies have also shown that price perception positively inﬂuences repurchase intention (Petrick, 2002; 2004; Ladhari
et al., 2019). Therefore, we hypothesize as follows:

SMEs, which are mediated by brand preference and brand experience.
The uniqueness of this study is that it is conducted in Gen Y with an
experimental approach to measure their experiences of price perception,
price appearance, brand preference, and brand experience. In addition,
this study also makes a practical contribution to SMEs practitioners in
terms of data collection method by conducting a try-out on SMEs products before answering the research questions in the questionnaire.
Therefore, SMEs practitioners, particularly those operating in food
products, can ﬁnd out a direct assessment from the Gen Y consumers on
the products they produce.
There is strong motivation for the focusing on SMEs, to the best of the
researchers’ knowledge a very limited number of prior studies have
examined the behavior of Gen Y on products from SMEs. Although Barska
(2018) and Barska and Wojciech (2014) focused their study on examining food product innovations based on the perspective of Gen Y consumers, they have not studied repurchase intentions of leading snack
products from SMEs, particularly those related to brand experience and
brand preference. This shows there are empirical limitations in the study
of Gen Y based on repurchase intention of products of SMEs. Moreover,
that Gen Y generation has an online shopping orientation especially for
clothing products (Ladhari et al., 2019) leads to an inquiry whether there
is a desire to off-line repurchase intention for SMEs food products based
on price perception, price appearance, brand experience, brand preference because Gen Y empirically has non-loyal customer characteristics
(Soares et al., 2017).
The remaining paper structured as follow. The next section discusses
the literature in tandem with testable hypothesis. section 3 discusses the
research methodology of the study. The following section presents and
discusses the empirical ﬁndings. The ﬁnal section concludes the study
and provides a future direction.

H1: Price perception positively inﬂuences repurchase intention of Gen Y.
Price perception also have an impact on consumers' brand preference.
Several previous studies have also proven the role of price as an independent factor in consumers' brand preference (e.g., Alamro and Rowley,
2011; Hwang and Chung, 2019; Petruzzellis and Romanazzi, 2010).
Ebrahim et al. (2016), for example, found that prices signiﬁcantly and
positively inﬂuenced consumers’ brand preference. Such ﬁnding is
consistent with the previous ﬁndings of the research done by Alamro and
Rowley (2011). Therefore, it can be asserted that consumers are willing
to pay a higher price for a brand that have high value, and vice versa
(Erdem et al., 2004). Henceforth, we formulate the following hypothesis:
H2: Price perception positively inﬂuences brand preference of Gen Y.
In the context of marketing experience, price also illustrates the cost
of consumers' experience (Brakus et al., 2009). In general, price is a
source of consumer' experience creation (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). For
example, if consumers have good experience in the price product, that
can build a positive price experience. Consumers may want to pay more
for brand experience (Puccinelli et al., 2009). This empirically shows that
service price positively inﬂuences consumers' experience (Rageh Ismail,
2010). More speciﬁcally, price serves as an important stimulus of consumers’ experience (Puccinelli et al., 2009). Therefore, we hypothesize
that:
H3: Price perception positively inﬂuences brand experience of Gen Y.

2. Theoretical background and hypothesis
2.1. Repurchase intention

2.3. Appearance perception

Repurchases describe the real actions of customers in repurchasing or
reusing the same product (Ibzan et al., 2016). This very possibly happens
because of the consumers' potential to repurchase the same product
(Peyrot and Van Doren, 1994). Conceptually, repurchases are actual actions, while repurchase intentions indicate a customer's decision to
engage in future purchases with the same retailer or supplier (Hume
et al., 2007; Zhang et al., 2011). For marketers, this repurchase intention
is their particular concern, because the repurchase intention can arise
due to the impact of previous buyers. If the price perception, experience,
brand and satisfaction are not in line with what buyers have paid for and
what they have gotten, the repurchase intention likely to be at lower
degree.
Pointing the difference of repurchase intention among different
generations, many studies argued that, the repurchase intention of Gen Y
is different from Gen X (Soares et al., 2017; Trivedi and Yadav, 2020).
These studies have noted that Gen Y are comfortably get information
about prices, brands, and experiences of others in shopping. Additionally,
Gen Y are found to be more technologically savvy, and they do not easily
trust any certain brand. These promising differences in the purchase and
repurchase behavior of different generations groups has led the current
study to focus on examining several antecedents of repurchase intention
of Gen Y including price, appearance perception, brand experience, and
consumer-based brand preference.

