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ABSTRACT

In modern day’s lifestyle communities, the consumers may face challenges without
propagation of multiple brands and their corollary on their livehihood. Consumer lives are
framed and marked with the products that they use, allegory, names and true/false promises.
As consumers are becoming ecological friendly and their stress for environmental friendly
products and services increases, many firms have engrossed in introducing and endorsing
sustainable products and services while endeavoring to reinforce their promise to sustainability.
Organizations are allocating noteworthy resources to pursue higher brand equity; thus, the
authors believe the industry-level implications by exploring how the introduction of eco-
friendly products transform consumers” attitudes towards brand. Brand equity, a strategic
marketing asset, can provoke a welcoming and unique relationship that differentiates the bond
between products and customers. Brand equity is taken as a fundamental marketing concept
for practitioners and academicians to understand the net impact, mechanisms, and objectives
of marketing campaigns. The academicians aspire to know what it means for an organization
and how it can measure whereas practitioners are trying to gauge consumer buying behavior to
increase in brand value. An essential countenance of brand equity is sustainability which
emerges as a paramount impression for environmental concerns that firms cannot oversee.
Many definitions, conceptualizations, and measurements of brand equity are available on the
generic definition: an additional value provided by a brand to the product.

The plethora of studies indicated that brand equity is, an intangible asset, played a vital
role in increasing overall performance and customer preferences, the next logical question
would be: how can a firm offer environmental friendly brands and how it measures green brand
equity? No systematic research is taken into consideration to develop a multidimensional green
brand equity scale. Accordingly, this research enables an in-depth analysis for bringing

contemporary linkage in scattered brand equity literature that has no prior history of



sustainability inclusion as a key countenance. In doing so, we urge that sustainability dimension
in brand equity can helpful n two perspectives: (1) firms can use this concept to trounce
consumer cynicism about green attributes and brand’s functionality, and (2) it fills the
significant flaws in current conceptualization of brand equity that can serve as an mspiration
for theoretical soundness and its better development as measuring tool. We also advocate that
brand equity concept should include sustainability paradigm other than marketing assets and
stakeholder value.

This study offers an original, unique and validated scale of green brand equity through
the systematic scale design process. The data is collected from 980 consumers of
telecommunication and home apphances industries in Pakistan and Haly. The six-dimensional
green brand equity scale consists of brand leadership, brans association, social influence, brand
awareness, sustainability, and perceived quality. This multistep scale development study
reveals that the green brand equity scale is generalizable, parsimonious, valid and reliable in
different cultures. Additionally, this research also investigates the impact of country-of-origin,
brand credibility and brand trust on green brand equity as well as its consequences m cross-
cultural context. The hypothesized connections are examined using structural equation

modeling method and indicated significant relationships.

Keywords: Sustainability, Greening, Green Brand Equity, Brand Leadership, Cross-Cultural

Analysis, Pakistan, Italy



ABSTRACT (IN ITALIAN)

Nelle comunita di stile di vita di giorne moderna, i consumatori possono affrontare le
sfide senza propagazione di varie marche e il loro corollario il loro sostentamento. vita dei
consumatori sono incorniciate e contrassegnati con i prodotti che utilizzano, allegoria, nomi e
vero / falso promesse. Mentre 1 consumatori stanno diventando ecologico amichevole ¢ il loro
sforzo per prodotti rispettosi dell'ambiente ¢ servizi aumenta, molte aziende hanno assorto in
mtrodurre ¢ avallando prodotti & servizi sostenibili, mentre cercando di rafforzare la loro
promessa di sostenibilita. Le organizzazioni stanno allocando le risorse notevoli per perseguire
maggiore brand equity; in tal modo, gli autori rifengono che le implicazioni a livello industriale
da esplorare come l'introduzione di prodotti eco-compatibili trasformare atteggiament: dei
consumatori nei confronti del marchio. Brand equity, un asset strategice di marketing, puo
provocare un rapporto accoglienie e unico che differenzia il legame tra prodotti € clienti. Brand
equity € considerato come un concetto di marketing fondamentale per i professionisti ¢
accademici di comprendere I'impatto netto, i meccanismi ¢ gli obiettivi delle campagne di
marketing. Gli accademici aspirano a sapere cosa significa per un'organizzazione € come si puod
misurare, mentre gli operatori stanno cercande di valutare 1l comportamento di acquisto det
consumatori ad aumentare di valore del marchio. Un aspetto essenziale della brand equity ¢ la
sostenibilitd, che emerge come un'impressione di primaria importanza per le questioni
ambientali che le imprese non possono sorvegliare. Molte definizioni, concettualizzazioni, e
misure di brand equity sono disponibili sulla definizione generica: un valore aggiunto fomnito
da un marchio al predotto.

La pletora di studi ha indicato che il valore della marca &, un bene immateriale, ha svolto
un ruolo essenziale per rafforzare le preferenze complessive prestazioni e dei clienti, la
prossima domanda logica sarebbe: come pud una societd offrono marche a basso impatto

ambientale ¢ di come s1 misura 1l valore della marca verde? Nessuna ricerca sistematica & preso
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in considerazione per sviluppare una scala brand equity verde multidimensionale. Di
conseguenza, questa ricerca consente un'analisi approfondita per portare il collegamento
contemporaneo di dispersi letteratura brand equity che non ha storia precedente di inclusione
sostenibilita come aspetto chiave. In tal modo, chiediamo che dimensione della sostenibilita
nella brand equity pué disponibile in due prospettive: (1) le imprese possono utilizzare questo
concette per trounce il cinismo dei consumatori sugli attributi verdi ¢ la funzionalita del
marchio, e (2) che riempie i difetti significativi corrente concettnalizzazione di brand equity
che puo servire come fonte di 1spirazione per la solidita teorica ¢ il suo migliore sviluppo come
strumento di misurazione. Inoltre sosteniamo che il concetto brand equity dovrebbe includere
paradigma della sostenibilitd diversa marketing beni e valore per gli stakeholder.

Questo studio offre una scala originale, unico e convalidate di brand equity verde
attraverso 1l processo di progettazione scala sistematica. I dati vengono raccolti da 980
consumatori di telecomunicazione e degli elettrodomestici imdustric in Pakistan e in Italia. La
scala di brand equity verde a sei dimensioni si compone di leadership di marca, associazione
crusche, influenza sociale, la consapevolezza del marchio, la sostenibilita € la qualita percepita.
Questo studie di sviluppo di scala pih fasi rivela che la scala di valore della marca verde ¢
generalizzabile, parsimoniosa, valido ed affidabile nelle diverse culture. Inoltre, questa ricerca
indaga anche I'impatto del paese d'origine, la credibilita del marchic e marchio di fiducia sulla
brand equity verde cosi come le sue conseguenze in un contesto interculturale. I collegamenti
potizzati vengono esaminati con il metodo equazione meodellazione strutturale e indicati

relazioni significative.

Keywords: Sustainability, Greening, Green Brand Equity, Brand Leadership, Cross-Cultural

Analysis, Pakistan, Italy



Introduction

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The branding concept (Keller et al., 2011; Kapferer, 2012; Aaker, 2012) has progressed
significantly frotn last century. This brand mechanism provides a way for consumers to recognize
the firm’s product and services and shaping customers’ actions and beliefs (Keller & Lehmann,
2006), and dispensing self-expressive, emotional, and functional benefits (Park et al., 1986; Aaker,
2012). Branding also stimulate customer relationships both communally and personally (Schau et
al., 2009, Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001, McAlexander et al., 2002) and signify knowledge (Keller,
2006). The unsurpassed method to evaluate brand is brand equity which defines as “a set of brand
assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol that adds to or subtracts from the value
provided by a product or service to a firm andfor to the its customers™ (Aaker, 1991). The brand
equity concept stemns after Marketing Science Institute (MSI) conference where Park et al., (1991),
Loken and Roedder-John (1993), Keller (1996), Feldwick (1996), Farquhar et al. (1991),
Broniarczyk and Alba (1994), Aaker and Keller (1990) and Aaker (1991) have written
considerably on brand equity.

