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Abstract

In a market characterised by content homogeneity and where attraction is crucial, music streaming
services must innovate to differentiate and enhance premium offerings. This paper analyses
European consumer preferences influencing platform choice in music streaming through market
overview and literature review of digital business models to identify key factors shaping consumer
behaviour. The conjoint analysis revealed consumers’ price sensitivity, brand loyalty and
prioritisation of functionally-driven elements such as listening features and access mode. The study
found music recommendation and social interaction to be secondary during consumers’ platform
selection process. Actionable implications for music streaming platforms are suggested based on

findings.
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1. Introduction

Subscription-based business models, which offer continuous access to products or services for
recurring fees, have redefined consumer engagement and revenue generation driven by evolving
consumer preferences and technological advancements (Forbes Business Council 2024). European
consumers, in particular, have shown a growing interest towards subscription-based models
despite having a lower average number of subscriptions (3.2) compared to Americans (4.5)
(Tongue 2024a). Related to this model, particular attention is given to the rise of streaming
services, driven by increasing internet access and growing consumer demand for digital content.
Characterised by their flexibility, vast content libraries, and affordability, these services have
significantly transformed the global media and entertainment industry (Statista Research
Department 2024). Music streaming services (e.g., Spotify, Apple Music, YouTube Music, etc.)
have reshaped the way individuals access and enjoy music for millions of users worldwide. These
services, both offering free and premium versions, have had significant influence on consumer
listening habits, other than generating substantial revenue (Leu 2024). Unlike other streaming
services, music platforms share almost identical tracks and artists, offering consumers similar
listening experiences (Tongue 2024b). In addition, while the catalogue size may differ slightly
between platforms in absolute numbers, track exclusivity is rare, thus, most songs are available
across all platforms (Knox and Datta 2020). Music remains the core content on these platforms
(Runcie 2019), and unlike video streaming (e.g., Netflix) which produce region-specific content
(Harber-Lamond, Marshall 2024), music libraries and playlists are globally accessible without
limited availability and geographical restrictions (Hansen 2024). These factors highlight the
challenge of content homogeneity that these platforms face. In this regard, preliminary interviews

with industry experts have revealed the emergence of new trends in artificial intelligence (AI) and
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live experiences within the industry. These suggest the platforms’ efforts to innovate and diversify
(Tongue 2024) while also predicting future changes in the landscape of music consumption.
Consumer behaviour in music streaming platforms in Europe is a notable aspect worth analysing,
as it differs significantly from that of other streaming services. Although 34% of European
consumers subscribe to music services, compared to 70% for video streaming platforms (Tongue
2024a), they are four times less likely to switch between music streaming platforms compared to
video services and tend to use only one music platform (Shaw 2024). These statistics suggest a
strong consumer loyalty within the music industry, which is additionally highlighted by Spotify’s
status as a key competitor to Netflix. Spotify has maintained a low monthly churn rate of 2%
throughout the year (Shaw 2024). Additionally, in 2023, Europe was the second-largest region in
terms of revenues for the recorded music industry (IFPI 2024). Therefore, the combination of
revenue impact and growing interest in subscriptions make European consumers a compelling
demographic to investigate. A noteworthy aspect concerns Spotify, which plays a dominant role
in the European market, holding more than 50% market share, compared to 30% globally (Apple
2024). As of 2024, Europe represents Spotify’s largest regional market for premium subscribers,
accounting for 38% of its total premium subscriber user base (BlackLinko Team 2024). This is
particularly relevant given that music streaming services, such as Spotify, often operate on a
freemium model, offering free access to music alongside a premium, paid subscription. Despite
the growing prominence of the industry, however, existing literature has mostly explored issues
related to piracy, royalties, artist revenue, and the broader industry, with limited attention given to
consumer perception and platform choice (Sinclair and Green 2016).

For these reasons, this study conducts an in-depth analysis of European consumers’ behaviours,

attitudes, and preferences, focusing mainly on factors influencing platform choice, with the



Group Part

purpose of assessing how music streaming platforms can diversify and innovate. Specifically, it
focuses on the core experience of music provided by these platforms, thus excluding non-music
content (e.g., podcasts and audiobooks). Hence, the following research questions are addressed:

o When every music streaming service has almost identical tracks and artists, how is each

platform perceived and differentiated by European consumers?
o What attributes of music streaming platforms are valued the most by European consumers
when selecting a platform?

This work builds on theoretical input and empirical methods. Following the introduction, Chapter
2 provides a market overview of the music streaming industry and its key players. Chapter 3
reviews current literature on consumer behaviour in music streaming platforms. Chapter 4 applies
the perceptual map methodology to examine how platforms are perceived and market players’
positioning. Chapter 5 explores how consumers value different features of music services through
conjoint analysis. Chapter 6 discusses the main findings and draws managerial implications,
limitations and suggestions for future research.

Findings from the perceptual map revealed that music streaming platforms differ by affordability,
innovation, user experience, and niche appeal, while users prioritise broad content, intuitive
experiences, and modern features. Moreover, the conjoint analysis identified price and listening
features as key drivers of platform selection, with music recommendation and social interaction as
secondary to the music experience. Lastly, the exploration of emerging trends highlighted
consumers’ appeal for music discovery and recognition tools and the premium value of exclusive

live experiences.
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2. Market Overview

In 2024, 67% of worldwide music industry revenue came from music streaming services, whereas
physical sales only accounted for 16.1% (Duarte 2024). In 2023, the music streaming industry was
valued at $41.52 billion (Howard 2024) and is expected to reach $104.09 billion by the end of
2032 — accounting for a compound growth rate of approximately 10.8% (Howard 2024). Music
streaming platforms have experienced exponential revenue growth from 2005 to 2022, with the
highest increases occurring from 2014 to 2015 and 2020 to 2021 (Duarte 2024; Figure 8 in
Appendix). On June 30%, 2015, Apple Music was released (Roges 2023), a potential cause for the
revenue increase of $1.8 billion in music streaming. This impact illustrates that although Apple
Music may not be the market leader (Leu 2024), it has played a key role in driving the rapid growth
of the global market. Regarding the significant revenue growth in 2020, the COVID-19 global
pandemic was undeniably the most impactful factor of that year. Forced into lockdown, consumers
may have turned to music as an escape, as supported by studies showing that music can improve
mood (Pfizer Medical Team 2023).

The advent of digital music distribution began with file-sharing services (i.e., Napster), which
rapidly evolved into a major challenge for the recorded music industry in the late 20" and early
21% centuries (Parvez 2021). These services allowed millions of users to illegally download copies
of songs, albums and even unreleased content. As a result, the music industry was severely
damaged by depriving artists and record labels of rightful compensation (Parvez 2021).

The launch of Apple’s iTunes and iPod in 2001 was revolutionary as digital music legally entered
the marketplace. Both enabled users to not only “own” a musical file but also to organise and listen

to their music in a personalised manner (Milano 2024). In turn, consumers could shuffle albums
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and listen to any desired music genres. iTunes later launched its music store in 2003, which enabled
customers to purchase songs for 99 cents (Milano 2024).

Online stores such as iTunes, however, were still an expensive solution as consumers had to buy
their preferred music independently. This also failed to provide an effective solution to illegal
downloads, as users continued to use websites to save their desired music content on personal
devices. To address this high-cost consumption model, which continued to drive online piracy, the
concept of music streaming services emerged (Sakpal 2023). These new services allowed users to
access an extensive library of songs and albums instantly, online and on-demand, by paying a
monthly subscription. Compared to downloading or storing individual files on their devices, the
model of music streaming services delivered music files to users’ devices via the Internet by
hosting and storing these files on the platforms’ servers (Sakpal 2023). This enabled users to listen
to music on any device with an internet connection. The groundbreaking factor of music streaming
services was allowing individuals to discover new artists and genres without repeated monetary
investments (Sakpal 2023). Therefore, subscription models have eliminated the risk associated
with music purchases, allowing users to explore new music without financial commitment.
Nowadays, the music streaming industry involves the “process of digital distribution and streaming
of musical content over the internet” (Howard 2024). All streaming services allow users to access
a wide library of music for free in a limited version of the platform or through a paid subscription
plan, unlocking the premium version. Furthermore, people can create and share personal playlists,
listen to pre-made playlists suggested by the platforms’ algorithm, and access a wide catalogue of
other audio content, such as audiobooks and podcasts (Howard 2024).

People spend on average, 20 hours per week streaming music (Durrani 2024) — showing

individuals' strong engagement with music streaming services. This can be driven by attributes
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such as interface, affordability, increase in personalisation, extensiveness or recommendation
systems (Durrani 2024). Furthermore, platforms have been diversifying their content by
integrating podcasts and audiobooks to retain users and increase platform engagement and appeal.
As a result of music streaming’s integration into daily routines and lifestyles, streaming time per
individual has increased by 1 hour and 42 minutes since 2023 (Durrani 2024).

Regarding the market’s development, Figure 9 (in Appendix) reveals that steady growth of
subscribers occurred from 2015 to 2023 without decline (Duarte 2024). Given that the revenue and
the subscribers’ growth are positively correlated, it is not surprising that the development of
subscribers follows a linear increase alongside music streaming service’s increase in revenue. The
rise of subscribers throughout the years may be attributed to the increase in affordability of high-
speed internet, technological developments, and advancements of mobile devices- all of which
contribute to the convenience of on-demand music streaming (Durrani 2024).

While the music streaming industry has developed widely, it still faces challenges, notably its
extremely high competitiveness level. When it comes to competitive advantage, price, features,
and content exclusiveness are often the focal points of differentiation (Howard 2024).
Furthermore, the music streaming industry is complex and regulated by challenging licensing
agreements between record labels, artists, and music publishers (Howard 2024). These agreements
facilitate the payment of royalties to ensure that artists and labels are compensated for the use of
their music. This complex system presents challenges for streaming platforms, as they must
balance the costs of licensing music with the need to generate revenue to sustain their business and
provide value to their users (Howard 2024). Having to balance these costs whilst offering an ad-
supported free platform version makes it particularly challenging to be profitable for music

streaming services, especially for those who rely exclusively on this type of business operation.
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To ensure profit, music streaming companies have focused on intense cost-cutting efforts and
revenue growth achieved through an increase in subscription prices as well as a push to grow paid
memberships (i.e., converting users from free to premium plans) (Fischer 2024). For instance, the
market leader Spotify has only recently started to report profits and anticipates being on track to
achieve its first full profitable year since its launch in 2006 (Fischer 2024). Deezer, on the other
hand, continues to report negative figures for 2024 (Dredge 2024).

Examining music streaming, the market faces content homogeneity. All major players have a
subscription-based model, a wide-ranging music catalogue, including pre-made playlists, an
enjoyable user experience with personalisation features, and a relatively good recommendation
algorithm (Howard 2024). Additionally, these must constantly develop their services, leveraging
technological advancements in the industry. As most music streaming platforms perform on a
global scale, components such as cultural norms, legal licensing terms and regional consumer
behaviours may all impact market trends (Howard 2024).

The worldwide music streaming market share in 2023 (Figure 10 in Appendix) reveals that Spotify
is the leader, evidenced by a market share of 30.5%. It is followed by Apple Music (13.7%) and
Tencent Music (13.4%), a Chinese service (Leu, 2023). Spotify’s predominant market share may
be due to its early market entry and its innovative features (Garret 2024). Apple Music has
achieved a notable market position with its strong brand and exclusive partnerships with artists
(Pereira 2024). Amazon Music (13.3%) benefits from being integrated with Amazon Prime and
accessing its large client base (Blanchet, Cohen and Tricarico 2024). YouTube Music (8.9%)
leverages its seamless integration with YouTube (Rosyadi 2024). Lastly, the French brand Deezer

(1.5%) has a small market share due to the competition from larger players (Garret 2024).
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3.1. Digital Business Models and Digital Services
Digitalisation and the development of the Internet of Things have brought a shift in consumer
expectations and preferences, defined by a need for personalised, adaptive, and immediate services
accessible on-demand (i.e., anytime and anywhere) (Leimester, Osterle, Alter 2014). Many
services are now available just a click away, which has reinforced consumers’ power, enabling
them to easily switch to a competitor in case of dissatisfaction with their current offering (Wirtz,
Schilke, Ullrich 2010). Hence, companies have had to redesign their business models to identify
novel approaches for creating and capturing value in a user-driven market with a strong focus on
usability and user experience, thereby demanding business innovation (Wirtz, Schilke, Ullrich

2010).

3.1.1 Digital Business Models

In the digital services sphere, three types of business models have emerged as the most prevalent
sources of revenue: ad-sponsored free service, subscription-based and transactional (Taherdoost
2023). The first model enables services to offer their product free of charge to consumers,
generating revenue from advertising and leveraging the masses with the potential to reach high
user traffic (Kumar 2014). Subscription-based models charge users a fee, usually paid monthly or
annually, to access the services (Anderson 2009). Hybrid variants of this model are also employed
by companies to leverage the benefits of different sources of revenue — the case of Freemium will
be discussed in this section. Lastly, in the transactional model, users must pay each time they prefer
to access specific content (Taherdoost 2023). This corresponds to how digital music was first

consumed, mainly when users of a service would download a song by paying for an individual
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track. Given the topic of this research, music streaming platforms adopt subscription-based

models, often with a hybrid structure thus, the literature review will centre on this.

The case of Freemium in subscription-based models

Within subscription-based, many digital services, including music streaming platforms, operate
using a two-tiered model known as Freemium, which offers both free and paid product versions
(Papies, Eggers, Wlomert 2010). According to Anderson (2009), this revenue model involves
providing a free version of a product to attract users and encourage them to upgrade to a premium
version for an additional fee. In the context of music streaming platforms, companies provide
streaming access to a comprehensive music library in ad-supported versions, albeit with certain
restrictions, such as limited skipping of songs, unsupported offline listening, and/or shuffle-based
experience (i.e., users cannot select specific songs from a playlist). These restrictions are removed
when users upgrade to a premium subscription plan, which unlocks additional features.

Research by Boudreau, Jeppesen and Miric (2022) highlights that continuous platform usage,
especially over a long time, fosters brand loyalty, enhances perceived product value and
accumulates user-created materials on a platform. All these factors may influence users’
willingness to pay for a premium product. From a business perspective, Freemium’s key advantage
lies in its ability to attract a substantial volume of new users by making the service broadly
available to anyone, thereby increasing the potential user base (Kumar, 2014). According to
Wagner, Benlian and Hess (2014), incorporating a free offering within digital services constitutes
a particularly strategic approach, especially for businesses operating in markets characterised by
direct network effects. This model facilitates the creation of a large user base, thereby increasing
the service’s value as more individuals join a platform and share their created playlist over the
network (Wagner, Benlian and Hess 2014). However, Boudreau, Jeppesen and Miric (2022) point

out that attaining a large customer base through free users is only beneficial if the associated lost
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revenue is effectively outweighed. Additionally, Kumar (2014) underlines that Freemium enables
platforms to directly target potential paying customers, as existing free users may develop a
positive attitude toward the service, ultimately leading them to upgrade to a paid subscription.
Focusing on converting existing free users allows music streaming platforms to reduce costs linked

to customer acquisition by limiting significant investments in marketing promotions.

Succeeding at Freemium

For the Freemium model to succeed, companies must adopt a well-defined competitive strategy,
robust business model components, and strategic decision-making processes, otherwise, it may
threaten the generation of sustainable profits (Holm and Giinzel-Jensen 2017). Businesses need to
persuade sufficient free users to convert to premium plans, which may be difficult to accept once
a zero-cost option is anchored in consumers’ minds (Gu, Kannan and Ma 2019). Many users may
experience a zero-price effect wherein they develop a positive affective evaluation of a free
platform version (Niemand, Mai and Kraus 2019). This, in turn, reinforces users’ perceived benefit
of a free-of-charge option and reduces their nonmonetary barrier — being more accepting of
limitations (i.e., ads and restricted listening) (Niemand, Mai and Kraus 2019). This may result in
free users perceiving greater value in the free service than they should and failing to develop a
positive attitude towards the premium product, potentially reducing their likelihood of conversion
(Niemand, Mai and Kraus 2019). Often, this is due to a lack of perceived added value in upgrading
to a premium version — either because the benefits are not well communicated or understood by
users or because the free version closely resembles the premium. On this matter, Wagner, Benlian
and Hess (2014) describe the functionality resemblance between a platform’s free and premium
offering (i.e., “premium fit”) as a crucial trade-off to carefully manage. They argue that a high
premium fit where a free version shares significant functionality with the premium product helps

persuade users of a product’s quality but may simultaneously limit incentives to convert (Wagner,
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Benlian and Hess 2014). Hence, music streaming platforms strategically attempt to reduce the
premium fit to create a significant functional difference between the two versions to encourage
upgrades and avoid limitations (Wagner, Benlian and Hess 2014). Moreover, firms may also
improve the attractiveness of the premium offering by introducing additional content or innovative
features to the paid service, which will translate into further value for users (Li, Sanjay and P.K
2019).