Appearance is an attribute which is not related to the product (Keller,
2003), i.e. hedonic value (Arruda-Filho et al., 2020) or expressive/symbolic value (Creusen and Schoormans, 2005; Peng and Chen, 2019).
The appearance value comes from attractiveness and brand aesthetics
that can vary for different consumer. The appearance will reﬂect the
attractiveness of sensory attributes and brand design (Reimann et al.,
2010; Huang and Liu, 2020; Sheng and Teo, 2012). Moreover, appearance can be called as source of pleasure (Decker and Trusov, 2010; Huang
and Liu, 2020; Melewar et al., 2010; Schoenfelder and Harris, 2004) and
an attribute distinguishing one brand from other brands that would increase consumers' preference (Reimann et al., 2010). Consumers’ senses
relate to the appearance or quality of brand design, for instance color,
form, and proportion; thus, it becomes source of positive feelings for the
customers (e.g., Huang and Liu, 2020; Hulten, 2011). The positive feelings are the basis for consumers to make repurchases of the product. This
also empirically gives conﬁdence that appearance perception inﬂuences
repurchase intention (Ebrahim et al., 2016). Therefore, we propose the
following hypothesis:
H4: Appearance perception positively inﬂuences repurchase intention of
Gen Y.
Empirically, aesthetic aspects become brand stimulation supporting
the brand consumer experience (Brakus et al., 2009; Ebrahim et al., 2016;
Joy et al., 2014). Brand aesthetics enhance consumers' senses, and inﬂuence consumers' experience responses (Hulten, 2011; Schmitt, 1999;
Gentile et al., 2007). The idea about consumer perception brand
appearance or aesthetics is linked to consumer experience as shown by
Sheng and Teo (2012). Additionally, prior studies (e.g., Decker and
Trusov, 2010; Huang and Liu, 2020; Petruzzellis and Romanazzi, 2010;
Veryzer and Hutchinson, 1998) state that brand appearance can also
source of pleasure. As explained by Reimann et al. (2010), an attribute
distinguishing it from other brands thereby increasing consumer

2.2. Price perception
Price perception generally refers to the value of money (monetary)
and sacriﬁce (non-monetary) given by customers to get a product (Petrick, 2004). Price becomes the extrinsic cue of consumers in forming a
prominent aspect of 'monetary value perception' (Zeithaml, 1988). Price
perception can also describe a customer's emotional experience to get a
2
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behavioral characteristics. Chang and Chieng (2006) explained brand
experience based on social aspects. Also, Gentile et al. (2007) viewed
brand experience based on aspects of pragmatic experience, and consumer lifestyle. More speciﬁcally, Zha et al. (2020) assessed brand
experience literature for the future research agenda. Brand preference as
hedonic-sensory aspects (Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982). Thus, interactive experience, consumers will shape preferences and buying decisions as discussed by Carbone (2004) and Holbrook (2007). Experience
cues generated in consumption processing can contribute to consumer
preference. Furthermore, the brand experience becomes a fundamental
aspect in understanding preferences and future buying decisions of the
consumers (Brakus et al., 2009; Diallo and Siqueira, 2017; Gentile et al.,
2007; Zha et al., 2020). Based on this, we proposed a hypothesis that

preference. This is emphasized by Ebrahim et al. (2016) who argue that
brand appearance signiﬁcantly inﬂuences brand preference. Thus, consumers’ perceptions about different brand appearance build their brand
preference. Therefore, we hypothesize that
H5: Appearance perception positively inﬂuences brand preference of Gen
Y.
Hulten (2011) argue that brand aesthetics or brand appearance
enhance consumers' minds. Also, it can affect consumers' experience
(Gentile et al., 2007). Furthermore, brand aesthetics is also important
factor that creates and provides an unforgettable experience is consumers’
senses (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). Relations to this, Sheng and Teo found
that perception of brand aesthetics or brand appearance is linked to brand
experience (Sheng and Teo, 2012). It is emphasized by Ebrahim et al.
(2016) who argue that brand appearance signiﬁcantly inﬂuences brand
experience. Based on these previous studies, we hypothesize that:

H9: Brand experience positively inﬂuences brand preference of Gen Y.

