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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to explore how consumers perceive eco-friendliness in their
brand experiences and how this can be measured cross-nationally. This is a replication-extension
study based on an existing brand experience scale. Data were collected in India and Finland from
smartphone users (N = 1008). The fitness of the brand experience model is validated cross-nationally
with structural equation modeling. The empirical data consisting of consumers’ responses on the
Apple, Samsung, and Nokia brands confirm that there is a unique dimension of eco-friendliness
in the general brand experiences of consumers, and it is generalizable cross-nationally in India
and Finland. The study presents a consumer-focused measure of sustainable development that
could be used to track how consumers perceive the eco-friendliness of brands. The paper links
consumer experiences that guide sustainable consumption behavior to the macro-level management
of sustainable development. This paper extends previous research on brand experience measurement
by testing cross-nationally a scale including a dimension for measuring eco-friendliness. The brand
experience measurement scale could aid companies in tracking the success of their sustainable
development initiatives on the brand level.

Keywords: brand experience; brand measurement; eco-friendliness; e-waste; microfoundations;
sustainable development

1. Introduction

Companies have had minimal impact on decreasing the pace of environmental degradation [1–3],
as their main targets are business growth and increasing consumption [4]. More research is still
needed to find effective measures for guiding companies and consumers towards sustainability,
for example, with objective nonfinancial measures for comparing the environmental and social
performance of companies and industrial sectors as well as the outcomes of their marketing efforts [5,6].
The linkages between the consumer and market levels that lead to both sustainable consumption
and production (SCP) as well as market change on the macro level need to be understood so that
sustainable development can be promoted on a large scale. Hence, we maintain that in order to drive
sustainable consumption we need to measure micro-level phenomena on the consumer level and link
them to the level where companies have an impact on sustainable development.

More measures have been called for to help companies monitor consumers and understand their
consumption experiences so that the companies can better support consumers’ sustainable consumption
and also achieve their own triple bottom line (TBL) goals for sustainability [7]. For consumers, it is
critical that eco-friendly products can be used properly for what they have been designed [8]. Some of
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the goals that consumers have set for products can also be abstract, such as being able to consume
products in an eco-friendly manner [8]. The implementation of SCP requires the involvement of
different stakeholders, including consumers, with a systemic approach as well as more cooperation
among the stakeholders [9]. In particular, the role of consumers in the implementation of SCP has
been highlighted [10]. “Pro-environmental behavior change” has been called for both by research and
policymakers, as consumers are expected to change their consumption habits into a more sustainable
direction [11,12]. In the 1990s, governments, companies, and consumer-citizens became increasingly
concerned about environmental protection, which accelerated the research efforts in the field of societal
and environmental marketing. However, research has been fragmented and needs to develop further [13].

In brand management research, very few brand constructs include an aspect of eco-friendliness,
and most of them have not been operationalized into scales [14]. However, there are several indications
from earlier studies that the brand satisfaction and brand loyalty of consumers can be associated with
the eco-friendliness and green values represented by the brand [15,16]. Thus, eco-friendly branding
could help companies to promote sustainable development and motivate consumers to make more
sustainable consumption decisions. Brand eco-friendliness means that the brand does not harm the
environment, and in connection with SCP, the assumption is that the manufacturers have eco-friendly
production processes and consumers’ consumption habits are eco-friendly [17].

The aim of this study is to explore how the brand experience scale of Brakus et al. [18], with an
extension for measuring the eco-friendliness of brand experiences [19], can be applied cross-nationally.
More replication and extension research has been called for, to discover empirical generalizations
instead of focusing only on the creation of new concepts that result in isolated studies [20–26].
We concentrate on exploring micro-level sustainable behaviors in the consumer markets, and in
doing so we shed light on the possibilities to link the micro and the macro levels [27] in a balanced
approach to sustainable development. We focus on individual consumers who are end users of
products, not other stakeholders, for example, in the supply chain.

This paper makes a number of contributions: We investigate how different aspects of
eco-friendliness in consumers’ brand experiences are perceived cross-nationally in India and Finland
and whether these aspects can be measured cross-nationally with an extended brand experience scale
based on Brakus et al. [18] and Saari [19]. The possible perceptions of eco-friendliness consumers
associate with the brand experiences they have with consumer electronics brands have not been
previously measured and investigated cross-nationally. In addition, we propose how in the theoretical
microfoundations model [27] a consumer-level measure could drive sustainable consumption and
sustainable development initiatives in companies, using the management of e-waste as an example.

Considering brands as decisive elements for consumers in their consumption behavior, and
consumers’ brand experiences as important input to companies for managing brands, we examine
how brands are associated with sustainability and the role of global brands in supporting sustainable
development. Then, we introduce how consumers’ brand experiences regarding the eco-friendliness
of brands could help to drive sustainable development. We show empirically that consumers in
different national contexts experience brands differently in terms of the eco-friendliness dimension.
Finally, we present and discuss the results, which inform corporations on consumers’ attitudes towards
eco-friendly and sustainable consumption, thus facilitating the implementation of eco-innovations and
sustainable development initiatives that promote SCP.

2. Theoretical Background

Brand experiences are individual consumers’ subjective and internal responses to brand stimuli
that are partly generated by the company, in the form of, for example, marketing communications,
brand design, packaging, and sales environments. However, a large portion of brand stimuli can be
outside the conventional company controlled channels, such as in the news and social media [18].
Brand stimuli are not always necessarily associated with the actual products consumers are using [28].
They can also be associated with news related to the company’s reputation, for example, how the
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company handles its e-waste. When consumers buy and use brands they are directly in contact with
product attributes that are utilitarian, but they are also in contact with other aspects of the brand that
can generate specific sensations, feelings, and perceptions as well as have behavioral impacts [29,30].
Consumers use marketing messages as well as other sources of information, such as information on
supply chains and product innovations, to form their personal and communal brand experiences in an
“experience space”, where brand experiences are co-created [31].

2.1. Branding and Sustainability

Branding is one of the most important means of marketing and selling products to consumers, and
brands are one of the most important purchase selection criteria among consumers [32,33], especially in
the case of electronics products [34]. Brands are reflections of the companies’ reputations and business
success in the minds of consumers, including from an environmental perspective [16,35]. Corporate
image has an important impact on how stakeholders, including consumers, appreciate the company,
and it can be based on the way a company manages its social and environmental responsibilities [36].
Corporate image is also used to differentiate how companies commit to being sustainable [3].

Branding research reports on the benefits of associating the Corporate and Social Responsibility
(CSR) activities of a company with its brand, as it links consumers’ and other stakeholders’ brand
evaluations and choices to actual CSR initiatives [37,38]. When referring to CSR it is also understood to
incorporate the pro-environmental activities executed by the corporation [39]. When the sustainability
and environmental development activities of a company are linked to its brand, the brand value is
increased, which can influence some customers positively [15,16]. However, some customers may
be skeptical and not trust the sustainability reports of companies, and thus they do not base their
purchase decisions on this information [40,41]. Consumers may lack clear and comprehensible product
information including details on the eco-friendliness of many companies’ products [42–45], and they
may not trust public CSR and environmental reports [4]. Consumers can resent a brand if there is any
reason to believe that the manufacturer ignores human rights or environmental responsibility [28],
for example, in the case of BP after its major oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010 [46].