By applying a Freemium model to Netflix, Niemand, Mai and Kraus (2019) investigated the
factors driving consumers’ probability to switch to a premium offering through conjoint analysis.
They identified price as the most significant factor, having a negative effect on consumers’ choice,
with lower price levels being consistently preferred. Additionally, feature levels that provided
more value to the service were found to positively influence overall choice (Niemand, Mai and
Kraus 2019). The success of a Freemium model, therefore, depends on the innovative approach to
deliver value to both free and premium offerings (Holm and Giinzel-Jensen 2017).

Additional mechanisms can be implemented by companies to support conversion. Digital products
are often goods that need to be experienced prior to purchase to assess their true value (Boudreau,
Jeppesen and Miric 2022). In this regard, research has demonstrated that free trials are successful
tools for creating positive attitudes toward a platform and boosting conversions (Liu, Au and Choi
2014). However, platforms offering free samples of their premium product must implement
restrictions — storage capacity, time, or content quantity — to prevent the functional equivalence of
the sample, which may otherwise lead to substitution (Li, Jain and Kannan 2019). Alternatively,
platforms might introduce a higher-priced premium tier to make the current paid offering more
appealing, thereby capitalising on the middle-compromise effect (Gu, Kannan and Ma 2019).

Lastly, music streaming platforms should use market segmentation to differentiate their user
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segments to elaborate a specific conversion strategy with effective mechanisms (Sciglimpaglia and

Raafat 2022).

Advertisement as a key instrument in Freemium models

For businesses adopting Freemium models, the presence of advertisements serves as a key point
of difference between free and premium offerings (Gu, Kannan and Ma 2018). It is a source of
revenue for platforms to finance the availability of a free platform whilst attempting to convert
users to upgrade to a premium plan (Tég 2009). Advertisement in music streaming platforms,
therefore, functions as an instrument for conversion, either through the content of the ad itself or
the reaction it elicits from users. The former approach employs ads as a direct promotional tool for
platform upgrades, highlighting the benefit of an interrupted listening experience unlocked by
upgrading to a paid plan. This pain point is made particularly salient to free users as the audio ads
are played in between song tracks. In their research, Alodia and Qastharin (2024) suggest that such
ads, if relevant and informative, can strengthen consumers’ attitudes toward the premium offering
and positively influence their purchase decisions. However, excessive exposure to ads may be
perceived as intrusive, resulting in negative attitude formation, potentially leading to free users
using the platform less or even churning (Alodia and Qastharin 2024). Furthermore, according to
Alodia and Qastharin (2024), the nuisance provoked by repetitive ads can push free users to
upgrade to a premium plan to avoid such irritation, indicating that this is especially prevalent for
younger users aged 18 to 24 as they highly prefer convenience.

Secondly, advertisements act as a conversion incentive due to consumers’ natural avoidance of
them. Although ads do not hold a monetary value per se, ads represent an implicit form of price
for consumers translated as an investment of their time and attention, which consumers still
attribute a value to (Papies, Eggers, Wlomert 2010; Goli et al. 2024). When deciding whether to

remain on the free version or upgrade, consumers evaluate the utility they derive from accessing
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the service for free, albeit with some limitations, against the perceived cost, which results in their
degree of ad avoidance (Papies, Eggers, Wlomert. 2010). This helps explain why some users may
find value in an ad-supported version, and it provides a base for consumers’ scepticism of ads.
Several studies have found that the level of intrusiveness of ads and the extent to which they disrupt
a user’s goal achievement whilst navigating a platform are predictors of ad avoidance (Cho and
Hongsik 2004; Baek and Marimoto 2012; Li and Huang 2016; Riedel et al. 2024). When users are
frequently exposed to ads and feel interrupted by unsolicited pop-ups or audio ads during music
playback, their irritation level is exacerbated. This, in turn, motivates their tendency to avoid ads
as users construct a certain psychological reactance after perceiving a loss of autonomy or freedom
about their consumption desires (Baek and Marimoto 2012; Riedel et al. 2024). Examining the
degree of consumer adoption towards ads, Li and Cheng (2014) argued that consumers unfamiliar
with ad exposure are more likely to feel at ease with ad-free online content, while those accustomed
to online advertisements are more prone to adapt to them. Moreover, studies have also underlined
concerns about privacy as a factor directly influencing users’ likelihood to seek ad-free services
(Baek and Marimoto, 2012; Li and Huang 2016).

Consequently, increased intrusive advertisement is often also a mechanism implemented by digital
services to decrease the perceived utility of their free version to move users towards a premium
upgrade (Tag 2009). Nevertheless, as previously mentioned, advertisements could also produce
strong negative outcomes such as churning. Hence, digital platforms must balance the trade-offs
of advertisement to ensure it remains an effective conversion mechanism and a reliable source of
revenue for their free version. Regarding this, a potential approach is through personalisation and
tailoring the ad content based on the user’s preferences and interests, thereby increasing its

relevance (Baek and Marimoto, 2012; De Keyzer, Dens and De Pelsmacker, 2015). These studies
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suggest that these may limit ad avoidance, although Li and Huang (2016) warn that the latter may
be accentuated if utility derived from the ad personalisation does not compensate for the privacy
concerns it may raise. According to research conducted by Riedel et al. (2024), freemium services
may also introduce control features to allow users to manage their ad exposure, resulting in a lower
perceived level of intrusiveness. Depending on their goal, these control mechanisms may include
options for skipping ads, choosing the preferred type and timing of advertisements, as well as

displaying a countdown of the ad’s length (Riedel et al. 2024).

3.1.2 Digital Services

Researchers have characterised digital platforms as being highly dynamic and inherently
contingent (Mackenzie 2018; Nieborg and Poell 2018). Their evolution and success depend on
three factors, mainly the objectives imposed by the company, the strategic actions taken by their
competitors, and the evolving consumer behaviours (Van Dijck 2013; Sanz 2014). Different

approaches are taken by digital platforms to generate value both for their users and for themselves.

Approaches to enhance consumer purchase intentions in digital services

The relationship between perceived value and purchase intention, as previously discussed, extends
beyond music streaming platforms. Indeed, these factors must be considered by every streaming
service when analysing consumers’ willingness to pay, given that consumers are more likely to
purchase a product or service they deem valuable and enjoyable (Wang, Yeh and Liao 2013).
Therefore, digital services must innovate their platforms to address evolving consumer needs
driven by technological advancements. In the case of music streaming platforms, for instance, the
users’ listening experience must be enhanced through engaging features, as it is considered to be
an inherently enjoyable activity (Wang, Yeh and Liao 2013). Nonetheless, utilitarian benefits such

as quality and convenience also drive consumers’ perceptions of value (Wang, Yeh and Liao 2013;
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Mulla 2022). Under these circumstances, the development of technological components and
enhancement of functionality should be combined with entertaining features for a digital service
to be considered useful and, therefore, valuable (Wang, Yeh and Liao 2013). Research from Kim
and Kim (2020) also found other hedonic motivations, such as novelty, uniqueness and surprising
aspects of the service content, to be essential attributes that convince users to subscribe to digital
platforms. This underlines the need for digital services to thrive for innovation and stay on top of
consumer trends to be able to incorporate novelty that resonates with consumers’ latest popular

preferences.

Approaches to enhance consumer retention in digital services

The ability to have strong customer loyalty and retention is associated with long-term sustainable
competitive advantage (Bokstrom and Eriksson 2023). This entails that companies must create
successful strategies to ensure that customers feel connected to brands. A study indicated that
“affective commitment was the most powerful driver of customer retention” (Bokstrom and
Eriksson 2023, 17). This type of commitment is linked to how people can have an emotional
attachment to brands and how loyalty is created by psychological bonds (Bokstrom and Eriksson
2023,16-20). Trust and customer satisfaction are the pillars that may build or destroy affective
commitment (Bokstrom and Eriksson 2023). Creating a distinctive and dominant brand personality
can enhance emotional attachment to customer loyalty and increase customer retention (Palomba
2022, 13). Nonetheless, failing to do so will inevitably impact the business negatively. Therefore,
companies can and should improve customer retention by building meaningful emotional
connections. Linking this to digital services, including music streaming, especially those adopting
subscription-based business models, brands must focus on the longevity of subscriptions to achieve
customer retention and competitive advantage (Murali 2016). “Customers will continuously

evaluate the level of satisfaction until the day the satisfaction is not in line with the subscription
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fee” (Bokstrom and Eriksson 2023, 17). This entails that brands must clearly understand what
features consumers value the most and how to leverage those attributes to make them more special.
Additionally, to retain their customers, streaming services should focus on nurturing a competitive
advantage, which can be achieved by emphasising continuous innovation and developing distinct,
relevant and attractive features to continue to set themselves apart from the competition and
provide value to their users (Oydele and Simpson 2018; Skog, Sandberg and Wimelius 2021).
Furthermore, researching the factors that influence users’ intention to renew their subscriptions to
digital services, Becagli et al. (2020) found that perceived pricing value, functional quality, and
hedonic motivations all have a major impact on users’ decision to renew their subscriptions
(Becagli, De Masi, Faraoni, & Zollo, 2020). As the digital music streaming phenomenon gains
traction, user habits surrounding features, such as offline accessibility for convenience, bolster
perceived value, thus increasing loyalty. Users’ perceived enjoyment derived from streaming leads
to active consumer participation, which in turn leads to permanent customer retention (Becagli et
al. 2020).

Additionally, Hracs and Webster (2020) also point out that users stay with a platform as a result
of all the data they have accumulated on the platform over time. A barrier to switching to another
platform is built as users do not want to lose what they have created, nor do they want to rebuild
it from scratch (i.e., saved music libraries or watchlists, trained algorithms, recommended and
personal playlists, and follower count) (Hracs and Webster 2020). Hence, the platform’s assets
and features that allow users to create a service which reflects their personal preferences, also serve

to ensure brand loyalty and customer retention in digital services.

The consumer’s need for connectivity and compatibility

Digital transformation has also redefined consumers’ enduring needs as they increasingly seek

convenience in their lives, demanding time- and effort-efficient services (Reinartz, Wiegand and
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Imschloss 2019). Hence, digital platforms need to emphasise convenience as a key perceived
benefit to consumers. According to Reinartz, Wiegand and Imschloss (2019), one way to foster
convenience-driven value creation is through ambient embeddedness, which is achieved by the
integration of the platform into consumers’ habits via instant and seamless interactions. Given that
consumers listen to music across multiple occasions and devices throughout their day — e.g. at
home, in the office, in the car (Greasley and Lamont 2011) —accessibility and compatibility
become essential for music streaming services. This can be obtained by connecting user data across
channels and continually embedding the digital service into third-party devices and platforms,
enabling music streaming users to listen to music from their phones, computers, car systems and
smart speakers (Reinartz, Wiegand and Imschloss 2019; Skog, Sandberg and Wimelius 2021).
Music and content synchronisation between devices, therefore, allows users to experience
uninterrupted and seamless listening across devices whilst listening to the same song (Skog,
Sandberg and Wimelius 2021). Additionally, when a digital platform is accessible across many
devices, it also reduces its cost of adoption, as no specific device is required, allowing for services
— such as Spotify — to become omnipresent (Skog, Sandberg and Wimelius 2021). Moreover,
ambient embeddedness also applies to the ability to connect to the service or share content across
other platforms (Reinartz, Wiegand and Imschloss 2019), such as using Facebook credentials to

log into apps or sharing songs from the app to Facebook and Instagram.

3.2 Trends

Consumer demand for live music experiences and events

Consumers seek unique and extraordinary experiences or experiential elements that enhance
existing products or services (Gilmore and Pine 2002; Wiedmann et al. 2018). Indeed, although
music is mainly consumed digitally through streaming platforms, it remains a good that individuals

seek to experience in live contexts (Zhang and Negus 2021). Brands must, therefore, acknowledge

19



Group Part

the importance of impactful and unique interactions to boost customer engagement, drive
perceived value, and foster brand loyalty (Wiedmann et al. 2018). Indeed, in a highly competitive
market with content homogeneity, Hracs and Webster (2020) emphasised the importance of music
streaming platforms to “engineer compelling experiences”, notably through exclusive content.
While examining exclusive licensing agreements practices — where artists release a song on a
single platform for a limited time — they argued that these are often ineffective and restrict the
commercial potential of the music (Hracs and Webster 2020). Other experiential practices include
live streaming and virtual music events, particularly popular during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Ducarroz and Albinsson 2023; Hollander-Shabtai and Tzofi 2022). However, by empirically
studying consumers’ likelihood to attend similar events during and post-COVID, Ducarroz and
Albinsson (2023) revealed a significant decline in their intention to participate post-pandemic.
This suggests that in the absence of restrictive circumstances, consumers show a strong preference
for in-person events. These are valued for their authentic experience, characterised by the energy
of the crowd, excitement, and opportunities for physical engagement, which are central to the
enjoyment of these performances (Vandenberg, Berghman and Schaap 2020). Therefore, although
live streaming offers a degree of digital engagement and fosters an artist-fan connection, it may
not be sufficient for music platforms to offer this as sole unique experiences (Hracs and Webster
2020; Ducarroz and Albinsson 2023). This is further supported by the concurrent rise in
consumers’ interest towards live music, even as the popularity of music streaming has grown in
the last decade (Naveed, Watanabe and Neittaanméki 2017). In this regard, music streaming brands
must innovate to deliver distinctive experiences to consumers who demand more enjoyable and

authentic interactions (Wiedmann et al.2018).
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The opportunities provided by live experiences primarily stem from their influence on music
consumption through streaming services. Indeed, research indicates that high-quality live
performances, such as festivals and concerts, increase consumer engagement with music on
streaming services, as fans intensely revisit the artists’ music pre- and post-event (Danielsen and
Kjus 2017). Reciprocally, recorded music and streaming have a positive spillover effect on the live
music market, as consumers’ demand to attend concerts by their preferred artists rises, thereby
leading to a higher willingness to pay for live events (Seifert et al. 2024). Indeed, research indicates
that consumers are willing to pay more for unique products that will enhance their status and
identity (Shipman 2004), thereby suggesting a financial return for businesses that provide
distinctive experiences. Moreover, offering live events may allow streaming platforms to foster a
symbiotic relationship that benefits artists, users and the platforms themselves, thereby addressing
criticisms regarding low royalty payments to artists (Marshall 2015). According to Hracs and
Doreen (2018), such experiences may include ‘salon-style’ concerts with limited seats, private
performances, backstage access, early access to new unreleased projects — songs, video clips, live
shows — and “members only” content. Participating in these unique behind-the-scenes creates a
sense of belongingness to an exclusive circle, fulfilling consumers’ desire for self-actualisation

and authenticity (Hracs and Doreen 2018).

4. Consumer Perceptions — Perceptual Map Analysis

To understand European consumers' perceptions of music streaming platforms, addressing the first
research question, developing a perceptual map was essential. This process simplifies the
understanding of multidimensional data, allowing businesses to gain insights that support informed
decision-making and develop effective marketing strategies (Gigauri 2019). To perform the

analysis, a survey was built, which was grounded in comprehensive research, including an in-depth
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literature review and preliminary insights from experts, ensuring that the selected attributes were
relevant and representative of actual consumer priorities. Constructed via Google Forms, the
survey incorporated pathways, allowing researchers to gather only relevant answers. Using SPSS,
the resulting data was analysed, providing a robust statistical foundation for interpreting consumer

perceptions and mapping each platform’s and association’s position in the perceptual space.

4.1 Methodology for Perceptual Map

4.1.1. Selected Associations and Their Rationale

Based on the extensive literature research (Chapter 3) and the preliminary interviews, 14 key
attributes were identified to analyse consumer perceptions of the five major music streaming
platforms in the study (Figure 1). These attributes were selected to capture both functional and
brand-related aspects of each platform, reflecting the core drivers influencing platform choice and
consumer engagement with the service.