H6: Appearance perception positively inﬂuences brand experience of Gen

2.6. Mediating role of brand preference

Y.
The role of brand preference as a mediating variable has been tested
with three hypotheses: (i) the relationship between price perception and
repurchase intention, (ii) the relationship between appearance perception and repurchase intention, and (iii) the relationship between brand
experience and repurchase intention. Ebrahim et al. (2016), for example,
found that brand preference mediates the effect of price perception,
appearance perception, and brand experience on repurchase intention on
mobile phone brands in advanced technology. This sort of the mediations
has not been studies in the SMEs context, and this study believes that
brand preference could act as a mediator. Henceforth, this study intends
to test mediating role of brand experience within the context of the SMEs
brands with the use of low technology. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

2.4. Brand preference
In the literature, brand preference is a combination of memory and
brand attitude (Kronrod and Huber, 2019). Referring to Fishbein's (1965)
in “consumers' attitude model”, the model of expectation value is the
most important source in understanding how consumer preference. According to Bass and Talarzyk (1972), brand preference is the function of
cognitive and brand attitudes. Therefore, “consumers' attitude model”
becomes the foundation for understanding brand preference as proved by
prior empirical studies (Kronrod and Huber, 2019; Casidy et al., 2018;
Ebrahim et al., 2016; Muthitcharoen et al., 2011).
According to Bagozzi (1982), the perception of consumers on brand
attributes refers to preferences or attitudes, affecting intentions or consumers' brand choice. It means that brand preference reﬂects information
processing, which affects consumers' choices. Moreover, Bagozzi (1983)
also explained the relationship between “information processing and
intention” or customer choice to actual purchase. This indicates that
consumers' brand memory and attitudes are two of the most important
elements for brand preferences (Kronrod and Huber, 2019). Speciﬁcally,
Hellier et al. (2003) suggested that consumer repurchase intention reﬂects consumers’ intentions to the behavior of brand repurchase. In sum,
Bagozzi (1982) has explained theoretically that preference is antecedent
of consumer intention. Empirically, Ebrahim et al. (2016) have proved
that brand preference positively inﬂuences repurchase intention (Ebrahim et al., 2016). Based on these, we hypothesize that

H10a: Brand preference signiﬁcantly mediates the link between price
perception and repurchase intention of Gen Y.
H10b: Brand preference signiﬁcantly mediates the link between appearance perception and repurchase intention of Gen Y.
H10b: Brand preference signiﬁcantly mediates the link between brand
experience and repurchase intention of Gen Y.
2.7. Mediating role of brand experience
The results of previous studies show that the signiﬁcant positive effect
of price perception on brand preference is through brand experience
(Ebrahim et al., 2016). This means that a product price donates to
experience and willingness to pay higher price for customer-based brand
preference that they consider to have high value. This indicates that
brand experience has a mediating role in the link between price
perception and consumer-based brand preference. The ﬁnding is
consistent with most of the previous empirical research (e.g. Chitturi
et al., 2008; Ebrahim et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2011) showing that the
hedonic attribute of a brand, including aesthetic design or appearance,
determine the consumers’ experience, and the visual appeal of a brand
creates a positive brand attitude and also increases consumer-based
brand preference (Lee et al., 2009). Therefore, we hypothesize that:
H11a: Brand experience signiﬁcantly mediates the relationship between
price perception and repurchase intention of Gen Y.
H11b: Brand experience signiﬁcantly mediates the relationship between
appearance perception and brand preference of Gen Y.
H11c: Brand experience signiﬁcantly mediates the relationship between
appearance and brand preference of Gen Y.

H7: Brand preference positively inﬂuences repurchase intention of Gen Y.
2.5. Brand experience
Consumer brand experience is the initial step for actual purchase
because previous experiences become unforgettable experiences during a
brand purchase (Tynan and McKechnie, 2009). For example, Diallo and
Siqueira (2017) found that prior positive brand experience affects positive
and signiﬁcant to consumer purchase intention. This is in line with the
psychology literature that consumer experience reﬂects consumer
emotional (Havlena and Holbrook, 1986). If consumers' positive emotional
on the brand can generate positive feelings on the brand; it can affect their
purchase intention (Moreira et al., 2017). This indicates that the consequence of brand experience can increase consumers behavior intention.
Relation to this, the positive brand experience can affect repurchase
intention (Ebrahim et al., 2016). Based on this, a hypothesis is formulated:
H8: Brand experience positively inﬂuences repurchase intention of Gen Y.
Gentile et al. (2007) argue that experience is viewed as effective and
sensory cognitive systems. In addition, they argue that consumers’
experience is viewed as effective and sensory cognitive systems. In the
brand experience literature, originally introduced by Brakus et al. (2009)
that brand experience reﬂects sensory, intellectual, emotional, and