A critical view of the way multinational brands are dealing with sustainability requirements is
that they do not necessarily conform to all sustainability standards. Instead, they can export socially
irresponsible practices to countries with looser regulations and less stakeholder pressure [47]. Currently,
companies can avoid expensive sustainability and environmental development activities simply by
hiding their noncompliance by moving their practices further away from their headquarters [48].
The current e-waste management practices prevailing in the electronics business are causing grave
health risks to children [49], e-waste recyclers [50], and increasingly to the large populations in
China, India, and Africa [51–53]. For example, in China, the amount of e-waste produced is growing
continuously, and the recycling of e-waste of global brands is handled predominantly by informal
sectors that do not have knowledge about the risks of handling such waste [54].

2.2. Role of Global Brands in Sustainable Development

Major global brands are owned by companies that have CSR activities implemented and reported
publicly. However, sustainability is still not considered a priority in the companies’ strategies, as the
main drivers for global brands are brand business models [4]. Global companies have a reputation
for taking advantage of the varying environmental legislation in different countries so that they can
have more polluting operations in countries where the environmental legislation is the most lax [4,55].
Global consumer electronics brands dominate the market and control the supply chains globally, and
they also control the sourcing of materials and implementation of waste handling practices [4].

The brand of a company is the key link between all the actors participating in the production
and consumption processes, especially in the case of global electronics brands. The eco-friendliness
of brands can be built on the CSR activities of companies [39], and this can be associated with the
way an electronics company handles its e-waste. Global brands have significant power over the
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global supply chains, and they are transforming sustainability into true business value by lowering
costs and re-evaluating quality and performance [4]. As the environmental impacts of consumption
increase, brand companies will have a greater competitive advantage from being sustainable and
eco-friendly, and they will want to take advantage of the growing green consumer markets [4,56].
Global corporations are also beginning to incorporate CSR into their branding strategies [38].

The activities implemented in corporate functions and the results seen in the markets and at the
environmental level are hard to understand and measure, and for this reason there are contradictory
research findings in this area [48]. This has raised doubts about what the companies are actually
doing to develop their sustainability and raised suspicion about possible greenwashing attempts [1,2].
The sustainable development goal #12 set by the United Nations in the New Sustainable Development
Agenda [12] with regard to ensuring responsible consumption and production requires follow up on
the level of global brands that are highly visible in the consumer markets [4].

With the illegal export of e-waste from the production sites and largest locations of use [57],
the e-waste problem is moved away from the backyards of the producers and the majority of consumer
electronics users. The private authority of global brand companies has crucial significance in the
governance systems globally. Change should be driven on all the different levels of consumption
practices so that companies and consumers are involved and the technological and cultural aspects of
introducing more sustainable consumption practices are taken into account [58]. As the overall climate
and environmental change, including the accumulation of e-waste, is potentially drastic and enormous,
the role and ability of consumers to drive sufficient change on their own should be reassessed [59,60].

2.3. Sustainable Consumption Driven by Consumers’ Brand Experiences

Sustainable consumption can be considered as consumption that focuses on optimizing the
results of the purchase, usage, and disposal of products from the environmental, social, and economic
perspectives, taking into account future generations [12,17]. When referring to sustainable and ethical
consumption, the assumption is that consumers’ consumption experiences are influenced by their
ethical and environmental concerns [61]. When selecting a suitable brand, consumers do not necessarily
only consider functional and affective criteria but also the CSR of a company [62]. In the EU, according
to the 2013 Eurobarometer, 26% of consumers frequently purchase eco-friendly products and 54%
purchase them occasionally [63]. These numbers could be growing, as in 2015 nearly 75% of millennials
were reported to be interested in paying more for eco-friendly products [64]. Sustainable consumption
is already driven by brands in many industrial sectors, for example, Fairtrade brands in the food and
textile industry and Seventh Generation products in household and care products, and in general,
brand reputation is one of the most significant selection criteria for consumers [65,66]. (Seventh
Generation is an American brand and company that was established in 1988. Its products consist of
nontoxic cleaning and personal care products, and its product development focuses on sustainability
and the conservation of natural resources [67]. The company and brand was acquired in September
2016 by Unilever [68].) Fairtrade products currently own over 20% of the market share for certain
products in 23 countries [69]. Sales of fair trade and organic products are increasing, and even if only
10 percent of consumers were to change their purchasing behavior in favor of eco-friendly products,
it would make a meaningful difference in the marketplace and have a positive impact on company
profits [70]. Consumers in the US have been reported to be increasingly interested in eco-friendly,
healthy, and safe product choices. However, they are not regularly buying such products since they are
not available on the mass markets and are more expensive [71]. Recently, some global brands have been
offering more green mainstream options (e.g., Unilever acquisition of The Seventh Generation) [68].
Nevertheless, in the consumer electronics sector, eco-friendliness and CSR are not actively promoted
by the companies in the positioning or branding of their products [72].

Green consumer trends can have an influence on the industry producing consumer
goods [33,62,67,73,74]. Green consumerism has already had a clear impact on, for example, the automobile
and fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) industries, which have deployed more sustainable operations
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and offer more eco-friendly product and brand choices to consumers than before [33,67]. With regard
to electronics products, environmentally conscious consumers do not currently have many eco-friendly
options if they wish to be true to their environmental values [72]. Individual consumers have an important
role in the transformation of consumption habits so that they are less harmful to the environment, and the
numbers of environmentally conscious consumers have been growing [62,65,73,74].

As consumers become more conscious of their purchasing behavior and start searching for
eco-friendly products, they will have a critical impact on companies’ sustainability and environmental
development activities [7]. Consumers participate in the process of value co-creation by giving
feedback to companies [75]. Consumers have a focal role in creating meaningful interactions within an
“experience environment” consisting of an ecosystem of companies and various consumer communities
that together have an influence on consumers’ personal brand experiences [31]. The brand experiences
that consumers have can be both communal (associated with society and the environment) and
individualistic (having personal value) [76,77], and both kinds of experiences are important for
creating brand value [78]. In the case of eco-friendliness, consumers are becoming more influential
and informed, and this needs to be taken into account in corporations [79].

Large global companies are publicly driving CSR programs directed towards sustainability-related
improvements in their supply chains [80,81] to improve their reputations and corporate brand
equity [82] and build consumer trust [83]. Brand equity plays a critical role in transmitting brand
messages to consumers [78]. The brand equity that is also inherent in the branded product helps
consumers select products for purchase, as consumers expect that a product with higher brand equity
guarantees a good corporate reputation and higher user satisfaction [84].

Consumers who regularly take into account the environmental qualities of available products in
purchasing situations can be considered to have sustainable and green consumption habits [85]. When
consuming eco-friendly products consumers can have varying levels of abstractions for the targets
they wish to achieve with the products, which in turn has an impact on the individual consumer’s
subjective experience of the products [8]. For environmentally conscious consumers it is not necessarily
the product attributes themselves that weigh the most in their purchasing decisions but rather the
environmental impact of their choice and its symbolic value [86].

So-called citizen-consumers, who take their social responsibilities seriously, are active change
agents within society and on the commercial markets [59,87]. Citizen-consumers are socially aware of
the wider social and environmental consequences of products, and they support corporations’ business
cases for CSR. Citizen-consumers can be divided into different types of roles depending on their stances
towards environmental change, and the majority does not feel empowered by the globalization of
environmental politics. On the contrary there is distrust of the organizations handling environmental
affairs, even on the political level [88]. For example, in 2011, market research indicated that the
majority of U.S. consumers want to be doing good in the world through their purchasing, and 87% of
them expected corporations to have a balance between societal interests and business interests [89].
To promote more sustainable consumption, the positive emotional energy that citizen-consumers get
from products and services that have an eco-friendly or green symbolic value can drive change toward
more sustainable consumption on an everyday level [58]; for example, feelings of pride and guilt
have been found to influence consumers’ sustainable product choices [90]. Individual consumers’
environmental values generally can be very similar in different cultures, although their general beliefs
and levels of environmental concern can differ to a greater degree [91].