ASSOCIATIONS

Linked both to the Platform’s service and the Brand

I

Intuitive User Algorithm Profile Seamless Cross-
Affordability Convenience Extensiveness 9
Interface relevance Reflection compatibility

Variety of Fun and
y Social Innovative © Trendy Niche Sophisticated
Features Entertaining

Figure 1: Perceptual Map Associations

The platform’s service characteristics serve as the foundation of the analysis, as users expect
platforms to offer affordability, ease of navigation, and relevant content, as highlighted in the

literature (Chapter 3). Given that consumers prioritise easy-to-use interfaces (from the literature,
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Chapter 2) and affordable pricing (consumer interviews), Attributes like "Affordability" and
"Intuitive User Interface" emerged as critical factors in the consumer decision-making process.
Additionally, "Algorithm Relevance" emerged from the literature and the expert interviews as
increasingly important, reflecting the platform's ability to effectively tailor recommendations.
"Convenience”, "Extensiveness", and "Seamless Cross-Compatibility" have been discussed in the
literature review (Chapter 3), where ease of access to music across various contexts (e.g., during
travel or daily routines) is often cited as a key factor. Additionally, users frequently emphasise the
value of platforms with a large catalogue of songs, as it increases the variety and relevance of the
service (Rahmasari et al. 2022).

Building upon these core service features, additional specific attributes were included to assess
how well platforms mirror individual identity, cultural, and aesthetic aspects of each platform.
"Profile Reflection" captures how well a platform’s recommendations align with a user’s unique
musical identity, helping to establish a deeper personal connection with the service. This attribute
emerged strongly in the expert interviews, where the idea of music as a cultural product was
discussed, with platforms like Spotify being noted for their ability to mirror individual tastes and
preferences (Rahmasari et al. 2022). Attributes like "Innovative" and "Trendy" were selected to
understand how users perceive the platform’s relevance within the rapidly evolving music and
technology landscape. "Fun and Entertaining" assesses the broader experience offered by each
service, other than just providing access to music online. The "Social" attribute was highlighted
across both consumer and expert interviews, with users stating that platforms offering social
interaction features enhanced the overall music experience. "Niche" and "Sophisticated" attributes
further refine brand perception, with industry professionals indicating that niche platforms, such

as Deezer, which cater to specific music tastes or cultural backgrounds, create a more tailored

23



Group Part

experience. Instead, "Sophisticated" platforms like Apple Music were associated with higher
perceived quality and premium content.

"Audio Quality" was initially considered an attribute to be included in the analysis, but both the
literature and interview findings suggested that users prioritise more personalised, community-
focused association over technical specifications. Throughout the selection process, several
adjustments were made to align the terminology with consumer perspectives. For example,
"Accessibility" evolved into "Seamless Cross-Compatibility" to emphasise integration across
multiple devices, and "Personal" became "Profile Reflection" to better reflect how a platform
connects with user identity and preferences.

4.1.2. Structure of the Survey

The survey was designed to assess customer’s familiarity with music streaming platforms.
Screening questions were placed at the beginning to ensure that participants were European or
European residents with notable exposure to streaming services. An additional sub-screening
question allowed to exclude from the analysis individuals who, despite frequently listening to
music, had limited awareness of streaming platforms. To reach a broader audience and facilitate
survey completion, the questionnaire was also translated by the researchers (who are native
speakers) in Italian, French, and Portuguese. Participants could select their preferred language at
the beginning of the survey.

After the screening questions were answered and irrelevant responses were excluded from the next
section, participants were inquired about their perception of the 14 selected associations. Each
association was better explained to convey an abstract meaning to respondents. For instance,
“Social” was presented as “refers to how much the platform fosters community involvement and

allows users to connect with others: as users, you perceive you are part of a big group”. Responses
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were then collected using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly
Agree,” ensuring consistent and interpretable data. This was also chosen to have the possibility for
a neutral option. This would be particularly useful for participants who may not have a specific
opinion about an association or a platform or who are unfamiliar with a particular one. The Likert
scale was adapted for each attribute to measure the degree to which respondents associated each
platform with specific characteristics. For example, for the "Social" association, the response
options were translated into “Not social at all,” “Not social,” “Neutral,” “Social,” and “Very
social,” providing tailored scales that facilitated precise evaluations. Lastly, to obtain
comprehensive demographic insights, the survey included questions regarding age, gender,
education and occupational levels, as well as music streaming habits (e.g., platform preference and

listening frequency).

4.1.3. Data Collection

The survey was distributed through multiple channels, including social media platforms (i.e.,
Instagram, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp), word of mouth (i.e., friends, family, and colleagues), and
online forums (i.e., Survey Circle and Survey Swap). This distribution strategy was designed to
capture a diverse demographic range of European consumers. Engagement was monitored
throughout the collection period, with follow-up reminders sent to maximise participation. This
approach proved to be effective, increasing response rates and supporting a robust dataset. The
collection period ran from October 21st to October 28th, providing adequate time for gathering
responses. After the collection period, responses were reviewed, and non-sample-relevant

submissions were excluded to ensure data quality and integrity.
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4.1.4. Statistical Analysis Techniques

To translate the collected data into the perceptual space, statistical methods such as Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) and Factor Analysis (FA) were applied (DeCoster 1998). The analysis
was conducted using SPSS software, employing a Varimax rotation of the resulting components
to clarify associations and better enhance the interpretability within the perceptual map (IBM
2017). PCA was implemented to streamline the dataset by merging highly correlated attributes
into two principal components, which were then used as axes on the map (DeCoster 1998).

The Varimax rotation was applied to make the results more interpretable by adjusting the factor
loadings. In this analysis, attributes often have loadings across multiple factors, making it
challenging to identify which attributes are most strongly associated with each factor (Stephanie
2018). Varimax Rotation is an orthogonal rotation method that aims to simplify the interpretation
of factors by maximising the variance of squared loadings of each factor. This means it adjusts the
components so that each attribute has a high loading on only one factor, making the components
as distinct as possible. The goal is to achieve a "simple structure" where each component is clearly
associated with a small number of associations (Finch 2011).

The multidimensional approach allowed the map to extend beyond simple two-axis analyses,
enabling deeper insights into the competitive positioning of each music streaming platform and

providing a better understanding of their perceived strengths and weaknesses.

5. Consumer Preferences — Conjoint Analysis

To address the second research question about identifying the most preferred attributes of music
streaming platforms by European consumers, a conjoint analysis methodology was conducted. To
perform the empirical study, a survey was created, encompassing a selected set of attributes and

corresponding levels. The platform Conjointly was used to construct the survey, which asked
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respondents to choose their preferred platform profile out of the presented alternatives and
collected demographics to ensure the sample’s relevance for the study. The results were then
analysed using both the report from Conjointly and Excel to draw on significant insights into
European consumers’ preferences when selecting a music streaming platform. Lastly, a
segmentation analysis of the results was also performed to explore how preferences differ across

relevant consumer segments.

5.1.  Methodology for Conjoint Analysis

5.1.1. Selected Attributes and Levels and Their Rationale

The attributes included in this study were selected based on insights from the literature review
(Chapter 3) and the preliminary interviews. Initially, a list of 11 attributes was considered,
however, this list was refined by excluding those elements that respondents might find challenging
to comprehend or that were deemed non-essential based on insights from the interviews. These
will be mentioned and explained at the end of this section. Ultimately, seven attributes were chosen
for the survey— in line with the upper limit recommended by the platform Conjointly and because
additional attributes could potentially overwhelm respondents. The final attributes and the

corresponding levels used for analysis are summarised in the following table.

Table 1: Overview of Attributes and levels selected for conjoint study

Attributes Levels
Brand e Spotify

e Apple Music
e Deezer
e Amazon Music
¢  YouTube Music

Advertisement e Non-targeted ads
e Personalised ads
e No ads

Listening Features o Limited features (limited song-skipping, shuffle-based listening (radio
streaming), no lyrics)
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o Medium features (limited skipping, on-demand listening (can directly
play the exact song in the playlist), no lyrics)

o All features (unlimited skipping, on-demand listening (can directly play
the exact song in the playlist), lyrics available)

Access Mode e Online only
e Offline & Online

Music Curation e None
Recommendation e Generic: Popular & mainstream music recommendation (based on top
charts & top artists)
e Personalised recommendation (Song radio: play similar songs
automatically, “Made for you” playlists, Discover: based on your taste)

Social & Community e Basic (share playlist on social media)
features e Standard (collaborative playlists, follow friends)
o Advanced (in-app messaging, artist broadcast channel — like on Insta)
Price e Free (0€)
* written in alignment with e 4,99€/ month
European pricing standards e 9,99€/ month
e 15,99€/ month

The inclusion of these attributes with the levels chosen in the survey is explained according to the
subsequent motivations.

Brands: Brands were included as an attribute because, as highlighted in the market overview
(Chapter 2) and consumer interviews, consumers exhibit strong preferences for specific brands,
which may influence their decision-making. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Spotify”, “Apple Music”,
“Amazon Music”, “YouTube Music”, and “Deezer” were chosen for this study as they are the
most prominent in Europe.

Advertisement: The literature (Chapter 3) underlined that advertisements are perceived by
consumers as the cost of a free digital platform, allowing them to distinguish free from premium
versions. Hence, it is crucial to consider how it shapes consumers’ preferences. The level “No
Ads” was included to represent the current premium offering of digital services. Two
advertisement levels, “Personalised Ads” and “Non-Targeted Ads”, were included since the

literature (Chapter 3) suggests that personalisation may reduce the perceived ad intrusiveness.

28



Group Part

Hence, it is hypothesised that personalised ads may be more prone to drive a positive attitude
towards choosing a free ad-supported service rather than non-targeted ads.

Listening features: Although existing literature provides limited insight into users’ preferred

listening features, consumer interviews highlighted the importance of elements such as lyrics and
skipping ability — often representing advantages or pain points of certain platforms. Taking the
most prevalent features linked to music listening, these were combined to construct three levels to
account for varying user preferences: a limited-feature basic option, an intermediary medium-level
and a premium feature offering.

Access Mode: The digital consumer appreciates always available and accessible services, as
mentioned in the literature review (Chapter 3). Additionally, for younger generations in particular,
music is frequently listened to whilst travelling or commuting, thereby requiring offline access.
Therefore, access mode was selected to assess if the possibility of downloading content influences
consumers’ choices for streaming services. Two levels can be derived from this attribute: content
available “Online Only” versus “Offline & Online” (i.e., allowing content downloads).

Music _curation recommendation: From the experts’ interviews, the quality of music

recommendation and playlist personalisation emerged as essential factors for a good platform.
Moreover, personalisation and a greater extent of personalisation are factors that drive choice,
according to the literature (Chapter 3). This attribute was categorised into three levels: “None,”
“Generic” (popular & mainstream music recommendation) and “Personalised” recommendation.
The level “None” was included as some interviewed consumers mentioned they only listen to their
own created playlist. “Generic” corresponds to playlists curated based on local and global top
charts, popular songs and artists. “Personalised” relates to playlists and recommendations tailored

to a user’s listening history and taste.
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Social & community features: The social aspect of music streaming platforms, especially features

allowing user interaction, was mentioned as crucial according to our third expert (Chapter 4) —
expecting these to develop further. This attribute aims to explore consumers’ preferences for in-
app social features through three levels — “Basic”, “Standard”, and “Advanced” — corresponding
to varying degrees of user interaction.

Price: This attribute was included for its influence on consumers’ decision-making when
comparing options based on their willingness to pay. As freemium business models are prevalent
in music streaming platforms (Chapter 3), the “Free” price level had to be included to represent
the platforms’ zero-cost version. The “4,99€”, “9,99€”, and “15,99€” levels were defined after
computing the average of current prices for each type of subscription plan across platforms in
European countries (see Appendix Table 9). To make the prices more competitive and consistent
with typical subscription tiers, which often end in “99 cents” (Hilger 2018), these were rounded,
resulting in the previously mentioned levels. ‘Price per month’ was set to reflect the common

payment frequency of subscription tiers for music streaming platforms across Europe.

The attributes initially considered but eventually excluded from the study due to limited relevance
or feasibility for inclusion are “Audio Quality”, “Music Library Size”, “Device Compatibility
(including syncing)”, “Non-Music Content”, and “Type of Subscription Plan”. Audio quality was
excluded as it was difficult to define levels meaningful to respondents. Measuring units such as bit
rate (kbps) or audio frequency range (kHz) were deemed too technical to comprehend for the
average music listener, while low, medium and high quality were considered overly abstract.
Concerning this, expert interviews further underlined the average user’s difficulty in perceiving

audio quality differences and audio devices (i.e., wireless Bluetooth) may also negatively impact

sound quality (Butterworth 2020). Following consumers’ and experts’ interviews, device
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compatibility, non-music content, type of subscription plan and music library size were
deprioritised as they did not appear as key differentiators in consumer decision-making due to all
brands offering largely the same services.

5.1.2. Structure of the Survey

The questionnaire for the conjoint analysis was constructed with the platform Conjointly due to its
ease of use, automated experiment setup and data extraction report, which facilitated the analysis.
For this study, a choice-based conjoint was employed as opposed to a rating-based conjoint, so
respondents selected their preferred product instead of assigning a score to each profile based on
their preference (Rao 2014). The purpose of choosing this method is due to its ability to produce
results with high predictive power and accuracy (Elrod, Louviere and Davey 1992). This approach
is also more realistic, being closer to how purchasing behaviour is stimulated in the real world
where individuals prefer to buy one product over another, and it allows to avoid scale biases (Rao
2014). Additionally, this method was more appropriate to convey trade-offs between product
attributes by requiring respondents to compare whole products, thereby better reflecting the
relative importance of attributes (Rao 2014). Moreover, the study was designed as a brand-specific
conjoint to integrate brands as an attribute, allowing for partworth utilities to be generated for each
brand (Conjointly 2024a), which is more suitable for identifying how preferences may differ across
them.

The questionnaire for the conjoint was divided into five sections: introduction to the survey,
screening section, block of conjoint, demographics questions, and additional questions regarding
music listening behaviour (see structure and questions in Table 10 in Appendix). As for the
perceptual map, after accessing the survey’s link, respondents could choose the language between

English, Portuguese, French, and Italian to accommodate the participants’ nationality and to gather
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more responses (Figure 7 in Appendix). The introduction explained the aim of the research and
provided the task to be completed in addition to prompting respondents to preferably access the
survey from their laptop for optimal interface. Furthermore, two screening questions were included
to ensure that respondents were European residents and familiar with the concept of music
streaming platforms, verifying their relevance for the market and research topic.

Following this, respondents had to answer the block of conjoint questions — for the layout, please
refer to Figure 8 in Appendix. In each choice-set, respondents had to select one platform profile
out of five combination alternatives created automatically by Conjointly. To avoid arbitrary
responses, the option “None of the Above” was also included to refrain respondents from choosing
an alternative if they would not consider buying it, thereby reflecting a real-life scenario. The
maximum number of choice-sets was optimised by Conjointly. The order of the platform
alternatives within each choice-set was randomised to avoid biases and ensure all levels were
considered during the respondents’ comparison process. However, to facilitate the survey’s
comprehension and provide stability, the order of the attributes across sets was fixed. To assist
respondents’ visual processing, key words describing the level were highlighted in bold and, where
relevant, a visual image was included to support the text. To identify areas of improvement, no
attribute level was prohibited for a specific brand. This approach aimed to test consumers’ interest
in features that are not currently provided by certain brands — e.g., Apple Music does not currently
offer a free version. However, to avoid unrealistic scenarios incompatible with a profitable
Freemium model (Chapter 3), the price-level “Free” was prohibited from being paired with any
premium element — “No Ads”, “All Features Available” for listening and “Advanced” for the

social feature attribute. (Figure 9 in Appendix).
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After the conjoint questions, demographic parameters related to respondents’ gender, age,
nationality, education level and occupation were inquired. In the last part, respondents’ music
behaviour was explored with questions regarding their professional musical experience, platform
usage, subscription plan, listening frequency and situations in which they listen to music. This
section aimed at gathering data which constitutes discriminant variables describing the music
profile of respondents to investigate preferences of relevant segments explored later in this chapter.

5.1.3. Data Collection

During its construction and before its launch, the questionnaire was continuously tested by each
researcher, both on mobile and desktop devices, to ensure correct pathways and layout. This also
ensured the accurate verification of translations as each researcher was a native speaker of at least
one of the survey’s additional languages. Furthermore, the preview link was shared with selected
friends and family members to assess their comprehension of the conjoint parameters. This
feedback was used to improve the formulation of attribute levels, helping to guarantee they were
clearly understood as intended by the researchers. During this process, detailed level descriptions
in italics and brackets were added for the attributes “listening features”, “music curation
recommendation”, and “social & community features”, as these were described as ambiguous.
However, this adjustment made the profile sets visually text-heavy (Figure 8 in Appendix),
requiring additional time to process, read and distinguish among platform alternatives, as noted by
some participants after launch. Once finalised, the preview link was shared with the thesis advisor
for final approval.

Following Conjointly’s recommendation to gather at least 500 responses for meaningful analysis,
the survey was shared from October 3™ to October 18™ to maximise the response rate. The

questionnaire was distributed to family and friends privately as well as on multiple platforms such
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as Instagram, WhatsApp group chats, Facebook, LinkedIn, X, Reddit, Survey Swap and Survey
Circle. Given the more user-friendly interface of the conjoint block when accessed from a laptop,
a suggestion of using a PC was included when sharing the survey. This initiative aimed to optimise

respondents’ experience and minimise early termination of the survey.