2.8. Conceptual research model
Based on the theoretical study and the developed hypothesis, the
research conceptual framework can be formulated as shown in Figure 1.
Brand preference and brand experience act as mediating relationships
between price perception and repurchase intention and between
3
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education, most of them were university graduates holding bachelor
degree with a percentage of 56%. Next, based on their employment, most
of them were students with a percentage of 99%. Finally, based on their
income, most of them earned less than 5,000,000 IDR/month with a
percentage of 99%.
4.1. Measurement model

appearance perception and repurchase intention. The details can be seen
in the conceptual framework of the study below.

The measurement model was used to test the validity and reliability
of the research constructs. The results of data analysis using the
covariance-based structural equation model (CB-SEM) show that the
items and constructs have met the criteria of reliability and validity as
suggested by Hair et al. (2014). They explain that if the factor loadings
are more than 0.6 (>0.6), they meet the predeﬁned criteria which,
therefore, indicates that the indicator is valid. Conversely, if the factor
loadings are less than 0.6, then the indicator will be eliminated from the
research model. The results of data processing using SEM AMOS produce
factor loadings which can be seen in Table 1.

3. Method

4.2. Structural model

The population of this study was millennial generation in Indonesia,
i.e. between the ages of 18–35 years. The sample was 237 consumers
selected using an area sampling technique to represent the area of their
origin. The data were collected using a questionnaire with experiments.
Snacks, famous traditional crackers without brand names, were given to
prospective consumers before they participate in the study. All the
collected data were the primary data from the respondents. The ﬁrst
variable was price perception with the following indicators: (i) this brand
is quite cheap; (ii) this brand offers value that will make money; and (iii)
the price of this brand represents its quality. The second variable was
appearance perception with the following indicators: (i) “this brand is
aesthetically appealing”; (ii) “the visual appearance of this brand is
attractive”; and (iii) “this brand has a good design”. The third variable
was brand experience whose indicators included (i) sensorial experience;
(ii) emotional experience; (iii) intellectual experience; and (iv) behavioral experience. The fourth variable was brand preference with the
following indicators: (i) I like this brand better than other brands; and (ii)
when I want to purchase, this brand was the ﬁrst choice. The ﬁfth variable was on repurchase intention with the following indicators: (i) I will
tend to repurchase the same brand; and (ii) I will repurchase the same
brand (Ebrahim et al., 2016).
The data in study were tested using covariance-based structural
equation modeling (CB-SEM) method operated through the AMOS software. Based on the preliminary data analyses, the data have conﬁrmed
the assumptions of normality (Appendix 1). Statistically, Skewness and
Kurtosis's values should be range in 2.5 values as the assumption of
normality (Ferreira et al., 2013; Kline, 2015; Tabachnick et al., 2007). It
was used to simultaneously examine a series of dependency relationships
between the interrelated variables (Hair et al., 2014). The process of data
analysis was initiated by conﬁrmatory (validity) testing of the exogenous
and endogenous constructs, reliability of exogenous and endogenous
constructs, and model feasibility testing. Then the effect of mediation was
tested using Sobel test (1982). The Sobel test was done by examining the
strength of the indirect effect of the independent variable (X) to the
dependent variable (Y) through mediating variables (M). The indirect
effect of X to Y through M was calculated by multiplying X → M path (a)
with M → Y path (b), or ab.