Brand equity mamfests consumers’ associations, unique attitudes, strong and favorable
perceptions with branded product/service (Keller, 2003; Ailawadi et al., 2003). Batra and Homer
(2004) maintained that higher brand equity leads to higher prices and market share than
competitors. Ishaq et al. (2014) ascertained that the strategic intent of marketing research 1s to
determine how brand equity influences consumer buying behavior. In this respect, considerable
endeavors have been taken in brand equity’s conceptualization and measurement (Leone et al.,
2006; Ishaq et al., 2014; Hsieh, 2004; Keller, 1993). The brands are valuable asset for companies,
and therefore, the learning and understanding of how to build, manage, and measure brand equity

has ample influence (Kapferer, 2005). Many researchers tried to measure brand equity using



Introduction

complex methodological and statistical procedures (Park and Srinivasan, 1994). Accordingly,
three diverse assessments to evaluate brand equity are proposed: financial based measures (Simon
& Sullivan, 1993), consumer bases measures (Yoo and Donthu, 2000; Pappu et al., 20006, Buil et
al., 2008; Ishaq et al., 2014) and an unification of consumer and financial based approaches termed
as comprehensive method (Motameni & Shahrokhi, 1998).

Numerous researchers are tried to contribute in green marketing and consumer fields, for
mstance: developing green marketing mix program; formulation green positioning stratagems;
stratification of segments based on customers’ needs and green market; new market identification;
and evaluating green consumer behaviors and attitudes (Sheth et al., 2011; Raska & Shaw, 2012;
Ng et al., 2014, Pickett-Baker & Ozaki, 2008, Chen, 2010; Oliver & Lee, 2010; Akehurst et al.,
2012). However, there is dearth of empirical studies related to the linkage of green marketing
strategies, green branding and consumers’ perceptions (Chen, 2010; Cronin et al., 2011). Royne et
al. (2011) and Cronin et al. (2011) suggested that firms should consider green marketing imitiatives
to differentiate themselves from competitors and provide a healthy options to consumers.
Corporate values, brand heritage, and green branding permit organizations to acquire customers’
trust and realize differentiation (Rios et al., 2006; Raska & Shaw, 2012; Patrick et al., 2005).
Hence, it is vital research concern to assimilate the standpoints of brand and greening from
consumers” viewpoint.

Consumers are observing the environmental issues (Chen, 2010; Namkung & Jang, 2013)
due to high rising in catastrophic pollution of industrialized production. In this environmental
framework, the firms need to put more consideration to green initiatives in some industries like
electronics and information products (Lee et al., 2009; Han et al., 2011). Hu et al. (2010) argued

that greening is becoming a strategic option to opulence and endurance for firms. Wolfe and
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Shankin (2001) defines green as the activities that reduce the influence on ecological health of the
world like environmental-friendly buying or recvcling. Some studies (Jones et al., 2016; Hsieh,
2012) claimed that due to environmental issues become visitations for the world, consumers are
considering eco-friendly products whereas firms are also acknowledging the marketing potential
of environmental consideration and adopting it in their business operations to attain edge over
competitors (Schubert et al., 2010; Molina-Azorin et al., 2009; Kang & Hur, 2012;). In middle of
1980s, the studies have been undertaken to comprehend the consumer motives to buy eco-friendly
products (Huang et al., 2014). The attitude-intention-behavior approach is considered as stand-out
mechanism to answer this question (Thogersen & Olander, 2002).

Recently, a study determines the international consumerism related to sustainability with
the help of 17000 customers belong to 17 countries and concluded that the consumer buying
behaviors and their preferences are strictly depending on environment ( Akehurst et al., 2010). The
oldest study found in academic literature 1s of Kinner and Taylor (1973) to study the environmental
issues related to products. They collected the data from 500 consumer panel belongs to the
University of Western Ontario and concluded that ecological affairs among consumers of laundry
products have a noticeable influence on their perceptions. In another study, Patrick et al. (2003)
collected the data from 160 students enrolled in business administration degree in Spain Basque
Country. The experimental design results revealed that green brand positioning has significant
influence on brand attitudes. Moreover, the data of 352 women from Spain also showed that the
positive environmental associations have significant influence on brand attitudes (Rios et al.,
2006). In Taiwan’s electronics and information products indusiry, Chen (2010) collected the data
from 234 consumers and revealed that green trust, green satisfaction, and green brand image

positive associated with green brand equity. Some researchers asserted that it 1s important to
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investigate the greening/sustainability factors in brand management and purchasing behavior (Rios
et al., 2006, Chen, 2010, Ng et al., 2014).

The marketing literature has significance evidence in the role of brand equity for an
organization’s success (Backhaus et al., 2011). The branding studies have established the fact that
brand equity 1s an imperative interest for consumers in their buying behaviors (Ishaq et al., 2014).
Brand equity stimulates consumers to recommend the brand, count on brand exiensions, paying
premium price, and repurchase intentions (Michell et al., 2001; Cretu & Brodie, 2007). On the
other hand side, sustainability is considered as an extensive conception of interconnecting
economic, social and environmental spheres and are difficult to achieve harmony in it (Marcus &
Fremeth, 2009). In addition, customers can certainly apprehend the firm’s environmental
performance through eco-friendly products. Sheth et al. (2011) argued that an organization can
relish on consumer-centric attitude to attain sustainability though promoting “going green”
practices and ecological friendly products to potential and current consumers.

Companies can exploit sustainability paradigm to facilitate current consumers” eco-
friendly needs and generate satisfaction (Raska and Shaw, 2012; Pickett-Baker & Ozaki, 2008,
Cronin et al., 2011). Raska and Shaw (2012) claimed that the green products are getting popularity,
and in turn, more customers desiring to purchase eco-friendly products/services (Royne et al.,
2011). The companies like General Motors, Toyota, and Honda etc. stressed on environmental
benefits through Hybrids cars and exploit the higher profit margins (Oliver & Lee, 2010; Marcus
& Fremeth, 2009). Hence, this study claims that green marketing plans directly influence
organizations’ intangible brand equities.

The value of the brand equity is not measured through financial accounting procedures

(Neal and Strauss, 2008), but the main purpose is to establish a strong brand because it provides
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greater brand extension prospects, larger margins, competitive marketing actions and less
vulnerability (Kim & Hyun, 2011, van Riel et al., 2005, Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman,
2003). Chen (2010) claimed that organizations have five objectives to acquire green marketing:
to increase the product/service value, pursuing new opportunities and markets, develop positive
corporate images, acquiring competitive advantage, and conformity to environmental pressure.
Since, the branding is essential condition to increase business performance, the next rational
question is: how an organization offers green products/services with supreme performance? In
order to develop the theoretical framework of this study, this research integrates multiple research
fields of consumer behavior, sustainability/greening, and brand management to establish validated

and reliable multidimensional green brand scale in cross-culture study.

This dissertation contains three research papers in following sequence:
i. Sustainability Countenarnce in Brand Equity: 4 Critical Review and Future Research Directions
Author: Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq
2. Multidimensional Green Brand Equity: A Cross-Cultural Scale Development and Validation
Study
Author: Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq
3. Analyzing Antecedents and Consequences of Multidimensional Green Brand Equity in Italy and
Pakistan

Authors: Eleonera Di Maria and Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq
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ABSTRACT

In modern day’s lifestyle communities, the consumers may face challenges without propagation
of multiple brands and their corollary on their livelihood. Consumer lives are framed and marked
with the products that they use, allegory, names and true/false promises. Brand equity, a strategic
marketing asset, can provoke a welcoming and unique relationship that differentiates the bond
between products and customers. An essential countenance of brand equity is sustainability which
emerges as a paramount impression for environmental concerns that firms cannot oversee.
Numerous researchers presented their empirical findings on brand equity, but a little knowledge
has published on its conceptualization and measurement with few exceptions of Feldwich (1996),
Christodoulides and Chernatony (2009) and the most recent from Davcik, Silva, and Hair (2013)
work. Accordingly, this research enables an in-depth analysis for bringing contemporary linkage
in scattered brand equity literature that has no prior history of sustainability inclusion as a key
countenance. In doing so, we urge that sustainability dimension in brand equity can helpful in two
perspectives: (1) firms can use this concept 1o trounce consutner cynicism about green attributes
and brand’s functionality, and (2) 1t fills the significant flaws in current conceptualization of brand
equity that can serve as an inspiration for theoretical soundness and its better development as
measuring tool. We also advocate that brand equity concept should include sustainability paradigm

other than marketing assets and stakeholder value.