5.2. Results
The analysis is supported by data retrieved from Conjointly and additional tools provided by the
platform, such as pivot tables and segmentation. This section will define the study’s sample size
and outline its characteristics. Following, the report’s findings will be analysed in terms of brand
preference, attribute importance, preference for levels and a ranked list of concepts.

5.2.1. Sample Characteristics

The conjoint study gathered 672 survey entries during the two weeks it was active however, 408
corresponded to individuals who opened the survey but did not complete it, being removed by the
program. Additionally, 62 responses were classified as incomplete or excluded by Conjointly due
to participants’ low-quality behaviour (i.e., minimal mouse movement, fast responses, failure to
view or scroll through all alternatives). Following Q2 and Q3, 31 respondents were screened out
as they were not relevant to the study. Therefore, the final sample size for analysis includes 171
respondents (25.4% of all entries), corresponding to completed surveys with relevant and good-
quality responses. 80.6% of the excluded responses were from participants who accessed the
survey via their mobile. This may be due to the survey being shared on social platforms where
users opened the link out of curiosity without answering or due to the mobile interface, which is
less user-friendly and makes processing choice sets more difficult on smaller screens.

With 80.2% for McFadden's pseudo-R?, the report demonstrates a strong goodness of fit, indicating

that 80.2% of the variation in the data is explained by the model. This high value suggests that
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respondents displayed clear preferences for features, which are accurately conveyed in the report
produced by Conjointly (Conjointly 2024b). In total, the option “None of the above” was chosen

only 3.7% of the time.

Gender distribution

The sample consisted of 97 females, 73 males and 1 participant identifying as “other” (Table 11
in Appendix). This suggests a relatively balanced distribution, with a slight majority of women

(56.7% compared to 42.7% for men).

Age distribution

All age groups were represented at least once in the sample. However, the distribution is strongly
left-skewed, with a large portion of respondents (150 individuals) belonging primarily to
Generation Z or Millennials (Table 11 in Appendix). Indeed, the majority of the sample (56.1%)
was aged 18 to 24, followed by 29.2% in the 25 to 34 age group and 2.3% under 18. The remaining
12.3% fall accordingly across other age groups: 9 respondents in the 35 to 44 age range (5.3%),
five between 45 and 54 (2.9%), six between 55 and 64 (3.5%) and one respondent over 64. A
potential reason for the overrepresentation of younger audiences is the survey’s distribution
approach through social media platforms such as Instagram and WhatsApp groups. Nevertheless,
this sample still aligns with the typical user profile of digital services (Chapter 3), and most music
streaming platform users are between 18 and 34 years old (Khanna, Sundararajan and Jayashree
2022). This indicates that although the sample may not fully represent the overall population, it

reflects the preferences of the predominant user group.

Nationality diversity

With respondents from 25 different countries, the sample is diverse in terms of nationalities. The
top five countries represented were Italy (21.6%), Germany (17.5%), and Portugal (11.1%),

followed by the UK (8.8%) and France and Belgium, both accounting for 7.6% each. A full list of
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nationalities is provided in Table 12 in Appendix. These results are not surprising given that the

study’s researchers come from various countries and reside in different locations.

Educational and occupational distribution

Most respondents had attained some form of higher education, with 48% holding a bachelor’s
degree, 39.8% a master’s degree, and 2.3% a PhD or professional degree (Table 11 in Appendix).
8.8% possessed a high school diploma or equivalent, while 1.2% had not attended formal
education. These results deviate from the average educational level achieved in Europe, which is
lower (OECD 2023). However, considering the high percentage of younger respondents, this
aligns with current trends as nowadays, younger generations increasingly pursue higher levels of
education than in the past (OECD 2023).

Regarding occupation (Table 11 in Appendix), 94 respondents (55%) were students, followed by
61 employed respondents (35.7%), six unemployed individuals (3.5%)), five self-employed (2.9%),

4 in other occupations (2.3%) and one retired respondent.

Music experience, usage of streaming platforms and listening behaviour

The music experience breakdown of the survey revealed that 93% of respondents (159 individuals)
had no background in the music sector. The remaining 7% consisted mainly of musicians (41.7%),
singers (33.3%), DIJs/producers (25%), composers (16.7%), and one music technician/audio
engineer (8.3%) (see Table 13 in Appendix).

Most respondents (97.7%) were users of music streaming platforms, with 167 out of 171 answering
affirmatively. Among the non-user participants, the majority were male, with half belonging to the
18-24 age group and the others aged between 25 and 34. Interestingly, they indicated listening to
music daily, though it remains unclear how.

Among the users of music streaming platforms (n=167), Spotify emerged as the most popular,
with 81.4% of the sample indicating it as their primary platform. This aligns with Spotify’s
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dominant market position, as discussed in Chapter 2, and is supported by the consumer interviews
in Chapter 4. The other platforms ranked as follows: YouTube Music (8.4%), Apple Music (7.8%),
Amazon Music (1.8%) and Deezer (0.6%) with one user. Despite the market trends highlighted in
Chapter 2, YouTube Music was the second most used platform by respondents rather than Apple
Music, which may accurately reflect respondents’ actual preferences. However, although logos
were included in the survey, it may be due to respondents confusing YouTube Music with
YouTube, a possibility already noted during consumer interviews. None of the respondents
selected SoundCloud, Tidal or Qobuz, reinforcing the assumption that these platforms are not
commonly used as primary music sources in Europe and supporting their exclusion from the
analysis. In terms of subscription type (Table 13 in Appendix), respondents were predominantly
subscribed to either a family plan (37.7%) or a student account (24.6%). Given the young, student-
heavy demographic, it suggests that many respondents shared a family plan instead of a student
subscription as it is more advantageous financially. Based on an overview of the platforms’
subscription prices (Table 9 in Appendix), a student plan costs between 3,49€ and 6,06€, while a
family plan shared among six members amounts to a maximum of 3,33€ per person. Moreover,
19.2% of respondents used their platform’s free version, while 17.4% paid for an individual
subscription. Only 2 participants used a duo plan, suggesting limited interest in this tier.

Regarding music listening habits (Table 13 in Appendix), the majority of respondents (66.1%)
reported listening to music daily, 15.8% frequently (5-6 days per week), 14% sometimes, 2.9%
rarely (1-2 days per week) and 1.2% listened only a few times per month, but not weekly.
Respondents reported a wide range of occasions for listening to music, with most selecting
between five and eight situations (Figure 10 and Figure 11 in Appendix). This indicates that

individuals engage with music across different daily aspects and various situations, as suggested
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by the literature. The most frequent activities included commuting (80.1%) or during long travels
(70.8%) and exercising (69.6%). Other popular situations consisted of during work or study
(60.8%) and social gatherings (56.7%). Less frequent occasions included showering and getting

ready (50.3%) and using music as background noise (32.8%).

To summarise, the respondents of this study were predominantly young individuals from
Generation Z and Millennials, residing primarily in Western Europe, and were mostly students or
employed professionals. The majority had experience with music streaming platforms, most being
Spotify users, and were subscribed to a student or a family plan or used the free version.
Respondents listened to music frequently, daily, and on various occasions. This aligns with the
consumer profile established in Chapter 3; thus, the following findings should largely represent
the preferences of the typical user of music streaming platforms.

5.2.2. Correlation Among Variables and Pivot Tables

A correlation analysis was performed to assess whether respondents’ sociodemographic
characteristics influenced their music profiles. Given that all variables were categorical,
contingency tables were constructed using the statistical software Jamovi to automatically conduct
the analysis. Due to low counts in some categories producing expected frequencies below 1,
Fisher’s exact test was used instead of the Chi-Square test of independence (Frost 2023). This
statistical method evaluates whether differences in proportions between two categorical variables
are significant, aiming to reject the null hypothesis (Ho) of no association between the variables
(Frost 2023). The table below provides an overview of the p-values obtained, with highlighted
cells indicating tests where Ho can be rejected (p-value < 0.05), implying an association between

the variables considering a 5% level of significance.
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Table 2: Overview of p-values for Fisher's exact test between variables

Music Type of Users of | Platform |Subscription| Listening
Gender Age Country | Education |Occupation | Experience | Experience | Platforms | Preference Plan Frequency
Gender
Age 0.051
Country 0.112* <0.001*
Education 0.580 <0.001* 0.019*
Occupation 0.032 <0.001* 0.364* 0.008*
Music Experience (yes/no) 0.190 0.732 0.363 0.369 0.498
Type of Experience 0.107 0.733* 0.307* 0.248 0.736* <0.001
Users of Platforms (yes/no) 0.331 0.792 0.581* 1.000 0.226 1.000 1.000
Platform Preference 0.260 <0.001* 0.592* 0.130* 0.040* 0.374 0.471* <0.001
Subscription Plan 0.006 0.062* 0.047* 0.036* 0.052* 1.000 0.881* <0.001 <0.001*
Listening Frequency 0.670 0.003* 0.427* 0.215* 0.454 0.836 0.848 1.000 0.401* 0.100*

* p-values estimated using the Monte Carlo Simulation computational method

Notably, age influenced the platform respondents were subscribed to, as well as their music
listening frequency. Younger respondents (18-24) predominantly listened to music daily and
preferred popular platforms such as Spotify, with 90% of this group using it as their primary
service. Similarly, 93% of respondents who reported listening daily belonged to the 18-24 or 25-
34 age groups. Amazon Music appeared to be more popular among individuals above 45 years
old. Additionally, subscription plan type was associated with gender, nationality, education level,
and primary platform choice. Most Spotify users (42.7%) subscribed to a family plan, while those
using free versions predominantly used Spotify (62.5%) or YouTube Music (31.3%). The majority
of respondents with a student subscription plan were Spotity (82%) or Apple Music (15%) users.

5.2.3. Preferences Analysis and Findings

Brand preferences

Figure 2 presents the estimated average preferences for the various combinations of the platform’s
concept variants within each brand, as generated by Conjointly. The violin plot’s width illustrates
the spread of scores for different feature combinations shown to respondents during the survey
(Conjointly 2024c). The diamond marker within each violin corresponds to the median value,

which serves as a basis for interpreting brand preferences (Conjointly 2024c).
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Figure 2: Distribution of Preferences for Brands

The observed medians revealed that preferences follow the order depicted by worldwide market
shares discussed in Chapter 2, considering only the study’s selected brands. Spotify emerged as
the leading brand, with respondents exhibiting the strongest preference for its concept variants,
reflected in the highest score of 35.8. Apple Music ranked second with a median score of 1.7,
followed by Amazon Music (-7.3). YouTube Music closely followed in fourth place with a median
of -7.6, while Deezer came last with the least appealing platform profiles, scoring a median value
of -20.5.

The clear preference toward Spotify suggests that brands hold significant importance to
consumers. This may also be explained by brand loyalty, as most respondents were existing
Spotify users, potentially influencing their likelihood to favour profiles containing the platform
they were familiar with. Conversely, Deezer’s poor performance may be attributed to the
platform’s limited brand recognition and niche perception, which aligns with its position in the
perceptual map’s component plot (Chapter 4). Although relatively few respondents were users of
Apple Music, YouTube Music and Amazon Music, they may have been more prone to select these
platforms due to a higher familiarity with their affiliated brands. It is important to note that all
brands were treated equally in the survey without restricting specific features to certain brands.
This approach should guarantee that the relative importance depicted in Figure 2 is not affected by

unrealistic features (i.e., free price level) being assigned only to some brands.
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Relative attribute importance

For each attribute in the survey, the Conjointly report provides their relative importance averaged
across respondents, indicating how significant each attribute is relative to others within a specific
brand, with the total summing to 100% (Conjointly 2024c). The overall attribute partworths
(Figure 3) are computed by averaging each respondent’s utility, derived from the preference range
for attributes’ levels (Conjointly 2024c¢). The relative importance aims to identify which attributes

drive consumer preferences for each music streaming platform included in the study.

Relative Importance of Attributes across Brands
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Figure 3: Relative Importance of Attributes

Across all brands, “Price” emerged as the most valued attribute, with greater importance assigned
to it for Apple Music (33.4%) and Spotify (32%) compared to YouTube Music (27.2%), where
price sensitivity was relatively lower. Respondents’ high price sensitivity aligned with insights
from preliminary interviews, where many consumers highlighted price as a key decision-making
factor. However, the importance of “Price” may have been inflated by the inclusion of “Free”, as
respondents may have disproportionately favoured levels regarded as “extreme”, thereby skewing
the overall attribute’s partworths (Conjointly 2024c). To mitigate this, measures were taken in the
survey design to prevent the combination of this appealing price level with premium features.

“Listening Features” ranked second in importance across all music streaming platforms, with

particular value placed on YouTube Music (22.1%) and Apple Music (21.1%), suggesting that
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respondents also prioritised the quality of the listening experience. “Access Mode” followed in
third position for Deezer (17.6%), YouTube Music (16.3%) and Spotify (14.7%), while it came
fourth for Apple Music and fifth for Amazon Music. This suggests that, for Spotify, Deezer and
YouTube Music, consumers value downloading content over other attributes. For the other brands,
“Advertisement” had more relative influence on preferences, especially for Amazon Music
(18.8%). For nearly all brands, “Music Curation Recommendation” held lower importance, except
for Amazon Music (13%), where guidance in music discovery was more important than flexible
connectivity (i.e., access mode). Lastly, “Social & Community Features” were the least valued,
with a slightly higher relative importance for Spotify (9.8%). This may be explained by the limited

direct impact this attribute has on consumers’ experience while listening to music.

Level preferences

The following analysis is based on the average level preferences and the distribution of preferences
for levels from the Conjointly report. The former reflects level partworth, calculated as an average
across respondents, and indicates preferred levels for each attribute. As with the attribute
importance, these should be interpreted relatively. Moreover, the distribution of preferences for

levels illustrates how respondents’ preferences are spread across the levels within each attribute.

Table 3: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Price

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |[YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
Free 15.5% 18.3% 16.7% 15.3% 14.3%) 16.0%

Price 4,99€/month 7.7% 6.1% 6.4% 5.5% 3.7% 5.9%
9,99€/month (1.1%) (5.0%) (8.4%) (6.7%) 0.5%) (4.1%)

15,99€/month (22.1%) (19.4%) (14.7%) (14.1%) (18.5%)| (17.8%)

Considering the level partworths for “Price” (Table 3), a free plan was strongly preferred across
all brands compared to paid plans, including 15,99€/ month, 9,99€/month, or even the lower 4,99€/
month option. Notably, “Free” remains the most favoured, despite restrictions preventing its

combination with premium features (i.e., “All Listening Features”, “No Ads”, or “Advanced”
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social option). This underlines consumers’ price sensitivity and willingness to sacrifice premium
experiences to avoid paying for the service, reflecting the applicability of the zero-price effect
mentioned in the literature (Chapter 3). However, it cannot be determined whether this preference
is due to a lack of interest in premium features or a perception that their value does not justify
subscribing. This preference for free or low-cost plans may be due to this study’s significantly
young respondent demographic, who often has limited income. The low willingness to pay 15,99€
contrasts with the fact that most respondents subscribed to family plans — typically priced similarly
— suggesting that both the type of subscription and the membership capacity influence price
evaluations.

The distribution of preferences reveals variations across brands (Table 14 in Appendix).
Respondents showed the lowest inclination towards “Free” for Spotify (54.3%) compared to
61.3% to 68.3% for other platforms. However, Spotify achieved the highest preference (28.5%)
for the low-tier plan (4,99€), suggesting that respondents may be more willing to pay for minimal
benefits at a lower price on Spotify than other brands. Respondents showcased the highest share
(68.3%) of preferences for a free version of Apple Music, with minimal uptake for more expensive
options, particularly the 15,99€ plan (0.4%). For YouTube Music and Deezer, the medium-price
plan (9,99€) received slightly higher preference shares (17.3% and 20.5%, respectively for 9,99€),

while respondents had the highest preference for the 15,99€ plan for Amazon Music (5.3%).

Table 4: Table 6: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Listening Features

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |[YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
Limited features (11.2%) (12.1%) 9.7%) (8.8%) (9.6%), (10.3%)

Listening features |Medium features (0.5%) 0.4% (1.0%) (6.8%) (0.2%), (1.6%)
All features available 11.7% 11.8% 10.8% 15.6% 9.8% 11.9%

In terms of “Listening Features” (Table 4), for all platforms, respondents exhibited a strong
aversion to “Limited Listening Features”; where song-skipping is restricted, listening is shuffle-

based, and lyrics are unavailable. Except for YouTube Music, where these features performed
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particularly poorly, preferences for “Medium Features” were relatively neutral across brands,
suggesting these have little influence on user preferences. Therefore, upgrading to unlimited song-
skipping and lyrics-supported experience (all features level) yielded higher preferences than
upgrading from shuffle-based to on-demand listening — changing from “Limited” to “Medium”.