Structural model testing was carried out in stages until ﬁt results were
obtained. Then the full structural model was estimated by loading the
indicators that have been tested in the conﬁrmatory analysis. For a full
model feasibility test, it is quite difﬁcult to be able to meet all the
required criteria. However, if one of the criteria has been met, it can be
said that the existing model is already ﬁt (Hair et al., 2014). In this study,
we follow a two-step approach to analyze data as suggested by Anderson
and Gerbing (1988). Based on the analysis, the results of goodness-of-ﬁt
as reported in Table 2.
Hypothesis testing can be seen in the regression weights table, carried
out to determine whether the hypothesis is accepted or rejected. This can
be seen by observing the critical ratio (C.R) and the level of signiﬁcance
contained in the regression weight. The hypothesis will only be accepted
if the C.R. is 1.96 and the P value is 0.05.
The table above explains that the second hypothesis is rejected
because the signiﬁcance value is less than 0.05 and the critical ratio (C.R)
is less than 1.96. Meanwhile, in terms of its mediating effect, as suggested
by previous studies (Baron and Kenny, 1986), mediation testing is carried
out with the Sobel test as described previously. The hypothesis can be
accepted if the value of t-value is less than 1.96 with a signiﬁcance of 5%.
This indicates that there is an effect of mediation on the variables studied.
Based on the results presented in Table 3, it can be concluded that H11b
is rejected, while the other hypotheses are accepted because their t-value
values are less than 1.96 with a signiﬁcance of 5%. Thus, it can be
interpreted that brand experience and brand preference serve as the
mediators in this study.

Figure 1. Research conceptual framework.

5. Discussion and implications
5.1. Direct effect
The results of hypothesis testing have provided various understandings about consumer-based brand preference, especially to the
local product from SMEs and the context of consumers in West Sumatra
province-Indonesia. Interestingly, the results of the analysis show that
price perception has an insigniﬁcant effect on brand preference. It means
that the price charged to the product does not create consumer preference for the brand. The ﬁndings are contrast with the empirical studies of
Ebrahim et al. (2016), that price perception has a signiﬁcant effect on
brand preference. One possible explanation is that Gen Y consumer
groups are dynamic and they can get information which they help them
to assess the worth of the product. Additionally, they also would like to
pay higher for any product if that product fulﬁls the required utilities,
vice-versa. This consumers group look always for value and worth with
price. Furthermore, this generation is not loyal to any brand (see, Soares,

4. Results
The results of the study indicate that female respondents participated
most frequently with a percentage of 64%, while the percentage of male
respondents’ participation was 36%. Meanwhile, based on their age, the
respondents between the ages of 16–25 years showed the highest percentage (98%) of participation. Furthermore, based on their level of
4
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Table 1. Results of measurement model assessment.
Construct/Item

Loadings

Price Perception
PP1: For me, this cake is very cheap.

AVE

C.R

0.472

0.728

0.575

0.802

0.628

0.834

0.605

0.821

0.664

0.798

0.676

PP2: The beneﬁts I get from this product are equivalent to or even better than the amount of money I spend

0.727

PP3: The price of this cake represents its quality

0.677

Appearance Perception
AP1: The cake has a beautiful artistic value

0.801

AP2: The cake appearance is appetizing

0.781

AP3: The cake has an interesting shape

0.692

Brand Preference
BP1: I like the cake of this brand better than other brands

0.754

BP2: I choose the cake of this brand instead of other brands

0.743

BP3: When I want to make a purchase, the cake of this brand is my ﬁrst choice

0.881

Brand Experience
BE2: Tasting the cake of this brand can change my mood

0.833

BE3: The experience of tasting the cake of this brand makes me always remember its taste

0.744

BE4: Consuming the cake of this brand can show my life style

0.762

Repurchase Intention
RI1: I will tend to repurchase this cake

0.833

RI2: I will purchase the cake of the same brand next time

0.802

products and mostly average categories, and Gen Y consumer groups are
mostly informed about available products and their value. So, they can
easily compare price and product, which lead them to make their choice.
Thus, the price perception does not affect brand preference of Gen-Y
consumers in West Sumatra province-Indonesia. Moreover, the ﬁndings
imply that marketers should focus on the non-price factors to increase
attractions of Gen Y towards their brands.
On the other hand, price perception has a signiﬁcant effect on brand
experience. The ﬁnding infers t that, in marketing experience, the price
can be called as the cost of experience conveyed to consumers, and
consumers' perception of price fairness determine consumer-based brand
experience (Brakus et al., 2009; Zha et al., 2020). Therefore, it has been
said that product prices are likely to contribute towards consumers'
experience creation (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). Hence, product price is
also a key stimulus of consumers’ experiences (see, Verhoef et al., 2009).
Accordingly, the SMEs should have value worthy product with

Table 2. Results of goodness-of-ﬁt.
Criteria

Cut off Value

Output AMOS

Chi-Square

Small

165.872

Note
Fit

C-min/df

<3.000

2.404

Marginal

GFI

>0.900

0.910

Fit

AGFI

>0.900

0.863

Marginal

RMSEA

<0.080

0.077

Fit

TLI

>0.900

0.921

Fit

Source: Results of SEM AMOS processing

et al., 2017; Wolfe, 2004, Krbova, 2016). Therefore, the price perception
unlikely inﬂuences on brand preference of Gen-Y.
Another possible explanation is that SMEs related to snacks products
in West Sumatra province-Indonesia majority are not belong to high-end

Table 3. Results of structural model assessment.
Relationships

Coef.