Shobeiri et al. [92] have created a model for socially responsible consumption based on Schmitt’s [93]
five experiential aspects of marketing, which consist of sensory, cognitive, affective, behavioral, and social
experiences. Brakus et al. [18] confirmed only four of Schmitt’s five dimensions in their Brand Experience
Scale (BXS): the sensory, affective, intellectual, and behavioral dimensions. The fifth, social or relational
dimension in Schmitt’s [93] model consists of social and relational experiences that consumers could have
regarding society and the environment. The BXS has been extended with a dimension for eco-friendliness,
but this dimension has only been confirmed in one Western country [19].
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2.4. Conceptual Model

The measurement of consumers’ experiences on the micro level to understand macro phenomena
has been presented in sociology as a preferred approach instead of focusing purely on macro-level
assumptions [27,94]. From the consumer perspective, the driver for sustainable development is
the link between consumers and companies that leads to changes in companies and accelerates
sustainable development in the long run. The results of consumer-focused measurements (i.e.,
the views of individual consumers) can have an impact on the macro level and lead to market
change and sustainable development in society, as outcomes on the macro level usually result from the
interdependence of actors on different levels [94].

Environmental change is also forcing the markets to change to accommodate the environmental
consciousness of consumers and thus leading to sustainable development. Sustainable consumption is
occurring on the micro level, and it can have an effect on the change of markets [58] and create pressure
for companies to change their offerings on the meso level [62]. The critical link is from the micro level
and consumers who are buying more eco-friendly products at the meso level, and companies need to
consider new and more eco-friendly offerings based on the demand from consumers, who are thereby
pushing products and brands to change.

A balanced approach to the governance of environmental change and sustainable development
that takes into account both individual consumer behavior and the perspective of technological
infrastructures with a systemic approach guiding industry behavior is presented below [58,95].
The links between the micro level (where the consumers are), the meso level (where companies
operate), and the macro level (where markets evolve on a global scale) all have an impact on sustainable
development; in particular, the micro-macro link is of crucial importance, as it is needed for the
implementation of sustainable strategies [96]. The micro level of sustainable behaviors in consumer
markets can be linked to the macro level so that the behavior of individual consumers is monitored and
treated as feedback on consumers’ perceptions of macro-level sustainable development [27]. This forms
a multilevel micro-to-macro transition path for promoting sustainable consumption on the individual
level as a result of the decisions made on the company level [27,97,98].

In this study, we concentrate on individual consumers (i.e., end users of products) and show
in the theoretical microfoundations model [27] how a consumer-level measure of brand experiences
could drive sustainable consumption and sustainable development initiatives in companies and be
reflected on the macro level. To promote sustainable consumption, micro-level phenomena on the
consumer level should be measured and linked to the companies and their brands that have an impact
on sustainable development (see Figure 1).

External pressure may be caused by political, economic, social, or environmental reasons,
and internal change is initiated by mismatches that are recognized in the macro systems and micro
activities as well as inconsistencies in institutional frameworks that result in poor performance
compared to expectations [99]. The microfoundations of sustainable consumption are formed by
the individual consumers’ conditions for action and actual actions, and these link to the macro level
and are projected as the outcomes of consumers’ consumption behavior on the societal level [97]. To
promote sustainable development on the macro level, companies need to track the kinds of experiences
consumers’ have of the conditions and actions related to purchasing on the micro level [27].

The brand experience measure fits in the frame of institutional theory and also combines the three
dimensions of corporate sustainability measures: economic (marketing practices that are based on
sustainability), social (customer satisfaction and feedback process), and environmental (association
with environmental aspects, such as materials management and waste management, monitoring of
suppliers) [5]. Institutions are often understood to represent stability and order; however, institutions
still change for external and internal reasons.

In line with the objective of this study, when sustainable development is promoted, it is also essential
to measure how consumers are experiencing the eco-friendliness of products and brands in order to
get feedback on whether the companies’ sustainable development and marketing initiatives related to
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sustainability have been impactful on the brand level. The manner in which, for example, an electronics
company manages its e-waste could be reflected in the way consumers perceive the eco-friendliness of
the company and its brand. In this study, we focus on testing the levels on which consumers perceive
eco-friendliness in their brand experiences and whether brands differ based on how consumers rate the
eco-friendliness of their brand experiences in two very different kinds of countries.
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Figure 1. Micro-level activities on the consumer level can drive market change, which in turn can
steer companies to change their design and production so that sustainable development becomes more
prevalent. Information on brands influences the eco-friendliness in consumers’ brand experiences,
which in turn could be measured in order to create more eco-friendly products that satisfy the values
and needs of consumers.

The original brand experience scale (BXS) of Brakus et al. [18] has four dimensions: the intellectual,
sensory, affective, and behavioral dimensions. As the measurement items in the original BXS have been
proven to be in the general brand experiences of consumers, and as the eco-friendliness dimension
has been tested in a Western country [19], we explore in this study whether the BXS including the
eco-friendliness dimension is applicable cross-nationally in India and Finland.

Below we present the conceptualization of the four aspects of eco-friendliness in consumers’
brand experiences that we use in this study to measure the eco-friendliness of three global mobile
phone brands in India and Finland. The four levels of the eco-friendliness dimension are: (1) the
eco-intellectual; (2) the eco-sensory; (3) the eco-affective, and (4) the eco-behavioral levels [19]. The four
levels of eco-friendliness in brand experiences can be defined in the following manner.

When consumers need to decide on major purchases, such as automobiles, household appliances,
or expensive consumer electronics, they consider factual product- or brand-related information on the
eco-intellectual level. This information may include details on the environmental performance (e.g.,
energy efficiency), manufacturing (materials, chemicals, recyclability, or reparability), and availability
of second-hand products [34].

The eco-sensory level is critical for eco-friendly products, as the look and feel of sustainable and
eco-friendly products can differ from mainstream models. Eco-friendly products are often produced
from low-impact or recycled materials, and the materials are reduced to the minimum following
eco-design principles that consider the impacts of the full lifecycles of the products [100].

The eco-affective level is linked to the overall emotional experience of eco-friendliness. Consumers
tend to have positive feelings when they participate in good environmental causes. For example, green
energy advertisements can generate feelings of self-satisfaction when people feel that their selection
supports a good environmental cause [101].
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Finally, the eco-behavioral level is associated with the ways in which consumers consider a brand
to help them to act and consume in a sustainable manner. A brand that is perceived to be eco-friendly
supports consumers to be more sustainable in their consumption habits and follow an ecologically
conscious lifestyle [102]. When a brand is perceived to be sustainable and environmentally responsible,
it helps ecologically conscious consumers use brands to build their identities [103–105] and boosts
their pro-environmental self-identity [106].

3. Research Method and Data

In this study we replicate the extended BXS [19] cross-nationally to measure differences in the
ways consumers experience the eco-friendliness of global smartphone brands in a cross-national
context. The survey items were selected from the previously developed and extended BXS [18,19,107].
We assess the four items measuring eco-friendliness as well as the other four brand experience
dimensions from the BXS by conducting structural equation modeling (SEM) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) following the same steps that Brakus et al. [18] undertook.