Keywords: Brand Equity; Green: Sustainability; Literature Review; Brand Management,

Stakeholder Theory
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1. INTRODUCTION
Factories rust away; Packages become obsolete,
Products lose their relevance. But great brands live forever.
- Backer Spelvogel Bates
Around three decades ago, the Brundtland report (World Commission on Environment and
Development, 1987) and Earth Summmits at Rio de Janeiro and Johannesburg in 1992 and 2002
respectively highlighted the future of sustainability as “meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to respond to their needs.” Lubin and Esty (2010)
marked the sustainability as “emerging megatrend” (Lubin & Esty, 2010). Practitioners and
academicians have taken the concept of sustainability in different perspectives (Sheth, Sethia, &
Srinivas, 2011; Fuchs & Lorek, 2003, Olson et al., 2003). The academic stance on sustaimnability,
based on three dimensions includes an environmental, social and economic angle (Funk, 2003), 1s
a continuing approach that foster an organization to develop its capabilities that can facilitate in
future turmoil (Chabowaski et al.,, 2011). The economic ditnension of sustainability i1s highly
ranked amongst business researchers because of its support to decrease the firm’s early demise
and strengthening financial position (Szekely & Knirsch, 2005; Bansal & Roth, 2000) while
environmental dimension is related to greening prospect (Wolfe & Shanklin, 2001; Schubert et al.,
2010) and social dimension associated with corporate social responsibility (Peloza & Shang,
2011). From the practitioner standpoint, there is growing attraction among business firms to learn
about sustainability and implemented its principles in business operations (Kumar &
Christodoulopoulou, 2014). Cronin et al. (2011) argued that firms cannot sustain without creating

a balance between sustainability’s three dimensions.
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Many renowned organizations have accepted the sustainability as a purposeful business
goal and try to integrate it into their marketing functions (Royne et al., 2011, Pfeffer, 2010,
Nidumolu et al., 2009, Raska & Shaw, 2012a, b). Firms from diverse industries such as Interface,
General Electric, Gap, Hewlett-Packard, Cisco, Patagonia, Starbucks, Walmart, Johnson &
Johnson, Caterpillar, and Nokia have recognized the importance of sustainability and embraced
this concept wholeheartedly (Sheth et al., 2011). However, the environmental and social concerns
are still required significant consideration on a larger scale. Companies can exploit sustainability
to facilitate and generate environmental needs (Raska & Shaw, 2012a; Pickett-Baker & Ozaki,
2008; Cronin et al., 2011) because consumers in the turbulent market can easily realize the eco-
friendly products. Companies like GM, Tovota, and Honda exploit environmental concerns
effectively in the auto-manufacturing industry (Oliver & Lee, 2010, Marcus & Fremeth, 2009) and
consumers are even willing to pay high prices (Royne et al.,, 2011; Raska & Shaw, 2012b). The
members of an international club named Lifestyles of Health and Sustanability are focusing on
less harmful and healthier brands to achieve a better environment for the society. Therefore,
researchers strongly suggested that compamies should incorporate sustainability practices into their
branding strategies to realize green buying behavior.

Branding concept has progressed significantly (Keller, Parameswaran, & Jacob, 2011,
Kapferer, 2012; Aaker, 2012) and its provide a way to differentiate enterprise’s offerings and
contour consumer buying behavior (Keller & Lehmann, 2006), provide self-expressive, emotional
and functional benefits (Aaker, 1997), and stimulate strong customer relationships communally
and personally (Schau, Muniz, & Arnould, 2009, Muniz & O'Guintn, 2001; McAlexander,
Schouten, & Koenig, 2002; Schouten, McAlexander & Koeing, 2007). Brand equity, considered

as a best way to evaluate brands, is defined as “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand,
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its name and symbol that adds to or subtracts from the value provided by a product or service to a
firm and/or to the its customers™ (Aaker, 1991). Likewise, Keller (1993) stated it as “the
differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.” In
academic settings, researchers usually take one of three perspectives to measure brand equity:
financial aspect (Simon and Sullivan, 1993), customer-based perspective (Y oo and Donthu, 2001,
Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991) and a combination of these two aspects named as comprehensive
viewpoint (Motameni and Shahrokhi, 1998; Dyson et al., 1996).

The marketing literature is well-documented on the significance of brand equity (Zhang et
al., 2015; Backhaus, Steiner & Lugger, 2011; Ishaq et al., 2014) including consumer preferences,
consumer confidence towards brand, effectiveness in marketing comimuntication, brand loyalty,
positive word-of-mouth communication, performance and satisfaction (Ishaq et al., 2014; Pappu,
Quester, & Cooksey, 2005). Since the plethora of studies indicated that branding played a vital
role in increasing performance and custorner preferences, the next logical question would be: how
a firm offers environmental friendly brands with ultimmate functionality? Reynolds and Phillips
(2003) argued that the “brand equity has become more important as the key to understanding the
objectives, the mechanisms, and the net impact of the holistic impact of marketing”, but still, the
literature on brand equity and its measurement is widely scrappy and inconclusive. The
“environmental needs” entirely chatged the consumer buying behavior because of recent market
trends even paying higher prices (Finisterra do Paco et al., 2009). Empirical evidence are available
to understand the buying pattern for eco-friendly products like physical goods, furniture,
supermarkets and services industry especially hospitality sector (Lee et al., 2010; Pickett-Baker
and Qzaki, 2008; Bovea and Vidal, 2004), hence it is necessary to add sustainable paradigm in

measuring brand equity for better understanding of purchasing pattern.
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In this context, it is not surprising that measures capturing aspects of brand equity have
become part of a set of marketing performance indicators (Ambler, 2003). There are different
consultancy firms — Young & Rubicam and Research Intermational, WPP, Interbrand — who
developed their proprietary methods to measure brand equity for business firms. Unsurprisingly,
Keller and Lehman (2006) also proposed the development of holistic brand equity measurement
as future research direction for brand management. While taking these recomsmendations into
consideration, this conceptual paper perilously assesses the available knowledge on brand equity
and its measurement methodology. As Berthon et al., (2001) argued as “perhaps the only thing that
has not been reached concerning brand equity is a conclusion.” This study develops on integration
and differentiation method for conceptual goals as proposed by Yadav (2014) and Maclnnis
(2011). This approach can contribute extensively to marketing theory development because it
highlights how different conceptual paradigms are different from each other, recognize
antecedents and proposes contingencies. While doing this, we impart an amalgamation of
taxonomic frameworks, themes, methodological and theoretical gaps and open a new arena of

research to understand and measure sustainable brand equity.
2. METHODOLOGY

With the aim of understanding brand equity and its evolvement, the first thing is fo identify
the roots of this concept in management studies and appreciate the differences and commonalities
available in the academic literature. Four distinct areas are taken into consideration (brand equity
approaches, applied brand equity measurement, determinants of brand equity and sources of brand
equity) to compile the brand equity existing literature. Qur theoretical framework is consistent with
applications of Yadav (2014) and Maclnnis (2011) theory development where they proposed to

integrate and differentiate specific conceptual goals. We searched the “ISI Web of Knowledge”
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with Social Sciences Citation Index database to eliminate the results from humanities, arts, and
other sciences fields from 1990-2013, We believe that 1990 is the suitable year because, albeit the
brand equity concept goes back to 1970s with the complex study of Srinivasan (1979), the theory
got its progression. We searched in the ‘topic’ field of ISI search engine while using multiple

CETS

green brand equity

LR

keywords for a complete possible list that include “brand equity sustainable
brand equity” and “sustainability” with “brand equity”. From this search, we got highly influential
conceptual and empirical references (n=1460) that explicitly addressing brand equity’s
evolvement, conceptualization, and its measurement.