The distribution of preferences (Table 14 in Appendix) indicates that respondents valued a feature-
rich listening experience for all brands. For YouTube Music, respondents strongly preferred “All
Features”, demonstrating a high reluctance to accept “Medium” to “Limited Features” options. A
more even distribution of preferences across levels was recorded for Spotify, exhibiting the highest
share of preferences for “Limited Features” (12.4%) across platforms. This suggests that for the
market leader, respondents may tolerate limited functionality, possibly due to its well-known
freemium model. In contrast, “Limited Features” only account for 4.2% of Apple Music’s total
distribution, suggesting a low appeal for a free version’s restricted functionality. Overall, users
prefer a full premium experience — “All Features Available”, suggesting that unlimited song-
skipping and lyrics are very valuable to consumers. However, “Medium Features” with on-demand
listening may appeal to a slightly larger, albeit limited, user base, and “Limited Features” only suit

a small niche of users depending on the platform.

Table 5: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Advertisement

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |[YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
Non-Targeted Ads (1.6%) (4.9%) (8.1%) (7.3%) (3.4%), (5.1%)
Advertisement Personalised Ads (4.2%) (2.6%) (4.5%) (1.9%) (6.6%), (4.0%)
No Ads 5.8% 7.4% 12.6% 9.2% 10.1%) 9.0%

The findings for “Advertisement” (Table 5) reveal that the ad-free option was the most valuable
to respondents across all platforms, with this being more pronounced for Amazon with a partworth
of 12.6%. This strong preference for ad-free reflects consumers’ natural tendency to avoid ads, as

discussed in the literature (Chapter 3). In general, “Non-Targeted Ads” were the least preferred,
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except for Spotify and Deezer, where respondents favoured them over “Personalised Ads”. This
may reflect a reluctance from respondents to share their personalised data with Spotify and Deezer.
Across brands, respondents displayed the lowest preference for the ad-free option (53.1%) and the
highest tolerance for ads, particularly “Non-Targeted Ads” (25.3%), for Spotify (Table 14 in
Appendix). This may reflect respondents’ potential familiarity with Spotify's free tier, accepting
ads as part of the trade-off for free access to the market leader’s offering. In contrast, Amazon
Music recorded strong preferences for an ad-free experience, representing 90% of its total
distribution. Although “Personalised Ads” were more accepted than generic “Non-Targeted Ads”,
they remained unpopular, suggesting that relevant advertising is important but not sufficient to

attract most users.

Table 6: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Access Mode

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
1 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,

Access mode Onll.nc Only : (10.2%) (9.0%) (5.6%) (11.7%) (10.9%) (9.5%)

Offline & Online 10.2% 9.0% 5.6% 11.7% 10.9% 9.5%

Regarding “Access Mode” (Table 6), across all platforms, respondents showed a strong preference
for the ability to listen to music offline and online, highlighting the need for flexibility and constant
connectivity. This finding aligns with respondents’ music listening habits previously described,
where music is often enjoyed in outdoor settings, making offline access particularly valuable. In
terms of distribution preferences (Table 14 in Appendix), although still highly preferred, a smaller
preference share is attributed to “Offline & Online” for Amazon Music (73.7%), reflecting the
attribute’s lower importance compared to other brands. Flexible access was particularly valued for

YouTube Music (87.6%) and Apple Music (87.1%), as indicated by the highest scores.
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Table 7: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Music Curation Recommendation

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |[YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
. . None (3.3%) (1.6%) (5.7%) (2.3%) (4.3%), (3.4%)

M Curati
Re:::me';?a t;’:n Generic 0.2% (0.4%) 0.1%) 0% (0.2%) (0.3%)
Personalised 3.1% 2.0% 5.8% 3.3% 4.5% 3.7%

Considering “Music Curation Recommendation” (Table 7), respondents valued some type of
music curation, whether generic or personalised, although this attribute was not critical in platform
selection. “Personalised” recommendations based on users’ tastes (e.g., song radio and “made for
you” playlists) were the most appealing to respondents. “Generic” curation was still preferred over
“No Recommendation”; however, the relatively neutral partworths across platforms suggest that
users expected minimal curated content derived from top charts and popular artists. Despite this,
they placed limited value on generic curation and favoured individually tailored content.

As for the distribution preferences (Table 14 in Appendix), “Personalised” recommendations were
most valued for Amazon Music and Deezer, achieving the highest shares (62.3% and 59.3%,
respectively). These results indicate that users expected tailored music suggestions from these
brands, underlining the importance of effective recommendation algorithms on these platforms.
This is further supported by Amazon Music and Deezer having the lowest preference shares for
“No Recommendation” (11.9% and 10.1%, respectively). This suggests that, for these platforms,
users rely more on curated content than on discovering music independently — without algorithm
or through self-navigation, aligning with the perceptual map findings (Chapter 5). Conversely,
YouTube Music and Apple Music show the highest preference scores for “No Recommendation”
(25.8% and 23.6%, respectively). This may reflect users’ preference for independent music
exploration on these platforms, potentially linked to perceptions of lower algorithm relevance or
more challenging navigation for YouTube Music specifically (Chapter 5). With 34.9% of the total
distribution, Spotify exhibited the highest preference share for “Generic” recommendations,
potentially highlighting its perceived effectiveness in curating mainstream and popular content.
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This aligns with the qualitative interviews and perceptual map insights (Chapter 5), where Spotify

was strongly associated with trendy and mainstream attributes.

Table 8: Level Partworths of all Brands - for Social & Community Features

Attribute Levels Spotify |Apple Music | Amazon Music |[YouTube Music| Deezer Average across brands
Social & Basic 0.6% 1.9% 2.7% 0.0% (0.4%), 1.0%
Community Standard 1.2% (2.6%) (2.0%) 0.3% 0.3%) (0.6%)
Features Advanced (1.7%) 0.8% (0.7%) (0.3%) 0.1%) (0.4%)

Regarding “Social & Community Features” (Table 8), respondents’ level preferences varied by
platform, as reflected in the relatively similar distribution of levels across brands (Table 14 in
Appendix). On average, “Basic” features that allow sharing playlists on social media were most
valued. “Basic” level held the highest positive partworths for Apple Music and Amazon Music,
making it the most preferred, whereas it received the lowest preference for Deezer (-0.4%). For
Spotify, Deezer, and YouTube Music, respondents favoured “Standard” features, such as playlist
collaboration and following friends, whereas this level was the least preferred for Apple Music
and Amazon Music. In-app messaging and artist broadcast channels (i.e., “Advanced”) were the
least preferred for Spotify and YouTube Music. Overall, respondents displayed a lack of clear
preference towards this attribute, suggesting that “Social & Community Features” have minimal

influence on user preferences for music streaming platforms.

Ranked list of concepts

The ranked list of concepts from Conjointly supports the previous findings, confirming Spotify’s
dominance in preference and suggesting a degree of brand loyalty (Table 15 and Table 16 in the
Appendix). It also reflects respondents’ preference for premium features that enhance the
platform’s profile value. The highest-ranking platform profile is from Spotify, with a customer
value of 103.2. This concept includes all listening features available, offline and online
accessibility, no advertisements, personalised music recommendations, and basic social features,

and is priced at 4,99€/month. Notably, for all other brands, their top-ranking profiles feature the
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same combinations as the ideal platform, except for YouTube Music and Deezer, where there are
slight variations in social features — “Standard” and “Advanced” levels, respectively. Spotify
dominates the top 20 ranking, with only Amazon Music and Apple Music appearing once in 6%
and 17 position, respectively. Instead, YouTube Music and Deezer appear from the 27" and 35"
place. The baseline platform, providing no customer value, is characterised by Amazon Music,
“Medium” listening features, “Online Only” access, “None” for music recommendations, “Basic”
social features, “Non-Targeted Ads”, and “Free”. The bottom ten concepts are all associated with
Deezer, “Online Only” access, a price of 15,99€, varying levels of “Listening Features”, and either

“Personalised” or “Non-Targeted Ads”.

Reviewing the main analysis findings, Spotify emerged as the most preferred brand for music
streaming services, reinforcing its established position as the market leader in Europe. Price was
identified as the most important attribute across brands, with a strong preference for free and low-
priced plans. This highlighted the crucial role of price in consumer decision-making and suggested
price sensitivity among users. Although preferences varied slightly, the overall trend indicates that
respondents tended to favour feature levels that enhanced the platform’s value. An uninterrupted
experience, with advanced listening features and no advertisements, was also important, as was
flexibility in connectivity with offline and online access. Although less influential in driving
platform choice, respondents appreciated personalised music recommendations and basic social
features. This analysis underlines Spotify’s market dominance and emphasises the need for music

streaming services to balance affordability with desirable features to attract and retain users
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5.2.4. Additional Analysis — Preferences per Consumer Segment

The segmentation tool in Conjointly was used to examine whether preferences vary across
different relevant consumer groups identified based on the sample and the music streaming user
profile discussed in the literature review. While the small sample sizes of some segments and
correlations between variables (i.e., age and platform preference) may limit the reliability of this
analysis, it aims to generate insights into how preferences may differ across key consumer
segments within this study’s respondent pool. For clarity, overall preferences are discussed by

analysing the averages for each attribute and level across brands, computed separately in Excel.

Young vs older generation

The young generation is defined as respondents aged 34 under (n=150) — encompassing Generation
Z and Millennials, who represent the primary user base of music streaming platforms. The older
generation segment comprises respondents aged 35 and above (n=21).

Across both segments, Spotify remains the most preferred platform, and Deezer is the least
preferred (Table 17 in Appendix). With a higher median value (32.6 compared to 25.5 for older
users), younger users show a more pronounced preference for Spotify. Apple ranks second among
younger users (3.9) but second to last brand for those aged above 35 (-5.9). Conversely, YouTube
Music (4.1) and Amazon Music (-1.2) rank higher among older users, placing 2" and 3t
respectively, compared to younger respondents, who find these platforms less appealing.
Regarding the attributes’ importance by age segment, given their strong representation in the total
sample, the preferences of the young segment are consistent with the previous overall analysis
(Appendix: Table 18). For younger users, the order of importance is “Price” (29.9%), “Listening
Features” (20.6%), “Advertisement” (15.7%), “Access Mode” (15.4%), “Music

Recommendation” (10.5%) and then “Social Features” (7.9%). The older segment, however,

49



Group Part

places greater emphasis on music curation (13.3%) than on “Access Mode” (10.5%), indicating a
stronger interest in features that facilitate music discovery over flexible access. Moreover, older
respondents assign less importance to “Listening Features” (16.6%), suggesting a greater tolerance
for platform restrictions, such as shuffle-based mode and limited song-skipping, compared to
younger users (20.6%). Additionally, price is more critical for older users (36.1% compared to
29.9% for younger users), potentially reflecting the older generation’s belief, as suggested in the
literature, that digital content is public and should be free (Halttutten 2016). Alternatively, this
may be due to younger users not paying for their subscriptions themselves, as they are often
financially dependent, thereby being less cost-driven. Supporting this, almost 60% of young adults
under 35 still receive financial aid from their parents (Carpenter 2024). Interestingly, the older
group also assigns marginally more importance to “Social Features” (8.4%) than younger
respondents (7.9%), although still not crucial.

Concerning specific attribute levels (Appendix: Table 19), both segments prefer the “Free”,
followed by the low-cost plan (4,99€), with minimal interest in the medium and high-tier plan (i.e.
9,99€ and 15,99€). Older users seem more price-sensitive, focusing on cost-saving options, as
suggested by a greater preference for the “Free” option (22% compared to 15.2% for the younger
segment) and a stronger aversion to higher-priced plans (i.e., 9,99€ and 15,99€). Although both
segments prioritise a rich listening experience, older respondents are more willing to accept
limitations in lyrics availability and song-skipping, as indicated by their neutral “Medium
Features” partworth (-0.5% compared to -1.8% for the younger generation). Both groups prefer
ad-free experiences, showing lower preference for “Personalised Ads” and less for “Non-Targeted
Ads”. Younger users are slightly more ad-sensitive, highlighted by a relatively stronger partworth

for “No Ads” and a greater aversion to personalised ad-targeting. Despite the older groups’ lower
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emphasis on “Access Mode”, both segments value “Offline & Online” connectivity. For “Music
Recommendation”, “Personalised” curation tailored to the user’s taste is preferred by both groups
over “Generic” and even more so over “No Recommendation”. Lastly, for the social attribute,
younger respondents prefer “Basic” features (1%) over “Standard” (-0.7%) and “Advanced” (-
0.4%), emphasising the ability to follow others’ playlists rather than playlist collaboration or in-
app messaging. Older users, by contrast, show equal preferences for “Basic” and “Standard”
features (both 0.2) but share a similar aversion to “Advanced” features (-0,4%), such as artist

broadcast channels.

Free vs Premium users

This section aims to assess whether respondents’ current platform experience influenced their
preferences by comparing free users (n=32) with premium users (n=135). Spotify leads in brand
preference across both segments, with a stronger appeal among free users (Table 17 in Appendix).
There is a distinct preference divide between the two segments regarding Apple Music, with
premium users showing a higher preference (4.6), resulting in second position, while free users
exhibit aversion to the brand (-4.5). This observation could be attributed to the current absence of
a free offering from Apple, which may lead free users to perceive that Apple Music is unable to
meet their value expectations. Both segments display negative scores for YouTube Music, albeit
more pronounced for free users (-8.8 compared to -4.6 for premium users). Although premium
users generally prefer Spotify, they appear more open to exploring other options, particularly
Apple Music and YouTube Music, compared to free users.

In terms of attributes (Appendix: Table 18), free users place significantly more emphasis on
“Price” (44.6% compared to 27.4% for premium users), reflecting a high sensitivity to cost, while

also valuing “Listening Features” (14.2%) slightly more than other attributes. Their preferences
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for “Access Mode” (11.2%), “Advertisement” (11.3%) and “Music Curation Recommendation”
(11.1%) are balanced. This suggests that free users are willing to tolerate service limitations for a
satisfactory and cost-effective listening experience. In contrast, although “Price” is the most
influential factor, premium users appear more inclined to pay for a higher-quality experience. This
is reflected in the greater importance they assign to “Listening Features” (21.5%),
“Advertisement” (16.7%), and “Access Mode” (15.6%). Both groups share similar preferences for
“Music Recommendation” and “Social Features”, which rank second to last and last, respectively.
Regarding level preferences (Appendix: Table 19), free users significantly value the “Free” level
(31.7%) and show considerable aversion to more expensive tiers, although they are willing to
accept the 4,99€ plan (5.8%). Premium users also show a preference for the free version but are
more open to mid-range pricing (4,99€; 5.9%) and display some tolerance for the 9,99€ tier (-
2.4%) compared to free users (-11.9%). Both segments prioritise “All Listening Features” over
alternatives, though free users (1.3%) are more accepting of “Medium Features” (with limited song
skipping and no lyrics) than premium users (13.7%). Moreover, both groups prefer an ad-free
experience, though premium users exhibit a stronger aversion to both “Personalised” and “Non-
Targeted Ads”, likely due to the ad-free experience being the selling point of premium plans.
Interestingly, free users still show a positive score for “Personalised Ads”, suggesting a higher
level of tolerance compared to “Non-Targeted Ads”. Both groups prioritise “Online & Offline”
access. Preferences for music curation are evenly distributed, with free and premium users both
favouring “Personalised Recommendation” over no suggestions. Given its relatively neutral
scores, “Generic Curation” appears to be regarded as a minimum requirement. In terms of “Social
Features”, free users place greater value on “advanced” options (1.3%), such as in-app messaging

and artist channels, as well as “Basic” playlist-sharing features (0.3%) compared to collaborative
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playlist abilities (“Standard”: -1.6%). In contrast, subscribed users show stronger preferences for
basic elements (1.1%) over more premium ones (i.e., “Standard”: -0.3%; “Advanced”: -0.7%),
suggesting that social features are not perceived as a significant value proposition for paid

subscriptions.

Spotify users’ vs other platforms

This section investigates preference differences between respondents who were Spotify users
(n=136) and those who used another platform (n=31). Due to the low count of respondents for
each alternative platform (Apple Music, Amazon Music, YouTube Music and Deezer), a platform-
specific analysis cannot be performed as it is neither meaningful nor representative.