The applicability of a measurement framework developed for one country in the context of another
country can be evaluated with CFA, which is used to analyze the relationships between the observed
variables and hypothesized constructs [108]. The minimum requirement for stating that a construct can
be similarly conceptualized cross-nationally is that the factor loadings follow the same pattern [108].

Testing of the scales is required, especially if the compared countries are in different economic
stages, and the scales should also be tested in non-Western contexts [109] since this will enable more
reliable generalization of the findings [20]. Consumer research has concentrated predominantly on
Western countries, and more specifically on the middle class in the United States [108,110]. We have
studied the eco-friendliness of brand experiences among consumers in an emerging economy (India)
and in an advanced economy (Finland) [111,112]. In this study, India represents a non-Western
country while Finland represents a Western country with reference to their economic situation and
demographics [111,112]. Measurement scales created for business and market research should be
tested in cross-national settings to ensure their validity and reliability and to build more robust
frameworks [108,113,114].

The development of the extended BXS has followed the guidelines of Churchill [115] and
Nunnally [116] based on Saari [19], and it has been aligned with the guidelines of Mowen and
Voss [117] to further ensure the validity of the construct. To assess the validity of a model, one needs
to assess the content and criterion validity, which indicate overall construct validity [118]. Construct
validity indicates that the measurement scale is actually measuring what it has been designed to
measure, which is essential when developing and testing theories [115,119]. The construct validity
of a model can be verified from several aspects: concept validity, convergent validity, discriminant
validity, and nomological validity [120]. Concept validity needs to be assessed to ensure that the
abstract concepts have been similarly understood by all of the respondents; this is critical for assessing
how well the factors and collected data correspond to the concepts of the study [121] and how
possible differences in the results reflect real-life differences that are characteristic of what is being
measured [115]. Convergent validity shows how well the measure correlates with other similar
measures designed for similar concepts [115,120]. When the item loadings are high it is an indication
of high convergent validity [120]. Discriminant validity indicates whether a measure is sufficiently
different when compared to similar measures [115]. The discriminant validity of the eco-friendliness
construct is tested by CFA, and the fit is studied by checking the model fit indices. Nomological
validity means that a scale can measure what it has been designed for theoretically, and the focus is on
larger theoretical frameworks rather than individual concepts [120]. One of the targets of this study is
to increase the nomological validity of the conceptual model in a cross-national context. In order to
avoid duplication of existing dimensions, the items measuring eco-friendliness were tested both as
additional items in the existing four BXS dimensions as well as a separate fifth dimension. The validity
and reliability in this study was assessed from the results of the CFA and item loading sizes and from
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the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliability (CR) [121]. The measurement model
was based on earlier research on the BXS and its extension [18,19] that had already been validated,
which means that this study reinforces the validity of previous research. The model fit indices for both
models are reported for both of the countries in Section 4.

The way respondents respond to surveys can differ depending on their national backgrounds,
and the response style should be taken into account when comparing the results in cross-national
research [122,123]. The response options here followed a 7-point Likert scale, with the addition of
an 8th option, “Do not know”, to help the respondents continue with the survey in case they did
not have any views on the brand. All the Likert scale response options were anchored, ranging from
1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. In the analyses, the “Do not know” options were treated
as missing data, and the missing-at-random (MAR) approach [124] was used to analyze the data. With
the MAR method the responses were reweighted and calculated with unbiased estimates when the
response rates differed per item [125]. We used IBM SPSS and Amos software for the analysis.

In this study we concentrated on three smartphone brands, Samsung (using the Android
Operating System (OS)), Apple (using the iOS), and Nokia (using the Windows Phone OS), which
were the three largest smartphone brands in 2013 according to global market share [126]. Nokia was
acquired in 2013 by Microsoft, but, at the time of the research, it was still producing Nokia branded
smartphones. We did not focus on the possible differences between specific smartphone models, as
brand experiences are the result of different kinds of brand stimuli that include, in addition to the
actual product model, marketing messages, information retrieved from the Internet, or other people’s
experiences heard by word of mouth [18,127].

The survey questionnaire used in Finland was translated into Finnish, while in India the study
used the original English versions of the BXS and the eco-friendliness items. The equivalency of the
Finnish translations was verified first by an English language expert, and they were also tested in a
pilot survey that was conducted for both the English and Finnish versions. The pilot was conducted
with respondents from both Finland and India. Based on the pilot results, we confirmed that the
translation of the survey questionnaire was similarly understood by the respondents.

The survey was conducted in India and Finland in September 2013 with the help of trained
field researchers. These countries were selected because in India, the penetration of smartphones
was still fairly low, while in Finland, on the contrary, the penetration of smartphones was one of the
highest in Europe. To ascertain that the sample was also representative of the smartphone users in
the two countries, participants for the survey were selected from different parts of the two countries
and from different age groups that had been identified to include potential smartphone users. In
India, 10% of the population had a smartphone in 2012, and the owners of smartphones mostly
resided in large cities that had a population of at least four million inhabitants [128]. The respondents
in this study are from the top five metropolitan areas in India—Mumbai, Delhi, Kolkata, Chennai,
and Bangalore—based on statistics from the census held in 2011 [129]. The Indian urban population
was 31% of the total population in 2011. In India, 18–24 year olds and individuals a few years above
24 years of age own the most smartphones [128], which is reflected in the respondents of the survey,
a higher proportion of which were younger adults. The participants in India were randomly selected
from phone directory listings. In 2013, nearly 100% of Finnish households had a mobile phone and
56% had a smartphone [130]. In Finland, the respondents were randomly selected from four different
regions from a national online contact directory. The coverage of the participants corresponds to
the distribution of the population in Finland. The distribution of the respondents in the age groups
that use smartphones is divided fairly closely to the age distribution among the whole population of
Finland [131]. Both genders were nearly evenly represented in both of the countries (Table 1).

The sample sizes were over 500 in both of the countries, which is sufficient to test and develop a
scale and find a suitable fit and solution for a model [132]. The data were collected via a web survey
in Finland (N = 506) and phone interviews in India (N = 502). The multiple-mode survey approach
allowed us to study populations that fit the scope of the survey [133]. In Finland, the response rate was
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11%, and, in India, it was 7%. As the number of online surveys has grown in recent years, non-response
rates have also grown, but the non-response rate does not necessarily indicate non-response bias [125],
and we did not find non-response bias in the results. As the samples in this study are representative of
the populations that use smartphones in the countries, systematic differences between the respondents
and non-respondents should be minimal (Table 1).

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents in India (N = 502) and Finland (N = 506).