Stand. Error

t-values

Sign.

Decisions

Direct effects
H1

Price perception→repurchase intention

0.343

0.089

3.853

0.005

Accepted

H2

Price perception→brand preference

0.092

0.091

1.017

0.309

Rejected

H3

Price perception→brand experience

0.526

0.124

4.250

0.000

Accepted

H4

Appearance perception → repurchase intention

0.535

0.234

2.286

0.007

Accepted

H5

Appearance perception → brand preference

0.223

0.082

2.703

0.007

Accepted

H6

Appearance perception → brand experience

0.486

0.099

4.897

0.000

Accepted

H7

Brand preference → repurchase intention

0.460

0.172

2.678

0.007

Accepted

H8

Brand experience → repurchase intention

0.286

0.146

1.960

0.050

Accepted

H9

Brand experience → brand preference

0.596

0.086

6.898

0.000

Accepted

Mediating effects
H10a

Price perception → brand preference → repurchase intention

0.679

0.145

4.682

0.000

Accepted

H10b

Appearance perception → brand preference → repurchase intention

0.245

0.099

2.474

0.007

Accepted

H10c

Brand experience→ brand preference → repurchase intention

0.543

0.079

6.873

0.000

Accepted

H11a

Price perception → brand experience → repurchase intention

0.467

0.059

7.915

0.000

Accepted

H11b

Price perception → brand experience → brand preference

0.326

0.219

1.488

0.407

Rejected

H11c

Appearance perception → brand experience→ repurchase intention

0.487

0.187

2.604

0.008

Accepted

H11d

Appearance perception → brand experience→ brand preference

0.368

0.098

3.755

0.000

Accepted
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6. Concluding remarks

appropriate price to make better brand experience for the consumers,
that could help SMEs to retain their consumers.
Next, appearance perception signiﬁcantly inﬂuences brand preference. This means that if the product displayed is attractive, there will be a
consumer preference for the product because brand appearance is a
source of pleasure for consumers which differentiates it from other
brands and which increases consumer preference for the product (Decker
and Trusov, 2010; Melewar et al., 2010; Schoenfelder and Harris, 2004;
Veryzer Jr. and Hutchinson, 1998; Reimann et al., 2010). Similarly,
appearance perception has a signiﬁcant effect on brand experience. As
explained in brand experience literature, the quality of the brand design
identical with color, form, and proportion, which is forming positive
feelings (Lee et al., 2011; Moreira et al., 2017). In this case, appearance
contributes to consumer-based brand experiences. Because of appearance
as aesthetic aspects, it has become brand stimuli that support
consumer-based brand experience (Brakus et al., 2009; Ebrahim et al.,
2016; Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982). Consistent with prior studies,
brand aesthetics enhance consumers' senses and also positively impact
the responses of consumers’ experience (Hulten, 2011; Gentile et al.,
2007; Schmitt, 1999).
Furthermore, brand experience has a signiﬁcant effect on brand
preference. This indicates that positive brand experience can increase
consumer-based brand preference. As discussed in the prior literature,
brand experience helps capture the emotional, sensory, social, pragmatic,
intellectual, lifestyle and behavioral aspects of the brand (Brakus et al.,
2009). Through such interactive experience, consumer will create preferences and buying decisions (Brakus et al., 2009; Chang and Chieng,
2006; Moreira et al., 2017; Schmitt, 1999; Gentile et al., 2007). Moreover, brand preference and brand experience have a signiﬁcant effect on
repurchase intention. This means that if consumers like the product and
have interesting experience on the product, it will increase consumers
repurchase, because their preference and consumers' experience on the
brand are a sustainable idea that represent irrational aspects from consumer who interact with brand and go beyond the assumptions of limited
rationality. This will then create consumers’ great desire to purchase
without thinking rationally (see, Ebrahim et al., 2016).