Both segments exhibit a clear preference for Spotify (Table 17 in Appendix), with Spotify users
showing a much stronger affinity (median: 37.4) compared to users of other platforms (median:
18.1). Whilst Deezer remains the least preferred brand across both groups, Spotify users
demonstrate less favourable preferences for all other brands. This is reflected in users of other
platforms showing slightly more positive preferences for Apple Music (6.1), Amazon Music (0.7),
and YouTube Music (-2.9) compared to Spotify users (1.3, -8.8, and -8.3, respectively). These
differences support the earlier claim that Spotify users may display strong brand loyalty, which
may result in less favourable views of competitors.

For the relative attribute importance (Appendix: Table 18), “Price” ranks highest for both groups.
However, users of other platforms appear to assign greater relative importance to “Price” (37.7%
versus 29% for Spotify users), suggesting a stronger focus on cost-effectiveness and affordability.
Whilst “Listening Features” and “Advertisement” are second and third in importance for both
groups, Spotify users prioritise these slightly more, reflecting a preference for a feature-rich and

ad-free experience. In contrast, users of other platforms prioritise “Music Curation
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Recommendation” over the flexibility of connectivity (i.e., “Access Mode”) compared to Spotify
users, highlighting a greater need for music discovery support.

Regarding attributes levels (Appendix: Table 19), both segments prefer cost-effective plans,
strongly favouring “Free” and the 4.99€/month tier while rejecting the 15.99€ option. However,
Spotify users appear more willing to accept the 9,99€ plan, suggesting a greater willingness to pay
this price for a feature-rich experience. Both groups value “All Features” (i.e., lyrics included,
unlimited skipping and on-demand listening) over “Limited Features”. However, “Medium
Features” perform worse for Spotify users (-2.2%) than users of other platforms (0.9%). This
suggests that non-Spotify users place greater value on upgrading from limited (shuffle-based) to
medium-level features (on-demand listening) than Spotify users do. Moreover, both segments
prefer “Offline & Online” access over “Online Only” and an ad-free experience over ad-supported
options, particularly avoiding ‘“Non-Targeted Ads”. Even though both groups dislike
“Personalised Ads”, users of other platforms appear slightly less reluctant (-1.9% compared to -
4.5% for Spotify users). For “Music Recommendation”, both groups appreciate suggestions,
especially “Personalised” ones tailored to their taste, with Spotify users being slightly more
appreciative of “Generic” curation (-0.1% compared to -1.1%). Lastly, Spotify users and other
platforms’ users prefer social features related to playlist-sharing (i.e., “Basic”). However,
compared to the Spotify segment, users of other platforms favour collaborative playlist features

(i.e., “Standard”) over in-app messaging and artist broadcast channels (i.e., “Advanced”).

This analysis of specific consumer segments in music streaming platforms highlighted key
preference differences. It has revealed that younger generations strongly prefer Spotify or Apple
Music, valuing price while prioritising a feature-rich, ad-free listening experience. In contrast,

older users emphasise price and music curation, displaying greater tolerance for limitations and
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openness to exploring other brands. Free users seek a cost-effective service that offers a good
experience in terms of listening features, while premium users are willing to pay for a well-rounded
service with enhanced features, ad-free access, and offline capabilities. Lastly, the analysis across
platforms’ users also demonstrated Spotify’s dominance and brand loyalty, whilst users of other

platforms are driven by cost-effectiveness and lower prices.

6. Conclusion
This chapter discusses the findings of the perceptual map, conjoint analysis and additional research
in relation to insights from literature and preliminary interviews to answer this paper’s research
questions. To do so, European consumers’ perceptions and preferences for music streaming

platforms can be inferred from the empirical studies’ results.

6.1. Discussion

When every music streaming service has almost identical tracks and artists, how is each platform
perceived and differentiated by European consumers?

When every music streaming service has almost identical tracks and artists, differentiation in the
market comes down to the user experience and platforms’ ability to deliver value that resonates
with consumer preferences. The perceptual map findings reveal that consumers primarily
differentiate music streaming platforms through aspects such as intuitive user interfaces, profile
reflection, ease of access across devices, and alignment with current music trends. These aspects
are critical in an industry where content homogeneity is a significant challenge. Differentiation
arises not just from catalogues’ extensiveness but also from a strategic focus on delivering an easy-
to-use interface, staying relevant with music trends, and offering seamless cross-platform access.
Spotify emerges as the market leader, closely aligned with attributes such as algorithm relevance

and innovative, social, and intuitive user interface in the perceptual map. This positioning
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highlights its strength in providing personalised experiences and fostering community
engagement. The literature supports this perception, with platforms like Spotify recognised for
their innovation in features such as Discover Weekly and Spotify Wrapped, which drive user
engagement and satisfaction. Additionally, Spotify capitalises on psychological ownership by
enabling users to create and share playlists, further enhancing their involvement on the platform
(Sinclair and Tinson 2017; Belk 2013, 2014; Fernandes and Guerra 2019; Barata and Coelho
2021). Social interaction plays a key role in driving adoption, as noted by Chen et al. (2018), who
argue that social activities significantly shape consumer attitudes toward music streaming services.
This aligns with Bennett and Hodkinson's (2020) findings, which highlight that younger
generations often use music to support social activities, build their personal image, and connect
with peers, further enhancing Spotify’s appeal as a trendy and socially engaging platform.

Apple Music, on the other hand, is perceived as sophisticated and convenient, as reflected in the
perceptual map. Its seamless integration within the Apple ecosystem ensures a smooth user
experience, particularly for those who value efficiency and premium design. This represents a
benefit for Apple Music as the literature claims that ease of use provides a competitive edge in
terms of how effortless listening to music online is according to consumers (Suki 2011). However,
the platform’s algorithm relevance and social connectivity appear to be areas for improvement.
The consumer interviews revealed that younger users, in particular, were dissatisfied with the lack
of diversity in Apple Music’s recommendations, highlighting its algorithmic limitations compared
to Spotify. Moreover, the absence of social features, such as playlist sharing, weakens its appeal
for users who prioritise social interaction, a key driver of engagement, especially among younger

demographics.
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YouTube Music is positioned closer to affordability in the perceptual map, indicating its appeal to
cost-conscious users. Its pricing strategy is a significant factor in attracting younger users, as
highlighted in the literature, which notes a "free mentality" mindset prevalent among digital
consumers, particularly students. (Lin, Hsu and Chen 2013) However, its distant positioning from
attributes like “Intuitive User Interface” and “Algorithm Relevance” points to areas where it is still
positioned far behind competitors. The platform's limited personalisation capabilities and its less
intuitive interface undermine its ability to fully engage users, as reflected in the lower ratings in
the survey responses. Additionally, confusion between YouTube and YouTube Music continues
to affect its brand identity, hindering user engagement. While affordability is a strength and
important for budget-conscious users, YouTube Music’s lack of advanced features leaves it behind
platforms like Spotify and Apple Music on other fundamental aspects.

Fourthly, Deezer is perceived as a niche platform, positioned far from key attributes like “Social”,
“Innovative”, and “Convenience”. Its appeal is largely driven by localised strategies, such as
partnerships with telecom providers like Orange in France, which make the platform more
accessible to certain user segments (Chapter 4). However, Deezer’s less intuitive interface and
lack of social connectivity limit its competitive edge. While efforts to address choice overload
(Hracs and Webster 2020) through mood-based playlists exist, they have not been sufficient
enough to establish Deezer as a major player in the competitive market (Hagen 2015).

Amazon Music occupies a neutral position in the perceptual map, with perceptions spread evenly
across key attributes. The platform’s primary strength lies in its integration with Amazon Prime,
which appeals to users seeking convenience and simplicity. Offline accessibility and perceived
ease of use significantly enhance a user’s perception of value, increasing loyalty and willingness

to pay (Fernandes and Guerra 2019; Suki 2011). However, reflecting its neutral positioning,
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Amazon Music struggles to stand out in personalisation, innovation, and social — key areas that
drive emotional attachment and customer retention. Moreover, consumers increasingly expect
platforms to provide tailored, hedonic experiences that reflect their personal preferences, such as
curated playlists and algorithm-driven recommendations (Hracs and Webster 2020; Kim, Chan,
and Gupta 2007). Without these distinguishing features, Amazon Music risks being perceived
primarily as a functional utility rather than an innovative or community-focused platform, limiting
its appeal to younger, experience-driven audiences who prioritise personalisation and emotional

connections (Bokstrom and Eriksson 2023; Oydele and Simpson 2018).

The findings from the perceptual map and literature reveal that music streaming platforms manage
to differentiate through their ability to deliver personalisation, foster social connectivity, and
establish a strong brand identity. Spotify’s dominance is rooted in its algorithmic capabilities,
social features, and innovative user experience. Apple Music capitalises on its premium image and
ecosystem integration but falls short in personalisation and social connectivity. YouTube Music’s
affordability positions it as a cost-effective alternative, though its algorithm and navigation
challenges hinder its competitive potential. Deezer’s niche appeal relies on localised partnerships,
while Amazon Music emphasises convenience and neutral positioning but lacks features that

would set it apart from competitors.

What attributes of music streaming platforms are valued the most by consumers in Europe?

Although some academics have argued that a consumer’s sense of belongingness toward a product
is a decisive factor in their decision-making process (Jussila et al. 2015), the conjoint analysis
revealed that price is the most critical attribute when selecting a music streaming platform. This
different perspective aligns with consumers’ preliminary interviews and Fernandes and Guerra

(2019), who identified subscription fees as a determining element in users’ purchase decisions.
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Additionally, from the analysis, consumers gravitate toward free and low-cost options, potentially
explained by the concept of “free mentality” described by Lin, Hsu, and Chen (2013). As the
literature highlights, positive affective evaluations of free offerings (i.e., “zero-price effect”) may
hinder conversion to premium tiers (Niemand, Mai, and Kraus 2019), creating a challenge for
Freemium platforms such as Spotify, Deezer and YouTube Music.

The study also found that consumers prioritise functional enhancements that directly improve their
music experience, as evidenced by the importance of listening features, particularly advanced
capabilities such as unlimited skipping, lyrics, and on-demand listening. This insight complements
the preliminary interviews, where consumers expressed frustration with restrictive features that
caused interruptions in their free experience. This underscores how listening features, which
include functional and cognitive characteristics that impact performance, play a significant role in
perceived usefulness, a key factor in shaping consumer satisfaction (Fernandes and Guerra 2019;
Kim et al. 2007).

Access mode and advertisement share a similar moderate level of importance for consumers. The
conjoint study highlighted the importance of access mode, especially offline functionality, for
consumers, supporting the findings of Chai et al. (2021) and Fernandes and Guerra (2019), which
argue that flexibility in use adds significant value to a service. The analysis suggests that, as
consumers listen to music on multiple occasions (Park et al. 2012), offline access is a necessity for
most. Therefore, platforms not offering this feature may find it difficult to compete. Moreover, the
conjoint confirmed the much-discussed topic related to consumers’ tendency to avoid ads,
perceiving them as intrusive, as shown by their preference for ad-free services. While ad relevance
may reduce avoidance (De Keyzer, Dens and De Pelsmacker, 2015), this study suggests that

personalised advertisements still undermine user consumption autonomy (Baek and Marimoto,
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2012) and represent a significant cost (Papies, Eggers, Wlomert 2010) that outweighs the benefits
of a platform’s free version.

In contrast, music curation and social features are less influential in consumers’ decision-making,
according to the analysis, diverging from expert insights who claim the increased importance of
personalisation and social features to foster differentiation. The conjoint analysis demonstrated
that these elements are secondary in the selection process when compared to other core factors
related to the purpose of music platforms (i.e., listening to music). Nonetheless, with regard to
curative practices, it found that personalised music recommendations are preferred by consumers
compared to the absence of suggestions. Therefore, this indicates that consumers find value in
practices that help limit the choice overload associated with music discovery (Hracs and Webster
2020). The low importance of music curation recommendation may reflect previous findings that
some consumers dislike curation as they perceive it to undermine their autonomy in music
discovery and diminish the effort associated with a deeper appreciation of music (Jarness 2015;
Prieur and Savage 2013; Savage and Gayo 2011). Although the literature discussed social aspects
as potential influencing factors in music streaming (Bennett 2017; Martin and Morel 2012), the
conjoint findings support research conducted by Barata and Coelho (2021), arguing that social
factors play a limited role in platform choice. Nevertheless, consumers prioritise functional sharing
features over advanced social elements that focus on in-app communication. This preference for
sharing music, rather than deeper in-app social interactions, reflects its role as a means for
consumers to express and reflect their identity, as discussed by Bennett (2017) and Martin and
Morel (2012).

Moreover, it is noteworthy to mention that the analysis found strong brand loyalty from consumers

toward Spotify, which aligns with the loyal user profile depicted by experts during preliminary
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interviews. Given consumers’ preference for Spotify and Apple, as illustrated by the analysis and
the preliminary interviews, this suggests that brand image, particularly a platform’s reputation,
may influence decision-making.

Additionally, a segmentation analysis performed on the results revealed that, overall, the attributes
were prioritised following the same order of preferences across different consumer segments, with
price and listening features being the most important aspects. However, the degree of importance
varies depending on generations, whether people were free or premium users, or on the music
streaming platform they used. Younger users, for instance, prioritise a feature-rich and ad-free
experience, while older users place greater emphasis on music curation and are more accepting of
platform limitations, confirming that music consumption varies across generations (Kim 2016).
This also underscores the importance of market segmentation for music streaming platforms to
understand how consumer needs vary across different user segments so that they may develop
targeted and efficient conversion strategies, as suggested in the literature by Sciglimpaglia and
Raafat (2022).

Concerning specific key players, with price remaining a dominant factor, all platforms must
carefully balance affordability with compelling premium offerings. Spotify’s analysis results
demonstrate a strong brand image and alignment with consumer priorities, evidenced by
consumers’ tolerance for limited listening features. This indicates its effective approach to a two-
tiered freemium model, which lowers non-monetary barriers and encourages widespread adoption
(Niemand, Mai, and Kraus, 2019). Nonetheless, the literature warns that customer satisfaction
needs to be continuously maintained through innovative strategies, such as exclusive content or
enhanced features, to sustain the longevity of subscriptions (Bokstrom and Eriksson 2023; Murali

2016). Given consumers’ strong interest in free options for Apple in the conjoint analysis, its lack
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of free offerings places it at a competitive disadvantage, potentially limiting its appeal. However,
consumers show reluctance to more autonomy-restrictive, shuffle-based listening features.
Regarding Amazon Music, consumers expressed the strongest inclination to avoid ads and sought
personalised guidance in discovering music, whereas they resonated less with offline functionality.
For YouTube Music, perceived usefulness drives consumers’ preferences as they prioritise feature-
rich listening and offline functionality and value preserving their autonomy for independent music
exploration. Lastly, consumers highly valued personalised music recommendations and an ad-free
experience for Deezer while showing reluctance toward personalised ads. This may potentially be
explained by privacy concerns (Baek and Marimoto, 2012; Li and Huang 2016), particularly given

their limited familiarity with the platform.

Therefore, this study concluded that European consumers are heavily driven by price for their
platform choice while simultaneously prioritising a platform that offers a music experience without
listening restrictions. This study, recalling the findings of Niemand et al. (2019), highlighted that
consumers prefer free and low-cost options but value premium features that enhance service
quality. To convert free users to paid plans, platforms must effectively balance the premium fit, as
emphasised by Wagner, Benlian and Hess (2014). Consumers’ preference for functionality over
social interaction suggests that platforms should prioritise practical, value-driven innovations

related to the experience of listening to music rather than relying on community-building features.

Exploring users’ perceived value in emerging trends

Given the challenges of the music streaming market, the focus of competition shifts to user
experience and personalisation innovation. Freeman, Gibbs, and Nansen (2023) and Hagen (2015)
discuss how advanced curation and recommendation strategies play a pivotal role in enhancing

user experience. Features such as Al-curated playlists and Al DJ playlist generators are elements

62



Group Part

platforms implement to make the listening experience easier for the user. Spotify proves how
algorithmic personalisation fosters loyalty and forges a link between the platform and its users,
through its innovations like Discover Weekly and Spotify Wrapped (Sinclair and Tinson, 2017).
However, while standalone features, such as in-app music identifiers, were found to earn approval
within apps, they would require further benefits to drive users towards premium subscriptions.

The study found that unique and exclusive experiences also play a key role in differentiating
platforms. Backstage passes, live concerts, and meet-and-greets appeal to the growing number of
consumers who seek distinctive experiences. These initiatives align with consumers’ desire for
social connection and identity reinforcement, as highlighted by Belk (2014) and Wiedmann et al.
(2018). Platforms’ initiatives such as “Spotify’s Live” and “Deezer’s Purple Door” fit perfectly
into this trend, strengthening the bond between performer and fan, and positioning premium
products by creating perceived value. The post-pandemic upswing in live events has added further

power to experiential marketing as consumers increasingly prioritise sharing memorable moments

(Gilmore and Pine 2002; Arbanas et al. 2024).