In the first step, empirical and conceptual/review papers are separated on brand equity and
analyzed them for novel theoretical contribution according to its applications and themes. The next
step 1s contextual analysis to eliminate such articles which have no novel theoretical contribution
or an extension of previously available models. Additionally, those empirical and conceptual
papers are also excluded that has no relationship with sustainability and brand equity in composite.
Among 1460 articles, 21 articles are linked to sustainability/eco-friendly and brand management
whereas only six articles found that measure sustainable/green brand equity as a single variable
without theory formulation. We are interested in identifying brand equity’s progression and more
specifically sustainability continence in brand equity we focused on empirical research papers only
where the said concept was measured. After eliminating those empirical papers where the brand
equity measured with same dimensions previously or have less than 100 citations, we ended up
with 27 articles based on their cituations on google scholar. The table 1 indicates the dimensions
of brand equity and Table 2 shows different taxonomies, approaches, and models to measure and

conceptualize brand equity. Since, there are numerous research studies and approaches are
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available on brand equity’s measurement and conceptualization, but only novel conceptual

measurements are displayed in the tables and discussed in following sections.
3. THE BRAND EQUITY CONCEPT

Contemporary marketing practices and theories have acknowledged the brand equity as
fundamental strategy asset for business firms. The brand consists of three unique vet
interconnected dimensions: financial markets, product and customer (Keller and Lehmann, 2006).
Hence, value accumulated from these three markets are recognized as brand equity. Different
researchers have offered a wide assortment of brand equity definitions with different influential
perspectives (for reference Christodoulides and de Chematony, 2010; Sriram & Kalwani, 2007).
Winter (1991) argued about brand equity as “if you ask ten people to define brand equity, you are
likely to get ten (maybe 11) different answers as to what it means” and this statement still holds
valid. As a matter of fact, brand equity’s measure, essence, sources, the theoretical and conceptual
foundation is still inconclusive (Davcik, 2013; Ishaq et al., 2014) and taken as “blind men and
elephant” syndrome (Ambler, 2003). The different dimensions of brand equity summarized in
Table 1. For instance, there is no harmony in the literature whether brand equity refers to the value
of a brand or value of brand name (Park et al., 2010). Moreover, there 1s no agreement on the
approaches to measuring brand equity: financial based, product based, and customer-based (Simon
and Sullivan, 1993; Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991). However, financial based (Haigh 1999; Simon
and Sullivan 1993; Farquhar et al 1991) and cusiomer based approaches (Christodoulides et al.
2006, Pappu et al., 2003, de Chematony et al., 2004, Vazquez et al. 2002; You and Donthu 2001,
Keller 1993; Aaker 1991) are dominant in brand equity research streams. The financial based
paradigm of brand equity is related to performance and success of an organization (Saji, Isberg,

and Pitta, 2013; Ailawadi et al., 2001; Ambler, 2003 Simon and Sullivan, 1993) whereas custoter
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based paradigm is associated with the interaction of brand and customer (Veloutsou et al., 2013,
Pappu et al., 2003; Keller, 1993, Aaker, 1991) while this study primarily focuses on customer-
based brand equity.
Insert Table 1 Here

A most common definition emanating from branding literature describes brand equity as
the value added by the brand name to a product that did not hold a brand name (Sriram et al.,
2007). Some authors (Sinclair and Keller, 2014; Kotler and Keller, 2011) provide more
comprehensive definition as the brand value obtains from strong brand associations, name
awareness, perceived quality and high levels of brand loyalty, as well as assets like distribution
channels, patents and trademarks associated with the brands. Aaker (1991) defines brand equity as
“a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name, and symbol that add to or subtract
from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm’s customers™. Another
explanation of brand equity is an annual incremental contribution of the brand when it compared
with the base product (Srinivasan et al., 2003). Similarly, Ambler et al. (2002) posited it as the
company's asset developed from different marketing efforts to increase the sales and drive future
cash flows. Researchers (Spielmann, 2014; Sinclair and Keller, 2014; Salinas and Ambler, 2009,
Aaker et al., 2004) have declared brand equity as a strategic asset that can sell or buy on certain
price. Brand equity also symbolizes mind of customers towards brand’s images, attitudes,
experiences, thoughts, and perceptions (Ambler et al., 2002).

Additionally, research scholars also argued about the role of brand equity in crisis and
uncertainty as it provides goodwill to the brand and credibility in the market (Rea et al., 2014
Suder and Suder, 2013; Hegner et al., 2014; Broniarczyk and Gershoff, 2003; Erdem and Swait,

1998). Brand equity includes the consumer’s attitude towards the brand, perceived quality ratings,

21



Paper 1 — Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

brand personality traits, brand image and brand awareness (Buil et al., 2008). However, the main
aspect of brand equity is linkages about the brand that consumers hold in his’her memory
(Romaniuk and Nenycz-Thiel, 2013). Numerous theoretical and conceptual models are available
in brand equity in marketing literature but models proposed by Keller (1993) Aaker (1991, 1996)
as customer based brand equity are worth highlighting because of its multidimensional attributes
and acceptance (Ishaq et al., 2014; Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Pappu et al., 2005, 2006; Jung & Sung,

2008; Atilgan et al., 2005).
4. MEASUREMENT OF BRAND EQUITY

Since Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) are most influential authors of brand equity
conceptualization but they defined their models qualitatively and never operationalized its
measurement scale. So, many researchers take initiatives to operationalize this intangible asset
with complex statistical procedures and methodologies (Pappu et al., 2005; Yoo and Donthu, 2001)
which are difficult to get inputs from the results. Researchers offered two different mechanisms to
measure/operationalize brand equity, (1) indirect approach — measuring brand equity with its
demonstrable dimensions and (2) direct approach — measuring brand equity directly through
utilities or consumers” preferences. The researchers observed that the direct measurement method
of brand equity lacks theoretical models of brand equity whereas indirect approaches have more
methodological and conceptually soundness. Apart from academicians’ measurement of brand
equity, various market research firms and consultancies are also offered different instruments
which occasionally referred in acadennc literature (for reference Mizik and Jacobson, 2008; Chu
and Keh, 2006). The summary of brand equity measurement showed in Table 2.

In direct measurement approaches, Jourdan (2002), Park and Srinivasan (1994) and

Srinivasan (1979) used the multi-attribute model to measure brand equity with common departure
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point. Srinivasan (1979) is used multi-attribute conjoint analysis to measure brand equity with
observed preference on actual choice compared with consumer preferences. The difference
between preferences measures through the multi-attribute approach and overall preference
quantify as a monetary scale. Since this is first direct measurement method of brand equity
measurement, this approach is failed to provide significant light on brand value sources. About
fifteen years later, Park and Srinivasan (1994) were developed a survey based method to measure
brand equity in the product category. They defined it as “the difference between an individual
consumer’s overall brand preference and his or her multi-attributed preference based on
objectively measured attribute levels” (p.273) and argued that objective preferences can measure
through surveys, blind tests, and laboratory tests. They further categorized the brand equity in two
parts: an attribute associated with consumers’ evaluation of physical characteristics of the brand,
and the non-attribute linked with the symbolic association of brand. This study provides key
insights to resolve perceptual distortions of brand equity regarding product attribute but unable to
deliver significance for its non-attribute component.

Jourdan (2002) worked on Park and Srinivasan’s (1994) model of brand equity and
improved its validity and reliability. He argued that an error term was missing in the calculation
of utilities and provided two reasons for this. First, the researcher thinks there was a systematic
error when they measured brand’s objective evaluations while using multi-attribute model.
Secondly, a customer may have favorable assessment towards product attributes but buy a different
brand because of some reasons which he defines as random error. Hence, he performs a repeat
experimental design and statistically showed that an etror term in Park and Srinivasan’s model
could not neglect. After taking error term into consideration, the validity and reliability of previous

brand equity model are considerably increased. Despite having an advantage over its forerunner,
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Jourdan’s (2002) brand equity model is much difficult to understand and practical implementation
because of complex experimental design.