Characteristic India N (%) Finland N (%)

Residence

Bangalore 91 (18.1)
Chennai 86 (17.1)

Delhi 91 (18.1)
Kolkata 46 (9.2)
Mumbai 188 (37.5)

Helsinki Capital Region 150 (29.6)
Rest of Southern Finland 114 (22.5)

Western Finland 132 (26.1)
Northern and Eastern Finland 110 (21.7)

Gender

Female 240 (47.8) 236 (46.6)
Male 262 (52.2) 270 (53.4)

Age

18–24 105 (20.9) 68 (13.4)
25–34 214 (42.6) 104 (20.6)
35–44 101 (20.1) 102 (20.2)
45–54 52 (10.4) 116 (22.9)
55–64 30 (6.0) 116 (22.9)

Education

School 5–9 years 1 (0.2) 40 (7.9)
High School 26 (5.2) 69 (13.6)

Professional Degree 71 (14.1) 201 (39.7)
2-year College Degree 222 (44.2) 110 (21.7)

4-year College/Masters Degree 168 (33.5) 83 (16.4)
Doctoral Degree 14 (2.8) 3 (0.6)

4. Results

4.1. Comparing Smartphone Brands on the Eco-Friendliness Dimension

In India, 36.5% of the respondents had a Samsung phone, 25.5% had a Nokia phone, and only
5.4% had an Apple phone. The majority of the Finnish respondents, 65.8%, had a Nokia branded
phone, while 17.4% had a Samsung branded phone and 9.3% had an Apple branded phone. In the case
of Finland, the high proportion of Nokia brand owners represents some home country bias, as Nokia
originates from Finland [134].

t-tests were conducted to analyze whether there were significant differences for the individual
items per brand in the two countries. A p-value indicates whether there is an effect, but it does not
indicate the size of the effect. Thus, in addition to the p-value (statistical significance), we report the
Cohen’s d value, which is used to measure effect size (i.e., substantive significance). Cohen classified
effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d ≥ 0.8) [135]. A MANOVA with country as
an independent factor and post hoc tests were conducted, but post hoc tests could not be performed,
as there are fewer than three country groups. The Wilk’s Lambda, however, indicated that there were
significant differences between the two country groups (p < 0.001).
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We compared the means for each of the eco-friendliness items per brand in both of the countries
separately to verify that the respondents understood the items in the scale in the same way. Response
styles in different countries are dependent on the cultural context [123,136]. When assessing the
differences in the means for the eco-friendliness dimension in the two countries, one can see that the
Indian respondents gave systematically higher ratings for the items (Table 2) than did the Finnish
respondents (Table 3). All the effect sizes (Cohen’s d) are very small (<0.2) in the India data, which
indicates that the differences between the brands are not substantively significant. However, in Finland
the effect sizes (Cohen’s d) for all the eco-friendliness items in the case of Nokia compared to the two
other brands are over the threshold of being small, except for the eco-behavioral dimension, where the
magnitude of the effect size is very small for Samsung and Nokia.

Table 2. t-test results for the differences in the eco-friendliness of the brands in India.

Dimension Mean SD Statistical Sig. Cohen’s d Cohen’s d

Samsung Apple Nokia Apple Nokia

Eco-intellectual 5.27 1.47 ** 0.118 0.034
Eco-sensory 5.08 1.53 0.051 0.071
Eco-affective 5.20 1.37 0.058 0.036

Eco-behavioral 5.25 1.38 *** 0.007 0.118

Apple Samsung Nokia Samsung Nokia

Eco-intellectual 5.44 1.40 ** *** 0.118 0.153
Eco-sensory 5.00 1.58 0.051 0.019
Eco-affective 5.28 1.39 ** 0.058 0.093

Eco-behavioral 5.24 1.44 ** 0.007 0.109

Nokia Samsung Apple Samsung Apple

Eco-intellectual 5.22 1.47 *** 0.034 0.153
Eco-sensory 4.97 1.57 0.071 0.019
Eco-affective 5.15 1.41 ** 0.036 0.093

Eco-behavioral 5.08 1.49 *** ** 0.118 0.109

*** p ≤ 0.01, ** p ≤ 0.05, * p ≤ 0.10; Standard Deviation (SD); Cohen’s d = 0.8 large; d = 0.5 medium; d = 0.2 small.

Table 3. t-test results for the differences in the eco-friendliness of the brands in Finland.

Dimension Mean SD Statistical Sig. Cohen’s d Cohen’s d

Samsung Apple Nokia Apple Nokia

Eco-intellectual 2.95 1.35 *** 0.029 0.284
Eco-sensory 3.21 1.24 ** *** 0.117 0.250
Eco-affective 2.99 1.25 *** 0.063 0.272

Eco-behavioral 2.72 1.27 ** *** 0.118 0.136

Apple Samsung Nokia Samsung Nokia

Eco-intellectual 2.99 1.44 *** 0.029 0.249
Eco-sensory 3.06 1.33 ** *** 0.117 0.352
Eco-affective 2.91 1.29 *** 0.063 0.328

Eco-behavioral 2.57 1.28 ** *** 0.118 0.248

Nokia Samsung Apple Samsung Apple

Eco-intellectual 3.36 1.53 *** *** 0.284 0.249
Eco-sensory 3.54 1.40 *** *** 0.250 0.352
Eco-affective 3.35 1.39 *** *** 0.272 0.328

Eco-behavioral 2.90 1.38 *** *** 0.136 0.248

*** p ≤ 0.01, ** p ≤ 0.05, * p ≤ 0.10; Standard Deviation (SD); Cohen’s d = 0.8 large; d = 0.5 medium; d = 0.2 small.
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There were significant differences in the eco-friendly brand experiences for some individual
dimensions for the different smartphone brands between the genders. In India, the score for the
eco-sensory dimension for the Nokia brand was the only dimension that was rated significantly higher
among men than among women (Table 4; p = 0.019).

Table 4. Differences in the perceptions of eco-friendliness of the brands in India among females
and males.

Dimension Gender N Mean SD CI 95% p-Value

Samsung

Eco-intellectual F 233 5.16 1.52 4.96–5.35 0.103
M 255 5.38 1.43 5.20–5.55

Eco-sensory F 223 5.00 1.52 4.79–5.20 0.266
M 249 5.15 1.54 4.96–5.34

Eco-affective F 230 5.13 1.37 4.96–5.31 0.577
M 253 5.21 1.41 5.03–5.38

Eco-behavioral F 228 5.24 1.37 5.06–5.42 0.914
M 255 5.23 1.42 5.05–5.40

Apple

Eco-intellectual F 226 5.38 1.42 5.19–5.56 0.251
M 248 5.52 1.38 5.35–5.70

Eco-sensory F 220 4.95 1.60 4.74–5.16 0.450
M 247 5.06 1.56 4.87–5.26

Eco-affective F 221 5.23 1.38 5.05–5.41 0.516
M 248 5.31 1.40 5.14–5.49

Eco-behavioral F 223 5.24 1.39 5.05–5.42 0.905
M 248 5.22 1.50 5.03–5.41

Nokia

Eco-intellectual F 237 5.19 1.51 4.99–5.38 0.873
M 256 5.21 1.46 5.03–5.39

Eco-sensory F 231 4.81 1.68 4.59–5.02 0.019 **
M 252 5.14 1.44 4.96–5.32

Eco-affective F 232 5.08 1.43 4.90–5.27 0.493
M 252 5.17 1.42 4.99–5.35

Eco-behavioral F 236 5.04 1.50 4.85–5.24 0.701
M 255 5.09 1.48 4.91–5.28

*** p ≤ 0.01, ** p ≤ 0.05, * p ≤ 0.10; Standard Deviation (SD); Confidence Interval for Mean (CI).

In Finland, there were significant differences in the way men experienced the Samsung brand
more negatively on the eco-intellectual dimension compared to the way women did (Table 5; p =
0.092). For the Apple brand, the women in Finland rated all of the four eco-friendly brand dimensions
significantly higher than did the men (Table 5; eco-intellectual p = 0.017, eco-sensory p = 0.001,
eco-affective p = 0.000, eco-behavioral p = 0.008).
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Table 5. Differences in the perceptions of eco-friendliness of the brands in Finland among females
and males.