Based on the discussion above, consumer-based brand experience and
brand preference have important roles in explaining the link between
price perception and repurchase intention. To conﬁrm the relationship
between appearance and repurchase intention. It is concluded that to get
consumer preference needs to provide adequate brand equity meaning.
The implication of the study, the results of this study will enable SME
managers to develop brand experience strategies by placing, building,
and instilling an understanding of the brand in the consumers' sense and
minds, thereby aligning customer-based brand experience. The ﬁndings
will enable SMEs to shape brand uniqueness in the consumers’ sense and
minds, determining good price strategies, positioning of the brand,
forming of brand image or reputation, and determining target consumers.
Furthermore, SMEs will be able to involve marketing experience in
process business by creating a consumers-based brand experience and
brand preference.
6.1. Limitation and recommendation of the study
The study also has some limitations in explicating the research proposed and validated the ﬁndings of the study. Based on the research
proposed, this study is focused on millennial consumer-based brand
experience and preference assessment. As explained in the previous
studies, this generation is not loyal to a single product or brand as the
previous generations (Soares et al., 2017; Wolfe, 2004), thus it needs to
compare cross-generation to provide comprehensive insight related to
brand assessment. In addition, future study is suggested to consider other
antecedents of brand experience and brand preference. For example,
perceived risk, trust in a brand, and others. Interestingly, this study focuses on SMEs product, for the future is necessary to consider extant vary
of product in manufacturing SMEs with multigroup analysis approach.
In addition, the ﬁndings of this research are inadequate to represent
brand assessment in emerging countries. Thus, suggesting future research
to investigate the model in various emerging countries with a larger
population. Moreover, this study discusses only one type of product, i.e.
food products; therefore, future research can discuss other categories of
products such as food and beverages to support the ﬁndings of this
research.

5.2. Mediating effect
The results of this study extend the role of preference from consumers'
motivated intention to repeat actions. In addition, this ﬁnding also explains the mediating effect of consumer-based brand preference on the
link between brand experience and consumer repurchase intention and
enhances new understandings. The ﬁrst is indicating that consumers'
decision to intention to rebuy or repeat experience will not arise unless its
consequences of positive experiences on the brands. Thus, brand preference is an evaluation of consumers’ experience, by interpreting their
desired brand to repeat the experience related to rebuy of the product
brand. The ﬁndings of the study are conﬁrmed by Ebrahim et al. (2016)
who believe that brand preference is a mediator between brand experience and repurchase intention.
Next, brand experience mediates the relationship between price
perception and brand preference. This means that product prices
contribute to the creation of consumers’ experiences and their willingness to pay higher prices for brand preferences that they consider to have
a high value. This is conﬁrmed by Ebrahim et al. (2016) who argue that
appearance perception has a signiﬁcant positive effect on brand preference through brand experience. The ﬁnding is in line with most of the
previous research (e.g. Chitturi et al., 2008; Ebrahim et al., 2016; Lee
et al., 2011) showing the hedonic attributes i.e., appearance or aesthetic
design, determine the responses of consumer experience, and also the
visualization of brands generate their positive attitudes towards the
brands and increases their preferences (Lee et al., 2009; Veryzer, 1993).
In sum, brand experience is an important mediating role in explaining the
link between price perception and consumer-based brand preference.
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Appendix 1. Assessment of normality (Group number 1)

Variable

min

max

skew

c.r.

kurtosis

c.r.

RPI2

1.000

5.000

-0.123

-0.772

0.211

0.663

RPI1

1.000

5.000

0.069

0.432

0.720

2.261

BE2

1.000

5.000

0.018

0.113

0.103

0.325

BE3

1.000

5.000

-0.303

-1.903

0.368

1.156

BE4

1.000

5.000

-0.247

-1.554

0.121

0.380

AP1

1.000

5.000

-0.452

-2.510

0.241

0.757

AP2

1.000

5.000

-0.252

-1.585

-0.184

-0.578

AP3

1.000

5.000

-0.209

-1.312

0.301

0.947

BP3

1.000

5.000

0.142

0.893

0.368

1.157

BP2

1.000

5.000

0.456

2.265

0.814

2.558

BP1

1.000

5.000

0.418

2.124

0.598

1.880

PI3

1.000

5.000

-0.439

-2.262

0.637

2.002

PI2

2.000

5.000

0.082

0.514

-0.247

-0.776

PI1

1.000

5.000

0.005

0.032

0.032

0.102

38.539

14.015

Multivariate
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