6.2. Managerial Implications
The findings of this study present actionable strategies for music streaming platforms to meet the
changing consumer needs and differentiate themselves in an evolving market. Platforms should
focus on offering comprehensive features set to attract and retain users, as the demand for full
functionality is evident across respondents and brands. Moreover, as price is among consumers’
most considered factors, it is crucial to justify higher price points by increasing the value of their
offerings, developing unique features that further fulfil consumers' needs, and effectively

communicating their benefits.
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Spotify’s success in the market is a good representation of how brand image and reputation are
key. Given the challenge of content homogeneity, platforms must prioritise current and upcoming
features (e.g., in-app music identifiers, personalised recommendations, etc.) that enhance their
image and give value to their users’ experience. For instance, Spotify should continue to enhance
its advanced personalisation and cross-compatibility features to maintain its leadership position in
the market. Other than including listening features, music platforms should leverage consumers’
attractiveness towards live experiences by focusing on features which allow them easier access to
live events and a closer connection to their preferred artist. This not only strengthens the symbiotic
relationship between platform, artist and user but also increases consumer engagement with the
brand.

An additional key recommendation is to invest in marketing campaigns to raise awareness of the
music platform itself and its new premium features. Referred to the latter, this study underlines
how consumers are largely uninformed of the new initiatives currently implemented. Despite this,
however, most surveyed consumers valued features such as “Access to Concert Tickets” and
“Unique Live Experiences” enough to consider upgrading to the premium version of a music
platform, if these features were included. A potential solution, therefore, is to adopt a targeted
advertising strategy that delivers different personalised ads, each highlighting the distinct benefits
of the premium features offered. By integrating these into the listening experience of free-tier
users, music platforms can effectively communicate the value of their premium offerings. For
premium users who are not exposed to advertisements, communication through in-app
notifications and newsletters should be improved, for users to stay informed about the recently
introduced initiatives. Another finding highlights consumers’ difficulty in distinguishing YouTube

Music from YouTube. To tackle this, YouTube Music could strengthen its communication strategy
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by leveraging its parent platform to increase its budget-friendly positioning, as well as improve its
algorithmic and interface functionalities.

To address the diverse consumer preferences, it is crucial for music platforms to conduct an
effective market segmentation, considering consumers’ price sensitivity as a key factor. To tackle
the “free mentality” mindset and the “zero-price effect”, platforms such as Apple Music could
benefit from implementing a Freemium model to broaden their appeal and increase consumer
attraction. Alternatively, platforms could introduce subscription plans tailored to specific user
segments, differentiated by the features included. For instance, higher-paying consumers who are
more driven by features could be interested in subscribing to a plan which includes exclusive
features present in the premium version. Instead, entry-level plans offering basic features related
to the core listening experience could attract price-sensitive users.

This study mentions Deezer’s strong position in the French market and its untapped potential to
enhance its competitiveness in the European landscape. Despite providing features that align with
consumer preferences, it struggles with delivering users a seamless and intuitive experience
compared to its competitors. Furthermore, its limited international awareness hinders its potential
success. To address these, Deezer should prioritise its improvement of the user interface as well
as refine its strategies to strengthen its international presence by building on existing and new

partnerships to strengthen its brand image across European countries.

To conclude, leveraging the insights from this research, music streaming platforms must adopt
strategies focusing on effective communication, introducing innovative features, and emphasising
differentiation to attract consumers and tackle challenges such as price sensitivity and content
homogeneity. In doing so, they meet their users’ evolving expectations while navigating the

dynamic music streaming landscape.
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6.3. Limitations of the Study and Implications for Future Research
The research conducted for this thesis was subject to several limitations that should be

acknowledged and that may represent opportunities for future research.

Common to all analysis

Firstly, the study group for both the interviews and surveys (i.e., perceptual map and conjoint
analysis) were predominantly Spotify users. This could have biased the results as respondents may
have had a more positive perception of Spotify due to familiarity and personal preference as well
as its position in the market. For the perceptual map, this may have resulted in limited perceptions
and more neutral ratings for other platforms of this study. In the conjoint analysis, participants may
have chosen a profile containing Spotify without considering other platforms, leading to biased
responses. Future research should recruit participants from a wider range of music streaming
platforms to capture a more diverse set of perceptions and preferences. This would ensure a more
balanced distribution of respondents across streaming platforms to mitigate platform-centric bias
and allow for a clearer comparison.

Secondly, most respondents were young individuals, limiting the relevancy of the findings to a
wider demographic. Older generations may have different preferences and priorities when
choosing a music streaming service. Although this was discussed during the analysis, future
research should aim to collect a wider variety of answers, with each age group being sufficiently
and equally represented, to increase the accuracy and representation of the results.

Thirdly, the concentration of respondents from specific European countries, primarily Belgium,
Italy, Portugal, France, Germany, and the UK, may limit the relevancy of the findings. While these
countries are significant markets for music streaming services, they may not fully represent the
diverse preferences and behaviours of all European consumers. The study does not account for

potential regional disparities in user preferences and pricing sensitivities, which may vary across
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countries. Future research should limit the scope of analysis by focusing on a selected European
country or region with similar behaviours to better localise the research. Alternatively, if studying
the broader European market, future research should expand data collection across multiple
European countries to ensure a broader and more balanced representation, which would allow to
better account for regional disparities in user perceptions and behaviours.

Lastly, respondents were unfamiliar with Deezer as evidenced by the low count of Deezer users in
the analyses, suggesting that the platform is not widely known across the European market.
However, excluding Deezer from the study could have potentially limited the overall
understanding of the music streaming European market as well as the credibility of the final
conclusions. Hence, future research should access a larger sample of Deezer users to enhance the

reliability of the analysis for the brand.

Applicable to the perceptual map

The perceptual map analysis was limited by a relatively small sample size, with only 150 valid
responses collected. This small sample constrained the diversity of impressions captured, limiting
the generalisability of the findings. A larger sample size would have allowed for more
comprehensive insights and ensured a more robust representation of user perceptions. Future
research should aim to increase the number of participants to enhance the reliability of the analysis.
Moreover, some of the associations used in the perceptual analysis, such as “Algorithm
Relevance”, “Seamless Cross-Compatibility”, and “Intuitive User Interface”, were not abstract
enough. While efforts were made to explain these associations in more conceptual terms to gather
abstract perceptions from respondents, the level of abstraction may have still influenced
participants' ability to provide immediate and instinctive associations. Future analyses should
focus on incorporating more abstract and intuitive associations to capture spontaneous and instant

perceptions from users, ensuring a deeper understanding of their brand impressions.
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Applicable to the conjoint analysis

Firstly, the conjoint analysis was also limited by a relatively small sample size, falling short of
Conjointly’s recommended minimum responses due to time constraints imposed by the thesis
timeline. Given the limited pool of participants, the findings may not be entirely representative of
the broader population. To address this limitation, future research should extend the data collection
period, ensuring that the minimum sample size requirements are met before closing the survey.
This approach would enhance reliability and would make the results more meaningful.

Secondly, the vertical layout of the conjoint choice-sets on mobile devices made it difficult to
compare options side-by-side, requiring respondents to remember the options available. This may
have impacted their decision-making and results’ accuracy. Future research should consider using
another platform than Conjointly, or simplify profile sets by reducing text, using images instead
of text if possible, and providing level descriptions beforehand or above the page to improve visual
processing and comprehension.

Finally, the study focuses on a limited set of attributes such as “Price”, “Advertisement” and
“Social Features”. Additional factors such as audio quality, subscription plan options, music size
library and member accounts per plan could influence consumers’ preferences. Additional research
should incorporate other attributes to investigate their importance and accurately illustrate

consumers’ complex decision-making process.

Applicable to the additional research

The additional research which investigated consumers’ interest in emerging trends within the
music streaming market also suffered from a small pool of respondents. This may have been
impacted by a limitation in time to collect responses, which in turn may have prevented the

accuracy in determining consumers’ interest towards the new trends. Future research should
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consider a larger timeframe to collect more answers from a diversified pool to improve the

meaningfulness of the analysis.

Implications for future research

Future research could focus exclusively on consumer preferences for premium offerings
specifically, to analyse consumers’ willingness to pay beyond the subscription prices currently set
by streaming platforms, considered for this study. Subsequently, this approach could help identify
the optimal pricing of subscription plans to secure conversions from free to paid plans, which may
limit the zero-price effect bias.

Additionally, future research could also investigate how the recent introduction of non-music
content, such as podcasts and audiobooks, into music streaming platforms, adds value to the
offering and how it may influence consumer preferences and perceptions when differentiating
between and selecting a platform.

Given the importance of user attraction over retention within the music streaming market, future
research should thoroughly investigate the behaviour, motivations and boundaries faced by non-
users, whereas this paper primarily focused on current users. A comprehensive understanding of
the reason why people do not subscribe to music streaming services could help identify strategies

and business opportunities that support customer acquisition
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8. Appendix

Appendix: Market Overview

Music Sreaming Revenue (Billion US Dollars) - Worldwide
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Figure 4: Growth of Music Streaming Revenue Worldwide from 2005 to 2022 (Source: Moore 2023)
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Figure 5: Growth of Music Streaming Subscribers Worldwide from 2015 to 2023 (Source: Moore 2023)
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Music Streaming Platforms' Market Share - Worldwide in 2023
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Figure 6: Music Streaming Services Market Share Worldwide in 2023 (Source: Leu, 2023 in Statista)

Appendix: Current Subscription Prices Analysis

Table 9: Overview of Subscription Plan Prices - per type and per platform

Spotify Apple Music Deezer YouTube Music | Amazon Music Final
(FR/IT/DE/ ES/ (FR/IT/DE/ ES/ Conjoint
®1) (BE, IT, DE, ES) (FR) ®1 (FR/IT/DE/ ES/ BE) BE/PT) (FR/IT/DE/ ES/ BE/PT) BE/PT) Prices
Stud 449€ 599 € 6.06 € 399€ 599€ 349 5,00 € 4,99 €
Individual 799 € 10,99 € 11,12€ 749 € 10,99 € 1199€ 6,99 10,99 € 9,82 € 9,99 €
Duo 10,49 € 14,99 € 15,17€ / /] /] / /] 13,55 € /)
Family (always 6 people) 13,99€ 17,99 € 18,21 € 11,99 € 16,99 € 19,99 € 10,99 17,99 € 16,02 € 15,99 €
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Appendix: Conjoint Methodology

Table 10: Conjoint Analysis Survey Structure & Questions

music streaming platforms. It will require less than 10 minutes
of your time.

You'll be presented with different profile scenarios for music
streaming platforms, please take the time to consider the
different platform variants before choosing your preferred
option out of the presented combinations.

To successfully count your participation in our study, it is
essential that you complete the entire survey without going
through the questions too fast and that you do not omit any
question.

For a better experience, we strongly recommend responding the
survey on a PC/laptop/tablet if possible!

Thank you for your participation!
All information is collected anonymously and will be kept
strictly confidential at all times.

Section Questions Remark
Introduction |Welcome to this study and thank you for supporting our thesis.
to Survey This study aims to find out consumers' preferences regarding

\Pre-Screening

Q1: Are you European or reside in Europe?

If no, survey

Questions e Yes ends
e No
Q2: Are you familiar with the concept of music streaming |/fno,
platforms (i.e., Spotify, Apple Music, Amazon Music, response
YouTube Music, Tidal, Qobuz, Deezer...)? marked as
e Yes low quality
e No
Block of Choice sets out of 5 platform profiles /
Conjoint
\Demographics|Q3: Which gender do you identify with? Single-
Questions e Male choice
e Female question
e Other
o Prefer not to mention
Q4: Which age group do you belong to? Single-
e <I8 choice
e 18-24 question
e 25-34
e 35-44
e 45-54
e 55-64
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o 064+
Q5: Where are you from? Please write your country’s name [Short text
in English. question
Q6: Which of the following options best represents your Single-
education level? choice
e No formal education question
e High school diploma or equivalent
e Bachelor’s degree
e Master’s degree
Doctorate (PhD) or professional degree
Q7: Which of the following options best represents your Single-
occupation? choice
e Student question
o Employed
e Self-employed
e Unemployed
e Retired
e Other
Music Q8: Do you have experience in the music sector (DJ, singer, [Single-
Listening musician, composer, music technician)? choice
Habits e Yes question
(Discriminant e No
variables) Q9: Please specify your experience. Please select all that Multiple-
apply. choice.
e [Tama DJ/producer Only asked if|
e lam asinger replied
e [ am amusician “Yes” to Q8
e [ am a music composer
o [ am a music technician/ audio engineer
Q10: Do you use any music streaming platforms? Single-
e Yes choice
e No question
Q11: Which music streaming platform do you use as your [Single-
primary mean to listen to music (on regular basis)? choice
e Spotify question.
e Apple Music Only asked if|
e Deezer replied
e Amazon Music “Yes” to
e  YouTube Music Q10
e Soundcloud
e Tidal
e Qobuz
Q12: Which subscription plan are you currently using? Single
e None (Free) choice.
e Individual Only asked if|
o Student replied
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e Duo “Yes” to

o Family (4-6 members) Q10
Q13: How often do you listen to music? Single-

e Very rarely (a few times in a month but not every week) |choice

e Rarely (1-2 days per week) question.

o Sometimes (3-4 days per week)

e Often (5-6 days per week-

o Every day
Q14: When do you usually listen to music? In which Multiple-
occasions or situations? Select all that apply. choice

e I rarely listen to music

e While commuting (e.g., driving, on public transport,
walking)

e While working/studying

o During exercise or physical activity

e When relaxing or unwinding

e During social gatherings or parties

e While cooking or doing household chores

e While showering/getting ready

e During travel or long trips

o [ have music on as a background

question (can
select up to 9
options)

= English (USA)

11 French (France)

11 [talian (Italy)

B Portuguese (Portugal)

Figure 7: Language Setting in Conjoint
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Which of the following Music streaming platform would you choose?
Please choose your preferred platform considering the profiles listed here (NOT based on what you know each brand offers in reality).
If you are using your phone, scroll down to see all alternatives.
Platform A Platform B Platform C Platform D Platform E
Apple Music Spotify Deezer YouTube Music Amazon Music
=) 4 © =
All features available
(unlimited e umunmmmn:. umdnnm(:: Limited features (limit- | Limited features (limit-
1 i ”I °(m ed song: - | ed song: - | ed song: shuf- | ed song: shuf-
Listening Features directly play the exact fle-based listening (ra- | fle-based listening (ra- | fle-based listening (ra- | fle-based listening (ra-
song in the list), dio streaming), no dio streaming), no dio streaming), no dio streaming), no
Iyrics available) Hiks) Iyrics) Iyrics) Iyrics)
Available Offline & Available Offline & Available Offline &
Online Online Only Online Only Online Online
Access Mode _— g _— g — g
s 7 = = T % TH
ONLINE OFFLINE . ° ONLINE OFFLINE ONLINE OFFLINE
Personalised recom- Personalised recom-
mendation (Song radio: Generic: Popular & mendation (Song radio:
Music Curation R play similar songs auto- None mainstream music rec- | play similar songs auto-
Recommendation matically, “Made for you™ ommendation (based on matically, “Made for
playlists, Discover: top charts & top artists) | you" playlists, Discover:
based on your taste) based on your taste)
Advanced (in-app mes- | Advanced (in-app mes- Advanced (in-app mes-
Social & Community saging, artist broadcast | saging, artist broadcast | Standard (collaborative | Basic (share playlist on | saging, artist broadcast
Features h | - like h | - like i laylists, follow friends) social media) channel - like communi-
ties on Insta) ties on Insta) ties on Insta)
Non-Targeted Ads Personalised Ads No Ads No Ads Personalised Ads
Advertsement l”\kl lnn‘}l ‘”RI
Price 4,99€/month 9,99€/month 4,99€/month 4,99€/month 4,99€/month
Go back

Figure 8: Layout of Choice sets in Conjoint.ly

X Prohibited pairs of levels

Here, you can prevent specific i of levels from showing on the same For le, a price might be incompatible with a particular size. For best
results, we strongly recommend using this option very sparingly (not more than three and g your p after each in the settings of the
experiment.