Leuthesser and colleagunes (1993) are proposed their model of brand equity and argued that
consumers always have biased decisions about a brand because of predisposition toward familiar
brands and named it as “halo effect.” Two statistical procedures named “double centering™ and
“partialling out™ are proposed, but these methods did not have any ability to provide a source of
brand equity especially the association with the brand name. Furthermore, this research did not
offer any advancement in previous brand equity models and heavily based on statistical analyses
which make it difficult to grasp and execute at the corporate level. Kamakura and Russell (1993)
considered as first authors who used segmentwise logit models and measured actual purchase
behaviors of consumers taken from actual scanner data instead focusing on preferences. In this
particular study, brand equity measured as “the implied utility or value assigned to a brand by
consumers”™ (p. 10). Kamakura and Russeil (1993) propose Brand Value as a proxy of brand equity
after eliminating the impact of price promotions and short term advertising. Tangible and
mtangible components are identified as sources of brand equity and declared Intangible Brand
Value and Brand Value as two alternative mechanisms for measuring it.

Swait et al., (1993) used information economics paradigm to measure brand equity with
the help of entire utility linked with the brand instead of few isolating utility factors. They offer
new brand equity measure named “Equalization Price” (EP) defines as “the monetary expression
of the utility a consumer attributes to a bundle consisting of a brand name, product attributes, and
price” (p.30). The multinomial logit model used on available information related to socio-
demographics, image, customer purchases and product usage. One of the advantages of this model

is that it incorporates individual level measurement of brand equity and also includes various
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qualitative variables linked with the symbolic association. However, this model was unable to
measure inhomogeneous consumer choice as it only focused on identical consumer preferences.
Shankar at al., (2008) propose a model that consisted of consumer survey and finaneial data. In
this research, brand equity is taken as multiplicative component of relative brand importance and
offered values. The drivers of the brand image were brand fame, brand regard, brand innovation,
brand trust, brand associations, brand fit, brand uniqueness and brand reputation measured through
a consumer survey. This model is first in the academic literature that combined consumer and
financial data together and helpful in measuring brand equity for multicategory brands. The only
drawback associated with this model is the unavailability of financial measures for rival brands.
For measuring sustainability factor in brand equity, only Chen’s (2010) research i1s available who
offered a new construct with four items that measure green brand equity in electronics and
information products. After this study, a couple of researchers published (Ng et al., 2014; Chang
and Chen, 2014) on the same lines of Chen’s (2010) framework. Despite the fact that this model
measured green brand equity at the individual level, but the authors did not explain the underlying
factor(s)/dimension(s) that composed green brand equity with no inclusion of purchase
preferences.

Indirect approaches, on contrary to direct approaches, adopt more holistic view to measure
brand equity either with sub-dimensions or outcome variables 1.e. price premium. Brand equity
defined as “the enhancement in the perceived utility and desirability a band name confers on a
product” (Lassar et al., 1995). They collected the data from consumers in two product category -
watches and TV monitors and proposed five dimensions namely, inline of the previous study
conducted by Martin and Brown (1990), commitment, trustworthiness, social image, value, and

performance. Brand equity scale consists of 17 items with adequate levels of discriminant validity
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and internal consistency. This scale helps the manager to monitor the performance of brand easily
through paper and pencil instrument proposed by Lassar et al., (1995) which is not complex like
previous studies. Among demerits, this scale does not include behavioral component (behavioral
loyalty) of brand equity and solely focuses on its associations. Besides, a convenience sample of
113 consumers is used to validate the measuring instrument which is inadequate for confirmatory
factor analysis (Hinkin, 1995). Based on previous studies, Vazquez et al. (2002) propose another
holistic definition of brand equity as “overall utility that the consumer associates to the use and
consumption of the brand; including associations expressing both functional and symbolic
utilities.”

The above studies work on utilities acquired before consumer purchases (ex-ante utilities)
whereas this Vazquez et al. (2002) study focuses on utilities that obtained after purchasing of the
brand (ex-post utilities) under information economics paradigm. Vazquez and colleagues collected
the data from athletic shoe brands and identified four brand utility’s dimensions: brand name
symbolic utility, product symbolic utility, brand name functional utility, and product functional
utility. Confirmatory factor analysis with strong psychometric properties proposed 22-items scale
for brand equity whereas the results also showed that consumers did not take brand and product
utilities as identical because they have adequate discriminant validity separately. Among various
advantage of this study on predecessors who used complex statistical modeling techniques, this
method is relatively simple to understand for corporate managers and easy to implement. With the
help of four dimensions, this scale is measured brand equity at the individual level. Among
drawbacks of this scale 1s difficult to adopt 1t in different industries because of its calibrated natare
in athletic shoes solely and focusing only on ex-post brand utilities without measuring the

significance of ex-ante.
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To determine the validity and reliability, Kocak et al. (2007) replicates the study of
Vazquez et al. (2002) with same brand equity’s dimensions (brand name symbolic utility, product
symbolic utility, brand name functional utility, and product functional utility) in Turkish sports
shoe industry. Instead of 22-items scale originally proposed by Vazquez et al, (2002) is
incompatible with Turkish culture whereas 16-items scale with a slight difference 1s statistically
significant. This study reveals that consumers may approach brands differently in different
cultures. In another study, Rajh (2002) proposes 14-items scale consisted on four dimensions —
uniqueness of brand associations, favorability of brand associations, the strength of brand
associations, and brand awareness — to measure brand equity while using Keller (1993) brand
equity framework. This scale has a couple of drawbacks to its credit; (1) a 2-items brand awareness
scale that makes its weak instrument (Churchill, 1979) and this scale tested in one cultural setting
(Croatia) with undergraduate students sample.

There are numerous researchers (for reference Christodoulides et al., 2006, de Chematony
et al., 2004) ¢ also try to provide industry or category based measures for brand equity. De
Chematony and colleagues (2004) proposed a three-dimensional brand equity construct
(reputation, satisfaction, and brand loyalty) in financial service industry. In another study which is
conducted by Christodoulides et al. (2006) to measure brand equity in the online industry. They
have proposed five-dimensional e-tail brand equity scale: fulfillment, trust, responsive service
nature, online experience and emotional connection. Brand equity also measured in the logistic
industry by Davis et al. (2009) that considered as a groundwork in logistic branding research. Five-
dimensional brand equity scale developed in different destinations (Atlantic City and Las Vegas):
destination brand loyalty, destination brand value, destination brand quality, destination brand

image and destination brand awareness (Boo et al., 2009). To measure brand equity in one
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destination (India), Rajasekar and Nalina (2008) develop five facets which are attachments,
trustworthiness, value, social image and performance.

The most influential multidimensional scale to measure brand equity 1s developed by Yoo
and Donthu (2001) in the line with Keller’s (1993) and Aaker (1991) brand equity theories. This
scale consists of three dimensions namely brand associations/awareness, brand perceived quality
and brand loyalty. To assess convergent validity of this instrument, a composite scale is developed
separately to measure overall brand equity. This study takes sample from multiple cultures in
various product categories for making it acceptable regarding rigorous validation and managerial
values for brand managers. Nevertheless, this scale also has some limitations. Aaker (1991) and
Keller (1993) theories are used in scale development where the authors provide a clear distinction
between brand associations and brand awareness but in Yoo and Donthu (2001) used a joint
version of both dimensions into one. For scale development, they have collected the data from
product categories (color televisions, athletic shoes and camera film) and entirely ignore the
service industry which ranks higher for brand equity.

To overcome the foremost limitation of Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) scale, Pappu and
colleagues (2005) differentiated between brand associations and brand awareness but did not fulfill
the scale psychometric properties as they developed brand loyalty with two items while brand
awareness with one item only. In both above studies, they used student samples to create and
validate brand equity scales which cannot consider as key correspondents for effective
generalizability as compared to general consumer sample. Four dimensions that are willingness to
pay a pretnium price, uniqueness, value for the cost and perceived quality are also offered by
Netemeyer et al. (2004) for assessing brand equity in adult consumers. The four-dimensional

construct for measuring customer-based brand equity (brand associations, brand loyalty, perceived
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quality and brand awareness) developed in two samples of Spanish and the United Kingdom which
supports the results in both countries (Buil et al., 2008).