Dimension Gender N Mean SD CI 95% p-Value

Samsung

Eco-intellectual F 193 3.04 1.33 2.85–3.23 0.092 *
M 228 2.82 1.40 2.63–3.00

Eco-sensory F 167 3.24 1.16 3.06–3.42 0.707
M 215 3.19 1.33 3.01–3.37

Eco-affective F 180 3.07 1.17 2.90–3.24 0.184
M 219 2.90 1.38 2.72–3.08

Eco-behavioral F 186 2.72 1.22 2.54–2.90 0.777
M 228 2.68 1.35 2.51–2.86

Apple

Eco-intellectual F 184 3.17 1.39 2.97–3.38 0.017 **
M 224 2.83 1.48 2.64–3.03

Eco-sensory F 174 3.30 1.22 3.12–3.48 0.001 ***
M 214 2.84 1.39 2.65–3.03

Eco-affective F 181 3.14 1.22 2.96–3.32 0.000 ***
M 224 2.68 1.32 2.51–2.86

Eco-behavioral F 188 2.76 1.31 2.57–2.95 0.008 ***
M 227 2.43 1.25 2.26–2.59

Nokia

Eco-intellectual F 210 3.47 1.48 3.27–3.67 0.588
M 240 3.39 1.62 3.19–3.60

Eco-sensory F 182 3.44 1.36 3.24–3.64 0.241
M 225 3.60 1.45 3.41–3.79

Eco-affective F 195 3.37 1.23 3.20–3.54 0.624
M 231 3.30 1.51 3.11–3.50

Eco-behavioral F 205 2.91 1.35 2.73–3.10 0.903
M 238 2.93 1.45 2.74–3.11

*** p ≤ 0.01, ** p ≤ 0.05, * p ≤ 0.10; Standard Deviation (SD); Confidence Interval for Mean (CI).

The results indicate that consumers recognize the existence of the eco-friendliness dimension,
and it can be used to measure brands. We demonstrate this in more detail in the following part of our
research, where we test with SEM that the eco-friendliness construct is also a dimension in the overall
brand experience scale.

4.2. Model Estimation

We further investigated whether eco-friendliness-driven brand experiences are a part of the
original BXS model (see Appendix A for a list of all the items included in the extended BXS). After
thorough analysis, however, we found that the negative statements and the intellectual dimension
in the original BXS model extended with eco-friendly statements caused issues, especially with the
India data, and consequently the model fit indices were very low for the models tested. We compared
the model fit indices for both countries: (A) for the original BXS model (without the dimension
for eco-friendliness); (B) for a model where the individual eco-friendliness items were included in
the related four dimensions of the original BXS; and (C) for a model in which the eco-friendliness
dimension was a separate fifth dimension in the model (see Table 6). Model C best fit the data collected
in Finland, but, for the India data, this model was not appropriate.
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Table 6. Model fit indices for three models tested with the combined data set consisting of the three
brands: (A) the original BXS; (B) extended BXS with eco-friendliness embedded in the four dimensions;
and (C) extended BXS with eco-friendliness as a fifth dimension.

Indices (A) Original BXS (B) Eco-Friendliness Included
in the Four BXS Dimensions

(C) Eco-Friendliness as a Separate
5th Dimension in the BXS

Finland India Finland India Finland India
Chi-square 1006.01 4045.58 3188.28 4950.01 1674.17 4862.39

df 48 48 98 98 94 94
Probability 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

TLI 0.818 0.381 0.681 0.583 0.830 0.573
CFI 0.888 0.619 0.770 0.700 0.883 0.705

RMSEA 0.115 0.235 0.144 0.181 0.105 0.184

df = degrees of freedom; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation.

In the India data, the factor loadings in model C for the item “I engage in a lot of thinking when
I encounter this brand” were below the recommended threshold of 0.4 for nearly all of the three
brands (0.33 for Samsung, 0.35 for Nokia, 0.44 for Apple, and 0.38 for the combined data set including
responses for Samsung, Apple, and Nokia). In Finland, the loadings for this dimension are all above
0.40, ranging from 0.58 to 0.73. In addition, in the India data, all the loadings for the negatively worded
statements were very low, ranging from −0.10 to 0.23, which clearly indicates that even reverse coding
would not be helpful in this situation. As a result, we introduced a revised model consisting of four
experiential dimensions—sensory, affective, behavioral, and eco-friendliness—without the negatively
worded items. We tested the revised model with a data set consisting of the combined responses for
the three brands together for each of the countries separately. We tested that the model fit the data
with SEM in SPSS and Amos Graphics.

The Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) are considered to be among the
most reliable indices, and when they return values larger than 0.90, the model can be considered to fit
well [137]. For both India and Finland, the TLI was over 0.90, which indicates a good fit: 0.912 for India,
and 0.904 for Finland. When the CFI is near 0.95, the model can be considered to fit even better [132],
which is the case for both of the countries: 0.953 for India, and 0.949 for Finland. The chi square is
sensitive to the number of respondents in the sample, so a model that fits well has a chi square near
the sample size [132]. For both of the countries, the sample was slightly over 500, which means that
the chi square for both the countries indicates a very good fit: 499.53 for India, and 492.08 for Finland.

We then reevaluated the items that proved to have acceptable loadings in the CFA with
the reliability coefficient Cronbach’s alpha, which also indicates the internal consistency of the
measurement items. For the subscale measuring eco-friendliness in the revised scale (four last items in
the SEM model in Figure 2), the Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.851 with the India data. In the case of Finland,
the Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.899 for the eco-friendliness subscale. The values for the Cronbach’s Alpha
factors are very good, as they are in both cases larger than 0.80 [137], which supports the construct
validity of the eco-friendliness cross-nationally in India and Finland.

The average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) were used to test the validity
and reliability of the scale items [121]. For the eco-friendliness subscale with the India data, the AVE is
0.62 and the CR is 0.86. With the Finland data, the AVE for the eco-friendliness subscale is 0.70 and the
CR is 0.90. The required threshold for AVE is 0.50 and for CR it is 0.70 [121]. Thus, the validity and
reliability of the subscale have been confirmed.

The factor loadings in the revised and extended BXS for the eco-friendliness items in both countries
are all above 0.50, which means that the variables are aligned with the factors [138]. The factor loadings
also indicate that the eco-friendliness dimension is as strong as the other dimensions (see Figure 2)
in the revised brand experience scale tested in a previous study [107]. Our results highlight the
usability of the revised model in both monitoring the eco-friendly experiences of citizen-consumers
and grouping corporate brands based on their eco-friendly reputations.
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When assessing the construct validity of the extended BXS model, one should first verify the
concept validity to ensure that the abstract concepts of the construct have been understood in the same
way by all of the participants. In this study, this is reflected in the response patterns of the participants
for the different items, and it can be seen that they are very similar in the countries individually.
Convergent validity is indicated in this study by high factor loadings in the revised BXS model: all of
the items are above 0.50, which is significant and required for convergent validity. The discriminant
validity of the model was analyzed based on the CFA and the model fit indices. The TLI and CFI are
larger than 0.90 for both countries, which means that the model fit well. The nomological validity of
the conceptual model was verified, and the construct measuring eco-friendliness was found to be valid
in the revised BXS model in both countries and not a duplicate of any of the existing BXS dimensions,
as can be seen in the factor loadings in Figure 2.