The system will not prevent you from running a conflated design, but it may not be able to generate a report for it. You can also use customisations for more specific restrictions (in
which case the conflation check should be performed manually by yourself). ®

Free % will not show with ~ No Ads : | O

Free ¢  willnotshowwith Al features available (unlimited song-skipping, on-demand listening (can &

Free ] will not show with Advanced (in-app messaging, artist broadcast channel - like communitie: $

® Add prohibited pair

Figure 9: Prohibited pairs of levels set in Conjoint.ly

91



Group Part

Appendix: Conjoint Results

Table 11: Overview of Demographics from Conjoint Survey

Demographics Levels Frequency | Percentage
Male 73 42.7%
Gender Female 97 56.7%
(N=171) Other 1 0.6%
Prefer not to mention 0 0.0%
<18 4 2.3%
18-24 96 56.1%
25-34 50 29.2%
(N‘:f‘;l) 35-44 9 5.3%
45-54 5 2.9%
55-64 6 3.5%
64+ 1 0.6%
No formal education 2 1.2%
High school diploma or equivalent 15 8.8%

Education ;
(N=171) Bachelor’s degree 82 48.0%
Master’s degree 68 39,8%
Doctorate (PhD) or professional degree 4 2.3%
Student 94 55.0%
Employed 61 35.7%
Occupation Self-employed 5 2.99,
(N=171) Unemployed 6 3.5%
Retired 1 0.6%
Other 4 2.3%
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Table 12: Nationality of Respondents from Conjoint Survey

Country Frequency Percentage

Italy 37 21.6%
Germany 30 17.5%
Portugal 19 11.1%
UK 15 8.8%
Belgium 13 7.6%
France 13 7.6%
Netherlands 9 5.3%
USA 6 3.5%
Spain 4 2.3%
Austria 3 1.8%
Denmark 2 1.2%
Greece 2 1.2%
Hungary 2 1.2%
Lithuania 2 1.2%
Norway 2 1.2%
Poland 2 1.2%
Sweden 2 1.2%
Brazil 1 0.6%
Bulgaria 1 0.6%
Finland 1 0.6%
Ireland 1 0.6%
Nigeria 1 0.6%
Romania 1 0.6%
Switzerland 1 0.6%
Vietnam 1 0.6%
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Table 13: Overview of Music Habits of Respondents from Conjoint Survey

Levels Frequency | Percentage

Music Experience | Yes 12 7.0%

(N=171) No 159 93.0%

I am a DJ/ producer 3 25.0%

I am a singer 3 25.0%

[ am a musician 2 16.7%

doree of.Music I am a music composer 1 8.3%
Experience . .. . .

(n=12) I am a music technician/ audio engineer 0 0%

musician & composer 1 8.3%

musician & audio engineer 1 8.3%

musician & singer 1 8.3%

Users of platforms | Yes 167 97.7%

(N=171) No 4 2.3%

Spotify 136 81.4%

Apple Music 13 7.8%

Deezer 1 0.6%

Pf(:?;lf’zrcnes Amazon Musi(? 3 1.8%

(n=167) YouTube Music 14 8.4%

Soundcloud 0 0.0%

Tidal 0 0.0%

Qobuz 0 0.0%

None (Free) 32 19.2%

L Individual 29 17.4%

S“bsilrl'fltg;‘; Plan T s udent 41 24.6%

Duo 2 1.2%

Family (4-6 members) 63 37.7%

Very rarely (a few times in a month) 2 1.2%

Listening Rarely (1-2 days per week) 5 2.9%

Frequency Sometimes (3-4 days per week) 24 14.0%

(N=171) Often (5-6 days per week) 27 15.8%

Every day 113 66.1%
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| rarely listen to music | 0.6%

While commuting (e.g., driving, on public transport, walking)
While working/studying

During exercise or physical activity

When relaxing or unwinding

During social gatherings or parties

While cooking or doing household chores

While showering/getting ready

During travel or long trips

| have music on as a background

80.1%
60.8%
69.6%
53.8%
56.7%
68.4%
50.3%
70.8%

32.8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
% of responses

Figure 10: Music Listening Occasions of Respondents from Conjoint Survey
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11.1%

Figure 11: Distribution of number of options chosen by respondents for Music Listening Occasions from Conjoint Survey

Table 14: Overview of Distribution Preferences for Levels across Platforms

Spotfiy Apple Music Amazon Youtube Deezer Average |
All features available 68.2% 73.1% 73.6% 83.1% 69.0% 73.4%
Listening Features Medium features 19.5% 22.6% 18.3% 8.0% 23.6% 18.4%
Limited features 12.4% 4.2% 8.1% 9.0% 7.4% 8.2%
Access Mode Online Only 152% 12.9% 26.3% 12.4% 13.6% 16.1%
Offline & Online 84.8% 87.1% 73.7% 87.6% 86.4% 83.9%
None 15.7% 23.6% 11.9% 25.8% 10.1% 17.4%
Music Curation Recommendation | Generic 34.9% 32.3% 25.8% 24.7% 30.6% 29.7%
Personalised 49.4% 44.1% 62.3% 49.5% 59.3% 52.9%
Basic 34.9% 41.0% 48.7% 32.4% 29.2% 37.3%
Social & Community Features |Standard 36.5% 20.9% 22.6% 34.7% 35.0% 29.9%
Advanced 28.6% 38.1% 28.7% 32.9% 35.7% 32.8%
No Ads 53.1% 64.0% 90.0% 68.8% 74.5% 70.1%
Advertisement Personalised Ads 21.6% 21.8% 6.9% 19.7% 8.9% 15.8%
Non-Targeted Ads 25.3% 14.2% 3.0% 11.5% 16.6% 14.1%
Free 54.3% 68.3% 66.1% 61.3% 65.2% 63.0%
Price 4,99€/month 28.5% 23.2% 21.4% 17.2% 12.9% 20.6%
9,99€/month 13.2% 8.1% 7.1% 17.3% 20.5% 13.2%
15,99€/month 3.9% 0.4% 5.3% 4.2% 1.4% 3.1%

95




Table 16: Ranked List of Concepts - Top 50 Platforms
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Appendix: Conjoint Results per Segment

Table 17: Brand Preferences across Segment

18-34 Segment 35-64+ Segment
Attribute (n=150) (n=21) All responses
Spotify 326 25.5 35.8
Apple Music 39 -5.9 1.7
Amazon Music - 6.7 F -12 = 13
YouTube Music | -6.5 4.1 CHET
Deezer | -20.6 | I -20.0 -20.5

Spotify Users Users of other platforms All responses
Attribute (n=136) (n=31) (N=171)
Spotify 37.4@ 358
Apple Music 1.3 6.1 1.7
Amazon Music -8.8
YouTube Music -8.3
Deezer -19.2

Free users Segment Premium users Segment All responses
Attribute (n=32) (n=135) (N=171)
Spotify 302 35.8
Apple Music 4.6 1.7
Amazon Music -6.5
YouTube Music -4.6
Deezer -18.9
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Table 18: Relative Attribute Importance per Segment

Social &
Listening [Access Music Curation Community
Price Features |Mode Advertisement |Recommendation |Features

Spotify users segment (n=136)

Spotify 30.2% 19.6% 15.6% 14.1% 10.6% 10.0%

Apple Music 31.9% 21.6% 14.3% 15.6% 8.9% 7.6%

Amazon Music 29.0% 20.0% 12.0% 19.5% 12.6% 7.0%

YouTube Music 25.5% 23.1% 16.9% 14.6% 11.4% 8.4%

Deezer 28.6% 19.4% 18.4% 17.2% 9.6% 6.7%

Average for the segment 29.0% 20.7% 15.4% 16.2% 10.6% 7.9%

Users of other platforms segment (n=31)

Spotify 40.5% 16.0% 9.8% 13.1% 11.3%

Apple Music 39.8% 18.8% 12.5% 11.6% 10.2%

Amazon Music 36.7% 16.0% 9.4% 15.7% 15.0%

YouTube Music 34.9% 17.7% 13.0% 11.7% 12.8%

Deezer 36.7% 17.7% 13.3% 13.8% 11.1%

Average for the segment 37.7% 17.2% 11.6% 13.2% 12.1%

Free users segment (n=32)

Spotify 48.2% 12.5% 10.4% 11.0% 10.0%

Apple Music 44.0% 16.1% 11.1% 11.0% 8.7%

Amazon Music 44.1% 11.8% 9.2% 15.0% 13.0%

YouTube Music 42.0% 14.7% 14.0% 8.4% 13.1%

Deezer 44.5% 16.1% 11.1% 11.1% 10.6%

Average for the segment 44.6% 14.2% 11.2% 11.3% 11.1%

Premium users segment (n=135)

Spotify 28.2% 20.5% 15.4% 14.7% 10.9% 10.3%

Apple Music 30.8% 22.3% 14.7% 15.8% 9.3% 7.1%

Amazon Music 27.2% 21.0% 12.0% 19.7% 13.1% 7.0%

YouTube Music 23.8% 23.9% 16.7% 15.5% 11.3% 8.9%

Deezer 26.7% 19.8% 19.0% 17.9% 9.7% 6.9%
JAverage for the segment 27.4% 21.5% 15.6% 16.7% 10.9% 8.0%

<18-34 segment (n=150)

Spotify 31.1% 19.4% 15.5% 13.7% 10.5% 9.7%

Apple Music 32.7% 21.3% 14.4% 15.1% 9.1% 7.4%

Amazon Music 30.0% 20.2% 11.9% 18.9% 12.2% 6.8%

YouTube Music 26.3% 22.5% 16.9% 14.4% 11.3% 8.6%

Deezer 29.3% 19.5% 18.5% 16.4% 9.4% 6.9%

Average for the segment 29.9% 20.6% 15.4% 15.7% 10.5% 7.9%

35 to +64 users segment (n=21)

Spotify 38.3% 15.4% 9.1% 14.8% 12.5% 10.0%

Apple Music 38.2% 19.6% 11.9% 12.4% 9.4% 8.6%

Amazon Music 34.1% 13.0% 8.7% 17.5% 18.5% 8.2%

YouTube Music 33.8% 18.8% 11.8% 12.9% 13.6% 9.1%

Deezer 36.3% 16.0% 11.2% 17.8% 12.6% 6.2%

Average for the segment 36.1% 16.6% 10.5% 15.1% 13.3% 8.4%
| Al responses (Total sample N=171) 30.6%|  20.1%]  14.8%] 15.6%] 10.9%| 7.9%)
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Table 19: Relative Level Importance per Segment

Listening Features Access Mode Music Curation Recommendation Social & Ci features Advertisment Price
All Medium | Limited Online | Offline & None Generic | Per lised Basic Standard | Advanced | No Ads | Personali Non- Free 4,99€/ 999€/ |1599€/m
features | features | features Only Online sed Targeted month month onth

Spotify users segment (n=136)
Spotify 12.8%|  -D.5% .3% 0% 11.0%]  B.4% .0% 2.4% .6% .8% 1.4% 5.7%] _ B5.1% 6% 12.4% B.7%
Apple Music 12.8%| -D.5% .3% 1% D.1% %.3% 0.2% 1.4% 2.2%|  B.5% 0.3% B.8% ;.o% 9%|  15.9% B.7%
Amazon Music 121%  #.7% .4% 1% 5.1% 3% 9.2% 5.5% 2.7%|  ®.1% 0.6%|  18:2% .8% 3%]  15.2% b.6%
YouTube Music 16.9%| 5 .7% 2% 1% 121% %o% $.9% 2.8%|  p.4%|  b.1% 0.5%]  10:1% %5% 6%|  13:2% 5.0%
Deezer 10.8%|  D.7% 1% 5%  11.5% 9% -9.3% 4.2%|  -9.4% .1% 0.3%]  10.7% .9% .8%|  12.7% 2.7%
Average for the segment 1% 22% 9% 0% 100%] B2%| H.1% 133% 9% 0.1% 0.2% 0% B5%| H4%| 139% 5.9%
Users of other platforms segment (n=31)
Spotify 7.3%|  -0.2% 1% %1% 5.1%]  2.6%| B.2% 5.7% D.1% 2.5% 2.7% .4%| B.1%| #.3%] 27.8% B.8% .7% .8%
Apple Music 5.7% 1.4% 2% 8% 7.8% %.4% $.9% 5.3% 4%  B.2% 2.8% b.8%|  -D.6% -g.z% 2%.3% B.9% 2% .0%)
Amazon Music 5.4% .3% 7%, 7% 3.7% .0% .8% 7.2% 2.9%| -8.6% 1.3%]  10.4%| B.1% .3%|  22.9% B.2% .8% .3%!
YouTube Music D.5%| ®.9% .6% .4% D.4% %4% 4.5% 4.9% 1% 2.3% §3.4% 4.8% 0.3%|  B.1%| 28.1% 7:2% .9% .3%
Deezer 5.1% 2.1% .2%! .3% 7.3% .5% .4% 6.2%| -0.5% b.9% 0.4% 5.6%| ®.9%| 4.7% .3% 0.2% .2% .3%)
Average for the segment #8% 9% 8% 9% % 8% 4.1% 5.8% b.8% 2% 1.0% 5.0%] H9%| Baw| 2 B.1% 6% £%
Free users segment (n=32)
Spotify 8.3% .7% 0%|  %.6% 5.6%|  -0.7%|  4.0% 1.7%|  2.3% 1.1% 1.2%]  2.3% 2.9%|  -b.5% .0% 1.5% .3% 2%
Apple Music 5.7% 0.4% 0%]  %.6% 5.6%]  B.5%| -0.2% 3.7% 3% %.5% 4.2%|  -0.4% .4% #.1% 31.1% 2.7% .0% .8%
Amazon Music 7% 8% B.5% %4% 8.4%|  %.4% .9% 5.5% 2.1%|  $.9% 0.7%|  10.0%| 2.9% 2%| _ 30.5% 6.4% .6% .3%
YouTube Music 5.5%| B.6%| 2.9% 6% 5.6%]  B.0%| B.4% 7.4% h.3% 7% 1.0%]  0.5% 2%  H.7% .3% 7.2% 6% .8%,
Deezer h.3% 5.4%|  B.6%| B.7% 5.7% | %.6% 2.4% 4.2% D.1%|  4.5% 1.4% 9%  2.4% 0.6%]  28.5%| 11.1% .2% .4%
Average for the segment 5% 3% B3%| K4% 4%  B2%| -b2% 145% 3%  4.6% 1.3% 1% 2%  $0%| 3 53% 9% 5%
Premium users segment (n=135)
Spotify 183%]  D.7% 2.7% i.s% 10.6%| B.7% 0.4% 113.3% 1.2% 1.1% §2.3% 76%]  B5.9% 5.7%|  101% B.9%
Apple Music 13.1%|  -0.1% .0%| I98.4% 9.4%|  -12%| -0.5% 11.7% 2.0%| -2.0% -0.1%. 9.2% B5% BB8%| 148% 7.0%
Amazon Music 18.0% 5.2%| W5.7%|  D.2% 5.9% 2.8%| 9.8% 11%|  18.2%| B6.9% 4%|  18.3% 6.6%
YouTube Music 17.5% 12.0%, %a% .4% 2.3%|  -b.2% .3% 0.1%]  11.2% #.9% .3%|  11.4% 5.0%
Deezer 1 D.7% 4.5%|  D.5% .6% 0.1%|  11.4% .3% %] 11.3% 2.3%
Average for the segment 1 03% 1 35% 1% -b3% J%|  105% 9% 6%|  138% 5.9%
<18-34 segment (n=150)
Spotify .3% 3.0% .0% 0.7% 1.7% 5.7%|  #.6% %] 18.4% B-2%
Apple Music $.6% 1.8% 2.0%|  B.4% 0.4% 7.8% ;.s% %] 17-4% B.6%
Amazon Music $.1% 5.2% 2.6%| 8.9% 0.7%]  12.7% 8% 9%|  16:2% B.4%
YouTube Music -D.8% 3.2% D.0% .0% 0.1% D.4% %.9% 5% 14.5% 5.5%
Deezer .0% 4.2%|  $.5% .3% 0.2%|  10.0% 6%  B.4%| 13.6% B.7%
Average for the segment 2% 13.5% 0% 07% 0.4% W% B1%| %0%| 158% 5.1%
35 to +64 users seg (n=21)
Spotify 4.0% 3.5%| B.6% 4.6% 2.0% b.4%|  1.5%| H.9%| 28.3% B.3%
Apple Music .5% 3.6% D.5%| H.2% 8.7% 8.7%  2.1% 6%|  23.8% 2.1%
Amazon Music $.1% 10.4% 3.0%| 2.7% 0.4%|  11.5%| 2.2% .4%|  2p.3% B.4%
YouTube Music £.2% 4.1% -0.5% 2.9% i2.5% 7.8% $.4% 4% 22.9% 5.2%
Deezer 4.9% 7.3% D.8% b.3% 1.0%|  104%| B6.3%| ®1%| 19.9% 4.3%
Average for the segment $9% 5.8% 2% D.2% loawl  #2% 9% B3%| 280% 43%

137%|  09%|
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