Insert Table 2 Here
5. SUSTAINABILITY IN BRAND EQUITY — MISSING LINK

From last decade, we have observed numerous moral testimonials on issues of social
responsibility, sustainability, and ethics in corporate branding and communication (Kumar &
Christodoulopoulou, 2014; Gupta and Qgden, 2009; Sharma et al, 2010; Morsing, 2006; Elving,
2010; Baharum & Piit, 2009, Dao et al., 2011; Rohit et al., 2012). Since the globalization era has
started, organizations are taking sustainability or social responsibility with keen interest and trying
to adopt it as “the business case” for market success (Porter and Kramer, 2006; Carroll and
Shabana, 2010; Laczniak & Murphy, 2006). In view of environmental concerns that plague the
whole planet (for example resources depletion, air/water pollution, habitat destruction,
environmental degradation and global warming), consumers are actively looking for eco-friendly
products in order to make their contribution to well-being of the world (Martinez, 2013; Jones et
al., 2016 Farber et al., 2012; Tsao & Hsich, 2012: Vermillion & Peart, 2010: Milfont & Duckitt,
2004, 2010; Schultz et al., 2004). Moreover, consumers are actively making their purchase
decisions on company’s commitment to the environment (McEachern, Warnaby, Carrigan, &
Szmigin, 2010; Marin, Ruiz, & Rubio, 2009; Auger, Devinney, Louviere & Burke, 2010).
Consequently, the concept of “greening or sustainability™ is both growing and real (Hartmann &
Ibafiez, 2006) and companies are embracing it in their strategic planning {Kang and Hur, 2012,
Chen, 2010; Schlegelmilch and Oberseder, 2010; Oberseder et al., 2013, 2014; Chan, 2013a, b).

Sustainability concept is originating in academic literature after the deterioration of

climmatic and environmental situation (Fadeeva, 2005) and defined it as “an organizational practice
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that encourages minimization of the energy used and efficient use of the waste produced so that
the adverse effects of the firm’s actions on the human race can be reduced” (Eltayeb et al., 2011).
Consumers’ environmental attitudes are explained as individual’s behavior, feelings and beliefs
towards eco-friendly concerns (Milfont & Duckitt, 2004, 2010, Schultz et al., 2004). Connelly,
Ketchen, and Slater (2011) proposed a list of organizational theones that can implement in
sustainability research which are signaling theory, social network theory, upper echelons theory,
resource-based view, resource dependency theory, population ecology, institutional theory, agency
theory and transaction cost economies. Leonidou and Leonidou (2011) argued that sustainability
research is grown exponentially in management journals, but there is dearth in marketing journals.
Whereas Kotler (2011) also suggests incorporating environmental agenda in marketing theory and
practices. Chabowski, Mena, and Gonzalez-Padron (2011) are considered as the most influential
authors in sustainability-related extensive reviews and research in marketing stream. They have
developed sustainability capability’s typology which classified as legal, ethical or discretionary
(intent based capability), environmental vs. social (etnphasis based capability) and internal vs.
external (resource based capability).

Over the years, the public’s concerns are raised significantly for environment-friendly
products. Due to raising interests, researchers have studied this phenomenon from muitiple
standpoints (e.g. Gam & Banning, 2011, Van de Velde et al., 2010) where studies proved the close
relationship of the environment with buying behavior (Hiller Connell & Kozar, 2012). A plethora
of empirical research (for reference - Namkung, and Jang, 2013; Kucukusta, Mak, & Chen, 2013;
Kim & Ma, 2014) and theoretical papers (Kumar and Christodoulopoulou, 2014; Gupta and
Kumar, 2013) papers are available which is linking brand management and sustainability but there

i1s no study exist that relates sustainability as countenance of multidimensional brand equity
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construct. Branding on sustainability paradigm can influence stakeholder perceptions positively
(Brown & Dacin, 1997), and customer satisfaction (Luo & Bhattacharya, 2009). We believe that
the businesses having stakeholder orientation can address environmental, economic and social
challenges in a decent way after embracing sustainability for the community they serve with the
eco-friendly product, advertising, and packaging. This step would increase corporate reputations
because this perspective is not just mstrumental in nature where people managed through
marketing but normative as well which leads to ethical decision making. Lai, Chiu, Yang and Pai
(2010) empirically verified the positive linkage of corporate reputation with industrial brand equity
and organizational performance in business to business industry.

In current brand management research, branding literature is significantly shifting towards
stakeholder co-creation perspectives where brands are perceived as a social process (Merz et al,,
2009) but this point of view is somehow unnoticed. Balmer and Grey (2003) asserted that branding
1s considered as an internally driven process where literature always take managerial perspective
while supposing that customers are only passive receivers and react as per organizations” will. This
assessment suggests that stakeholders considered as branding targets instead of co-creators or
partners in branding (Gregory, 2007), hence ignoring the consumers’ perceptions of brand equity.
Recently, stakeholder viewpoint (Zhang, Jiang, Shabbir and Zhu, 2016; Brodie et al., 2009; Payne
et al., 2009) of brand management is introduced which acknowledges the active participation and
social interactions among multiple stakeholders in co-creation of brand meaning and brand
discourse. On sustainability paradigm, Sisodia, Wolfe, and Sheth (2007) conducted empirical
research on 30 firms and analyze that the stakeholder versus shareholder dichotomy is false after
using multiple bottom line approach. Moreover, the authors claimed that the orgamizations having

profit orientation were not profitable most of the time whereas highly profitable organizations were
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those who have no primarily profitable purpose. This type of orientation was coined by Philip
Kotler four decades ago (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010; Porter and Kramer, 2006, 2011). Those
organizations who have failed in the interconnection of ecosystems and stakeholders (Korschun et
al., 2014) is labeled as new marketing myopia (Smith, Drumwright, & Gentile, 2010). We believe
that shifting brand equity’s literature from market orientation and customer focus to stakeholder
orientation is only with the integration of sustainability in it.

While there is no coherent theoretical framework exist in brand management that links
sustainability with brand equity. Hence the only way to interlink is the notion of differences and
consistency behind corporate brands that shaped brand management practices. The sustainable
program is an uneven process rather than liner which consists of numerous strategies that connect
the corporate brand with the decision-making process, consumer values and social cause (Peloza
& Shang, 2011) hence establishing a strong brand equity for the eco-friendly organization.
Organizations can assess the sustainability implementation effectiveness in branding strategies
through differentiation and ability to satisfy the customer (Bose & Luo, 2011). Bridges and
Wilhelm (2008) contended that organizations, to manage differentiation, have to persuade and
educate their target market regarding societal marketing steps taken for the betterment of society.
Each firm adopts a unique way to communicate its green initiatives and highlight its involvement
m the ecological health of the community (Day, 2011) which makes hard for the consumers to
choose the suitable eco-friendly brand (Crittenden, Crittenden, Ferrell, Ferrell, & Pinney, 2011).
So, this differentiation strategy will help the organizations to build strong brand equity which
provides consumers a product with better performance as compared to competitors, more
customer, product value, and effective storytelling via integrated marketing communication to

create awareness, encourage trails and reinforce their purchasing behavior. Moreover,
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sustainability continence in brand equity can create competitive advantage, strong brand
positioning, enhancing corporate image, power to seize large market share and access to new target
markets.

Sheth et al. (2011) claimed that the awareness of sustainability is at its utmost peak where
it can be the biggest showstopper in a recent year than capital or technology. In such scenario,
building a sustainable brand equity for any organization is an intimidating assignment. The
sustainability role 1n business operations is taken as a determinant of organization’s capability to
deliver efficiently (Dao, Langella & Carbo, 2011). Since, environmental commitment enables an
organization to achieve green competitive advantage (Chen, Kuo, and Chang, 2013), so companies
with low or no focus on ecological friendly services or products are still trying to portray green
images — an integral part of brand equity as per Aaker (1991} model. To develop the sustainable
brand image, organizations have to focus on triple bottom line theory i.e. financial, social and
environmental (or ecological). Grace and O’Cass (2002) describes the brand as a tool which
combines social environment with business by establishing associations between customers and
business organization. Brand association — brand equity facet — contribute to sustainability when
brand participates in green initiatives (Chatierjee, 2009). Whenever a company communicates its
green initiatives as brand communication, then consumers respond positively to it and increase
confidence in buying intentions.