5. Discussion

Our research responds to the call for more consumer-focused nonfinancial measures for better
understanding the sustainable consumption behavior and brand experiences of consumers [7].
In addition, we introduce a systemic approach for tracking the implementation of sustainable
development on the microfoundations level, as the role of consumers in the implementation of
SCP has been highlighted [10]. In this exploratory research, we focus on testing cross-nationally the
eco-friendliness of consumers’ brand experiences with a brand experience scale [18] that has been
extended with a dimension for eco-friendliness [19]. The measurement scale can be deployed by
companies for comparing the experiences consumers have of their brand in comparison with their
competitors’ brands. The validity and reliability of the scale is demonstrated in India, representing
a non-Western country, and Finland, representing a Western country. This indicates that the scale is
generalizable cross-nationally.

There were differences in the way consumers perceived the brands in the two countries.
The response styles in India and Finland are different, so the Indian respondents systematically
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gave higher scores to all of the brands. In Finland, the response style is more modest and the ratings
for the brands are more negative than in India. The respondents in Finland generally rated the brands
with scores closer to option 3 (somewhat disagree). This suggests that the Finnish respondents are
not fully confident with regard to how well the claims in the statements apply to the brands included
in the survey. The Indian respondents demonstrated slightly more trust in the eco-friendliness of
the companies, but they fully did not fully agree with the statements on eco-friendliness of the
smartphone brands, as the mean of their responses is closest to response option 5 (somewhat agree).
The response style of Indians is dependent on the national context, which is very different from that
in Finland [123,136,139,140]. In the case of Indian respondents, one needs to take into account that
India has been found to be a high-power-distance country, where people have authoritarian values
that are reflected in the way people support conformity and accept authorities [141]. However, the
environmental values of individual consumers can be similar in different countries [91], even though
they manifest themselves in the results differently due to varying response styles and national level
differences in the people’s respect for authority.

When analyzing the differences in the eco-friendliness of the respondents’ brand experiences on
the country level, it can be clearly seen that in Finland the home country bias [134] is strong and the
ratings for all of the eco-friendliness dimensions are higher for the Nokia brand. The respondents
in Finland gave significantly lower ratings for the Apple brand compared to the Samsung brand for
the eco-sensory and eco-behavioral dimensions, which could be interpreted to mean that the Apple
brand is not supporting the respondents’ eco-friendly behavior and its design does not appear to
be eco-friendly. In India, the brands are rated differently: Apple received the highest ratings of the
three brands for the eco-intellectual and eco-affective dimensions, which shows that the Apple brand
has created positive interest in India. However, it should be noted that only a very small percentage
of respondents personally owned an Apple branded smartphone (5.4%) at the time of the survey.
In addition, in India both the Samsung and Apple brands received significantly higher ratings for the
eco-behavioral dimension than Nokia. This seems to indicate that the Nokia brand has not managed
to sustain and deliver a perception of enabling eco-friendly behavior among consumers in India.

The differences in the responses for men and women respondents vary slightly in India and
Finland on some of the dimensions measuring the eco-friendliness of brand experiences. In India,
the fact that men rate the eco-friendliness of the Nokia brand significantly higher on the sensory
level than women could indicate that the design, look, and feel of the brand are more convincing to
the men. On the other hand, in Finland the men rated the eco-intellectual aspects of the Samsung
brand significantly lower than did the women respondents, which indicates that when the Finnish
men respondents think of the Samsung brand they do not find it cognitively as eco-friendly as do
the women. In Finland, the men also gave significantly lower ratings for the Apple brand on all of
the measured eco-friendliness dimensions, which could indicate that the men are more critical than
women with regard to what can be considered eco-friendly in brand experiences, and Apple has not
been convincing them in Finland. The eco-intellectual dimension is supported by the findings in
both countries, even though the intellectual dimension in the original brand experience scale is not
confirmed in India.

The factor loadings for the negatively worded items in the original BXS model revealed major
issues in the model, especially in the case of India. However, also for Finland, the negatively worded
items had smaller loadings than the other items. The negative items were not applicable for the BXS
in this case, and thus they were excluded from the revised version of the model. According to the
psychometric literature, negatively worded items can be excluded from scales when the content is
already covered by affirmative statements [142]. It has also been argued that alternating positively
and negatively worded items could distort the respondents’ response styles [136,143,144]. Most brand
measurement scales do not have negative items [14]. Concise measurement models, such as the revised
BXS model, have been called for because they can be applied and extended more easily than longer
and more complicated models [142,145].
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For smartphone brands, the intellectual dimension in the brand experiences differs the most in
the two countries. The intellectual dimension was excluded from the revised scale because the factor
loadings for the India data for one of the measurement items (“I engage in a lot of thinking when
I encounter this brand”) and the model fit indices were under the recommended thresholds. There
could be national differences related to the intellectual dimension, and thus it is not generalizable
cross-nationally. In addition, it should be taken into account that not only intellectual but also
affective aspects are associated with decision-making in purchasing and consumption experiences [146].
In consumer-psychology, the intellectual dimension of brand experiences has been also associated
with the affective dimension, so the experiencing of brands happens on three levels: sensory,
affective-cognitive, and behavioral [147].

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The findings of our study indicate that the eco-friendliness dimension can be generalized in two
countries with very different demographics and economic situations. Therefore, there is external
validity in the revised extended version of the brand experience construct of Brakus et al. [18].
The theoretical implication of this finding is that the eco-friendly dimension in the BXS should
be taken into account when measuring brand experiences. We propose that the eco-friendliness
dimension that manifested itself in consumers’ brand experiences associated with smartphone brands
is a relevant dimension that companies could use to monitor the brand experiences of their consumers.
When Brakus et al. [18] created their brand experience measurement model, they initially included a
dimension for a relational level, which had been created based on an earlier conceptualization of the
experiential marketing elements created by Schmitt [93]. The relational level has further been linked to
socially responsible consumption by Shobeiri et al. [92]. There could be a temporal effect in the way the
relational dimension is supported by the data, so that, in the beginning of 2000, when Brakus et al. [18]
were constructing the measure, it was not supported in their surveys. However, in our study, it is
supported, which might indicate that consumers have become more environmentally conscientious of
their product choices during these years and now consider the social and environmental impacts of
those choices.

5.2. Managerial Implications

The main managerial implication of our findings is that global corporations could concentrate
on creating a branding approach that has aspects of eco-friendliness in addition to sensory, affective,
and behavioral aspects. It is critical that the different brand experience dimensions are tested locally
in the target markets before they are implemented. However, based on our study the dimensions for
eco-friendly, sensory, affective, and behavioral brand experiences are generalizable cross-nationally in
India and Finland. Even so, our findings suggest that the intellectual aspects of the brand experience
should be localized with special expertise of the consumer groups in the target country. When
corporations focus on creating positive brand experiences, they should also make the experiences
appealing on a sensory, affective, and behavioral level [148] and ensure that the brand experiences
are eco-friendly.

Based on the measurement results companies could develop more eco-friendly products and
manage the eco-friendliness of their brands. Providing more eco-friendly products that consumers
experience as being eco-friendly on the brand level would help to reinforce the sustainable consumption
behavior of consumers on the micro level and promote sustainable development on the macro
level. Consumers trust that companies who have CSR activities are doing their best to develop
the sustainability of their product design, manufacturing, and production processes to create more
eco-friendly products, which the consumers also experience as truly eco-friendly, and it is crucial for
companies to realize this is one of the consumer requirements [79,149]. Electronics companies could
use the measures to monitor, for example, how their e-waste management activities are reflected in
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consumers’ brand experiences. Consumers cannot drive change on their own to prevent environmental
change and the accumulation of e-waste [59,60].

The linking of the microfoundations on the consumer level to the decision-making processes
of senior managers on the meso level could benefit and improve the performance of companies,
as it enables a consumer-oriented business environment [149]. Organizations could create conditions
for more open dialogue between the decision-makers and lower level employees, who are closer
to consumers on a daily basis [98] and who can also track and report on consumers’ brand
experiences. The way consumers perceive the eco-friendliness and sustainability of a corporation
offers an invaluable source of information to managers regarding what they should focus on in their
sustainability and environmental development activities [150]. The extended BXS with a dimension
for eco-friendliness could be used to measure the experiential consumption benefits that consumers
perceive on the brand level.

The findings of this study may also encourage managers to invest in brand management and
green marketing strategies that are merely “greenwashing” initiatives to promote their products and
services, as the design of new products is more costly in the short term. For this reason, it is critical
that governments and policymakers also track the CSR and eco-friendly initiatives of corporations.

5.3. Policy Implications

Our results could be used to advance a balanced approach to environmental governance leading
to the integration of the microfoundations to the institutional framework. On the citizen-consumer side
of the balanced approach, one way to monitor the reputation of a company from the environmental
perspective is to monitor the brand experiences of consumers and how those consumers rate the
eco-friendliness of the brands. In the case of consumer electronics, the reputation of the companies
may be rated by the way they handle their e-waste. We need multiple stakeholders and disciplines to
advance and support consumer-citizens in their sustainable consumption practices: public authorities,
NGOs, companies, and research organizations as well as MDs, engineers, and social scientists [53,60,95].
In a balanced approach, policymakers have a critical role in setting the agenda, coordinating the
change plans, finding better ways to incentivize consumer electronics corporations, and implementing
follow-up measures [60,95] to protect populations from the negative health impacts of e-waste globally.

In order to promote sustainable development on the macro level, policymakers and companies
could track consumers’ experiences of the conditions and actions related to purchasing on the
micro-level [27]. In 2014, less than half of the EU member states had incorporated the WEEE Directive
in their national legislation, and Extended Producer Responsibility had been implemented in varying
ways in the countries [151]. In the United States, there is no comprehensive legislation on e-waste
management on the federal level [152]. Even though the United States has signed the Basel Convention
on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal, the country has
not ratified the convention [152]. Policymakers could use the brand measurement results to develop
policies and plan interventions that promote more eco-friendly and sustainable electronics products.
Policies are required to reduce the volumes of e-waste produced so that the electronics industry would
achieve the sustainable development goal on responsible consumption.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research

One limitation of this study is that in the sample from Finland the majority of the respondents
owned a Nokia branded phone, which affected the means and standard deviations in the responses
due to home country bias [134]. This was apparent in the way the Finnish respondents experienced
the Nokia brand to be the least unfavorable on the eco-friendliness subscale among the three brands.
However, in the second part of the research, the factor loadings are not necessarily affected by the
country bias, as the loadings for the India data are very similar to those for the Finland data. Another
limitation of this study is that only a small portion of the respondents in India had an Apple branded
phone, which may also have had an impact on some of the ratings given to the three brands in India.
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Even though, with the data in this specific study, we cannot directly infer whether eco-friendliness
in consumers’ brand experiences of smartphone brands impacts their future product selections,
the results indicate that people recognize an eco-friendly dimension in their brand experiences.
Thus, consumers seem to understand that consumer electronics brands can offer eco-friendly brand
experiences, and the degree to which they are considered to be eco-friendly by consumers can be
measured with the eco-friendliness subscale in the BXS.

This study is the first step in the development of an eco-friendliness brand experience scale but it
remains for future research to verify the scale items further. Future research should study whether there
are some unique characteristics in the items measuring eco-friendliness. It should also be investigated
if there are other variations and levels for describing eco-friendliness than the ones created based on
the BXS model created by Brakus et al. [18,19]. Moreover, it would be worthwhile to verify whether
the eco-friendliness dimension that manifested itself in consumers’ brand experiences associated with
smartphone brands is also a relevant dimension for other consumer products. Future studies should
also control for the participants’ level of experience and ownership of a particular brand to see how
much this affects their brand experiences.

There is a need to conduct more cross-national research to further ensure the validity and reliability
of the eco-friendliness subscale globally. There are fruitful potential research avenues, especially in
regard to investigating how the revised BXS including the eco-friendliness dimension could be used
for monitoring and devising a balanced approach to environmental governance, incorporating both
corporations and policymakers, who track the experiences for consumers.

Green et al. [150] understood the term “consumer” to also encompass the organizations that,
for example, are included in the supply chain. However, in the context of this paper, we have
referred to consumers as individuals who select, use, and dispose of products or services produced by
companies, and we have excluded other organizations and processes from this analysis [40]. In future
research, it would be worthwhile to use the wider meaning of the term “consumer” and focus on other
stakeholders that consume the products and services of branded companies, such as organizations
and suppliers in the companies’ supply chains and business ecosystem.

6. Conclusions

We have replicated and tested cross-nationally an existing BXS [18] that has been extended with
an eco-friendliness subscale [19] and measured how consumers in India and Finland experienced
the eco-friendliness of three major smartphone brands. The respondents recognized that there are
four levels of eco-friendliness in brand experiences: eco-sensory, eco-affective, eco-behavioral, and
eco-intellectual. We also used these measurement items to compare how consumers in India and
Finland experience the eco-friendliness of global smartphone brands (Samsung, Apple, and Nokia).
We show with SEM that the items measuring eco-friendliness form just as strong a dimension as the
other dimensions in the revised BXS and the data collected in two different countries fit the model,
which confirms that the revised model is applicable cross-nationally. We found that the four different
levels of eco-friendliness in brand experiences are valid for measuring the eco-friendliness of global
smartphone brands in India and Finland.

When companies design commercial communication to support their marketing and after-sales
services offered to consumers, it is linked to the brand. Consumers form personal brand experiences
from different information sources and consumption practices, which may also be related to the
eco-friendliness of the brand. Thus, it is justifiable to use the brand as the focal point for tracking
the success of a company’s environmental initiatives and how these are reflected in the consumers’
experiences of the eco-friendliness of the brand. In the case of consumer electronics, the reputation
of the companies may be rated by the way they handle their e-waste. Companies could benefit from
tracking consumers’ eco-friendly brand experiences with the revised BXS including the dimension
for eco-friendliness and thus reinforce SCP. There could be meaningful impacts both societally and
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environmentally when consumers are able to make their product choices confidently based on the
brand-related environmental information and their experiences of the eco-friendliness of brands.
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Appendix A

Below is a list of all dimensions and measurement items included in the original BXS (including
the negatively worded statements in italics) and the extended items measuring eco-friendliness.

Original BXS scale:

Affective dimension
This brand induces feelings and sentiments.
This brand is an emotional brand.
I do not have strong emotions for this brand.
Intellectual dimension
This brand stimulates my curiosity and problem solving.
I engage in a lot of thinking when I encounter this brand.
This brand does not make me think.
Sensory dimension
I find this brand interesting in a sensory way.
This brand makes a strong impression on my visual sense or other senses.
This brand does not appeal to my senses.
Behavioral dimension
This brand results in bodily experiences.
I engage in physical actions and behaviors when I use this brand.
This brand is not action oriented.

Dimension included in the extended BXS scale:
Eco-friendliness dimension
This brand makes me think about the state of the environment.
This brand makes an eco-friendly impression. (eco-friendly = not environmentally harmful).
This brand creates eco-friendly emotions.
This brand makes me behave in an eco-friendly way.
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