6. CONCEPTUAL DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Brooks and Rich (2016) argued that sustainability paradigm in business operations in not
mandatory. However, the intense pressure has come from three sources; (1) institution forces in
the form of expectations and norms, (2) societal stakeholders like voluntary codes of practice,

regulations and (3) legislation e.g. United Nations Global Compact and finally corporate
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stakeholders as suppliers, customers, employees and investors (WBCSD, 2000). Moreover, Stohl
et al., (2007) argued that researchers, academicians and managers should reconsider sustainability
as global framework and further debated that sustamability “is responsive to the multiple cultures,
value sets, and communicative practices of different nations while recognizing that (inter)
organizational contexts are no longer bounded by the nation-state™. In line with this argument,
Bondy, Mathen and Moon (2012) also draw the same conclusion and contented that there 1s amove
towards standardization and institutionalization. Businesses can communication, demonstrate and
address sustainability through external linkages and internal voluntary initiatives (Aggerholm,
Andersen and Thomsen 2011). The academic literature on sustainability is primarily focused on
its policies (Kasim, 2009, Chan, 2013b), evaluation of green marketing strategies (Cromin et al.,
2011) and diverse theoretical approaches (Harris, Peattie, and Crane, 2005).

Some researchers also investigate the organizations’ motives to adopt sustainability
practices through green initiatives {Sharma, Iyer, Mehrotra, & Krishnan, 2010; Martinez, 2015,
Cronin et al. 2011; Tzschentke et al., 2004; Bonilla-Priego et al., 2011) like to enhance product
value and finding opportunity to enter into new markets (Chen, 2010), the prospect to develop
reputation and favorable corporate image (Lee et al., 2010), responsible consumption (Sheth,
Sethia, & Srinivas, 2011; Huang & Rust, 2011), expense links with disposal of waste material
(Tzschentke et al., 2004), pressure from government, stakeholders or competitors (Delmas and
Toffel, 2008), moral obligations to become ethical (Mclntosh, 1993) and achieving corporate goals
(Shearer, 2002). In current situations, consumers are also exposed themselves, when they have to
select from, a wide range of products and brands that own different eco-friendly features. For
instance, a brand is offering a financial donation for an environmental reason (cause-related

marketing), several certifications related to environment (green labeling), green packaging,
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environmentally preferable products (Sony, Ferguson, and Beise-Zee, 2015). Some previously
available research studies conducted on consumers responses (Sleviich et al., 2013; Lee et al.,
2010, Laroche et al., 2001, Kang and Hur, 2012; Di Pietro et al., 2013; Chen, 2010; Chan, 2013a).

Chen (2010) claimed that there are five different reasons for organizations to adopt
environmental sustainability practices: enhancing product value, seeking opportunities in new
markets, improving corporate image and obtaining a competitive advantage. Patagonia is
considered as a key brand which introduced sustammability practices a long time ago and committed
to making iis products landfill-free and recyclable (Patagonia, 2012). Adidas, H&M, IKEA, Marks
and Spencer and Levi Strauss reduced the amount of water usage and pesticide after supporting
Better Cotton Initiatives (BCI) where Levi’s introduced less water consumption in finishing off its
product, and H&M exploits Conscious Collection brand line which made up of recycled polyester,
Tencel, organic linen and cotton (WPP, 2011; Confino, 2011, Praguel et al., 2011, Lipke, 2010,
Diderich, 2011; Kim & Ma, 2014). Unilever 1s also initiated its Sustainability Living Plan in 2011
with the aim of halving its eco-friendly footmark by 2020. After implementation of this plan,
Unilever reports higher business growth within one year. General Electric’s Ecomagination
Research and Development Program, a successful example of eco-friendly branding, is introduced
with extensive marketing budget for mobile phone apps, online videos, print advertising, and TV
commercials. GE reserved $1 billion annual budget for this campaign and statistics revealed that
GE reaps substantial 21 billion dollars return in a single year. Timberland, Walmart, IBM and
Starbucks among other companies who successfully transformed themselves as sustainable brands
(Mirvis & Googins 2006; Sheth, Sethia, & Srinivas 2011, Dyllick & Hockerts 2002; Tascioglu,
2014; Du et al. 2007). Hence, this study argues that implementing eco-friendly practices counld

raise their sustainable brand equities.
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The brand equity’s sustainability approach is to offer a differentiated product with the eco-
friendly product, name, packaging, and symbol which provide green value, self-expressive to the
environment, functional and emotional benefits to the consumers., Another contribution of
sustainable brand equity is an incremental contribution that a brand offered to its consumers as
compared to other products. Since, a holistic framework requires to implement green imtiatives
to become environmental friendly organization (Szekely & Knirsch, 2005) and act as rational
needs to justify its businesses (Crittenden et al., 2011) so this can become a strategic asset which
can help an organization to buy or sell on certain price for higher profit margin. Rindfleisch and
Wong (2010) claimed that consumers are becoming more knowledgeable about how they perceive
sustainability in brand and marketing strategies. A sustainable brand equity not only symbolizes
consumers towards green branding but it can also deliver brand credibility in the market during
uncertainty and crisis. Hendrickx and Nicolaij (2004) also write for above argument and contended
that 1t 1s highly unlikely that customer will prefer traditional branding attributes like credibility,
quality, and price over sustainable branding strategy. In the meantime, the consumer needs are
significantly shifted towards environmental responsibility, the implementation of such mitiatives
would provide a crucial competitive advantage (Namkung & Jang, 2014; DiPietro et al., Barber et
al., 2012) well-heeled and loyal consumers and increased price premiums (Graci & Dodds, 2008;
Brand et al., 2011, D’Souza & Taghian, 2005, Grimmer & Bingham, 2013).

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

There is a dearth of branding or marketing theories which integrate sustainability as key
continence of brand equity model posited by different researchers especially Aaker (1991) and
Keller (1993) framework. We address this gap by coining new dimension in brand equity model

i.e. sustainability. A strong brand always enjoys robust brand equity because it delivers meaningful
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and differentiated value to the consumers (Szekely and Knirsch, 2005) and those brands who
provide superior customer values are sustainable (Grace & O’Cass, 2002, Srivastava et al., 1998)
which we take as sustainable brand equity. As per our understanding, brand plays a significant role
80 we suppose two business-centric situations: (1) a sustainable brand equity aspect has an ability
to influence orgamizations’ operational, management and marketing opportunities to cater
consumers’ eco-friendly demands positively and (2) sustainable brand equity aspect can create
sustainable competitive advantage with the help of sustainability’s three dimensions i.e.
environmental protection, social wellbeing and economic development. We believe that businesses
with stakeholder orientation are serving better by the implementation of sustainability brand
management strategies to address environmental, economic and social challenges of the
community in which they operate.

We recommend future research directions that originate from what we find in existing
literature of brand equity which can be coupled by recourse to the suggestion, integrating
sustainability in brand equity model, and formats proposed previously. There 1s a need for
mntegration among interdisciplinary topics simultaneously and systemically as coherent intact. We
propose avenues for future research that should beget sustainable brand equity in the context of
stakeholder theory (company and consumer value perspective) and societal marketing concept
proposed by Philip Kotler in 1970s. The academic literature recommends further research in
stakeholder holder and societal marketing domain. This notation is in line with contemporaneous
approaches (Kotler, 2011; Davcik et al., 2015; Hult et al., 2011; Babin & James, 2010; Merz et al.,
2009, Iglesias et al., 2013). We assert that stakeholder and societal marketing concept is a
significant pillar of brand equity that postulate brand equity as the dynamic and social practice of

eco-friendly brand creation among stakeholders instead of limited and narrow perspective at the
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company or consumer end. Those organizations who are unable to create linkage stakeholder and
ecosystems perspectives in their business operations (Bhattacharya & Korschun, 2010) is
classified as new marketing myopia (Smith et al., 2010).

In concluding remarks, the importance of brand equity’s theory has a significant interest in
academic research from last two decades whereas there 1s no agreement on its measurement as a
single or multi-ditnensional construct. To studying brand equity as a multi-dimensional construct,
we call for comprehensive scale development approach with sustainability integration. There are
eight different contributions in marketing literature for theory building (Yadav, 2014; Maclnnis,
2011). The said process indicates the expansion of knowledge develops and forms new
contingencies. While taking this approach into consideration, this conceptual study is made up of
integration and differentiation perspectives. To accumulate and integrate the brand equity’s
literature for explicit conceptual objectives, based on Yadav (2014) and Maclnnis (2011)
theoretical framework, we followed three-step procedures: (1) measurement approaches of brand
equity, (2) determinants of brand equity and (3) sources of brand equity. The purpose behind
explicit conceptual objectives is to distinguish different approaches and combine sustainability
countenance in brand equity concept as a contemporary approach. This conceptual paper tries to
identify the gap not only in brand equity’s theoretical model but also in marketing-company,
consumer-financial and consumer-company value creation domains in practice. Qur research on
brand equity’s conceptual framework (see table # 2) indicates that several authors provide their
brand equity framework (e.g. Ambler, 2008; Keller and Lelimann, 2006; Srinivasan et al., 2005,
Ailawadi et al., 2003; Yoo et al. 2000; Keller, 1993, Aaker, 1991), and none of them try to explore
sustainability. After analyzing giving taxonomies, we concluded that the brand equity concept

required a more theoretical foundation to address the gap specifically in the sustainability context.
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Table 1: Summary of Available Brand Equity Dimensions in Academic Literature

Source Dimensions
Martin and Brown (1990) Commitment, Trustworthiness, Image, Perceived Value and Perceived Quality
Srivastava and Shocker (1991) | Brand Value and Brand Strength
Aaker (1991) Brand Association with Perceived Quality, Brand Loyalty, and Brand Awareness
Keller (1993) Brand Knowledge (Brand Awareness and Brand Image)
Kamakura and Russell (1993} | Intangible Value, Brand Dominance, and Perceived Value

Lassar et al. (1995)

Trustworthiness, Commitment, Social Image, Value and Performance

Cobb-Walgren et al_, (1995)
Yoo and Donthu (2001)
Washburn and Plank (2002)
Ishag etal., (2014

Brand Loyalty, Perceived Quality, Brand Associations and Brand Awareness

Yoo et al. (2000)

Brand Loyalty, Perceived Quality, Brand Associations/Brand Awareness

Netemeyer et al., (2004)

Willingness to Pay Premium Price, Uniqueness, Perceived Value/Perceived

Quality

Rios and Riquelme (2008)

Brand Lovalty, Brand Value Associations, and Brand Awareness

Tolba and Hassan (2009)

Tmage, Attitudinal Loyaliy, Satisfaction, Perceived Value and Knowledpe Equity

Source; Authors elaborate this table from the searches on IS1 Web of Enowledge & Scopus
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Table 2: Measuring Instruments of Brand Equity

(2002 study to measure
CBBE in cross-cultural
analysis.

Year Author Objective of the Paper Base Dimensions
Conceptualization /
Research Methed
1979 | Srinivasan To measure CBBE, the | No theory available | Measured brand equity as single
author  used  mulb- previously dimension
attribute model
1991 | Kamakura & | Take brand intangible | No theory available | Brand intangible value &
Russell value and perceived previously perceved quality
quality
1993 | Swait et al Equalization Price was | No theory available | Measured brand equity as single
used to measure brand previously dimension
equity
1993 | Park & | Individual level | No theory available | Non-attribute and attribute based
Srinmivasan measurement of brand previously brand equity
aquity
1995 | Leuthesser etal | The halo effects measure | Thomidke (1920) & | Measured brand equity as single
of brand equity Keller (1993) dimension
1995 | Lassar et al Measure CBBE Keller (1993) Attachment, worthiness, trust,
value, social image and
performance
2001 | Yoo & Donthu | Multidimensional  scale | Aaker (1991, 1996} & | Brand  awareness, perceived
of brand equity Keller (1993) quality, and brand loyalty
2002 | Jourdan Improvement and Park & Srinivasan Non-attribute and attribute based
amendment in Park & (1994) brand equity
Srinivasan Scale while
using experimental
design
2002 | Vazquezetal Develop and validate the | Kamakura & Russell | Brand name utility and product
instrument for measuring (1991) & Cobb- utility
CBBE Walgren et al. (1995)
2002 | Washbum & | Modification in Yoo & | Aaker (1991, 1996) & | Brand awareness, perceived
Plank Donthu (1997 Keller (1993) quality, and brand loyalty
instrument
2003 | Ailwadi et al Develop and validate Keller (2003) Revenue premium between brand
“revenue premium” as and private label
consequence of brand
equity
2004 | De Chematony | Measure brand Interviews Reputation,  satisfaciion  and
etal performance for financial brand loyalty
sector
2004 | Netemeyer etal | Develop different facets | Aaker (1991, 1996) & | Willingness to pay premium
of brand equity scale Keller (1993) price, uniqueness, perceived
value, and perceived quality
2005 | Pappuetal Improved version of | Aaker (1991, 1996) & | Brand loyalty, perceived quality,
customer based brand Keller (1993) brand association, brand
equity scale personality and brand awareness
2006 | Christodoulides | Conceptualize and | Qualitative research | Fulfillment, trust, responsive
etal measure brand equity for service nature, online experience
online brands and emotional connection
2607 | Kocak et al Replicate Vazquez et al. | Vazquezetal. (2002) | Brand name utility and product

utility
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After cross-culture
analysis, items were
reduced to 16 from 22.

2008

Guizani et al

Scale development of
CEBE in France

Aaker (1991, 1996) &
Keller (1993)

Social value, brand knowledge,
perceived brand quality and
brand loyalty

as new dimension In

brand equity model
instead of brand
AWATENESS

2008 | Shanker etal Test brand equity model Proposed own theory | Relative brand importance and
offering value
2008 | Lehmann et al Suggested a set of brand Keller & Lehman Preference, interpersonal
measures that can be used (2003) relations, comparative
to gauge performance of advantage, comprehension and
brand attachment
2008 | Rajasekar & | New  instrument for Brucks & Zeitham| Attachment, worthiness, trust,
Nalma CBEE in India (1991% and Aaker value, social 1mage, and
(1996) performance
2008 | Builetal Inclusion of personality Aaker (1991) Brand association, brand
dimension m  brand personality, brand loyalty, brand
equity scale designed by awareness and quality
Aaker (1991
2008 | Zeugner-Rothet | Brand equity scale for | Aaker (1991}, Keller | Country brand
al country (1993) & Yoo & awareness/association, perceived
Donthu (2001) country brand quality, and
country brand loyalty
2009 | Davisetal Measure brand equity in Keller (1993) Overall brand quality, brand
logistics industry image, and brand awareness
2009 | Booetal Desipned brand quality | Aaker (1991, 199€), | Destination  brand  loyalty,
scale for destination ( Keller (1993) destination brand value,
Atlantic City and Las destination  brand  quality,
Vegas) destination brand image and
destination brand awareness
2009 | Atlgan et al Inclusion of brand trust | Aaker (1991, 199€), | Brand trust, brand association,

Keller (1993)

brand loyalty and perceived
quality

Note: Base conceptualization term in table 1s explalning the previously underlying theoretical background (if avallable), and authors
elaborate this table from the searches on ISI Web of Knowledge & Scopus
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ABSTRACT

Brand equity is taken as a fundamental marketing concept for practitioners and academicians to
understand the net impact, mechanisms, and objectives of marketing campaigns. The academicians
aspire to know what it means for an organization and how it can measure whereas practitioners are
trying to gauge consumer buying behavior to increase in brand wvalue. Many definitions,
conceptualizations, and measurements of brand equity are available on the generic definition: an
additional value provided by a brand to the product. The plethora of studies indicated that brand
equity is, an intangible asset, plaved a vital role in increasing overall performance and customer
preferences, the next logical question wounld be: how can a firm offer environmental friendly
brands and how it measures green brand equity? No systematic research is taken into consideration
to develop a multidimensional green brand equity scale. Therefore, this study offers an original,
unique and validated seale of green brand equity through the systematic scale design process, The
data is collected from 980 consumers of telecommunication and home appliances industries in
Pakistan and Italy. The six-dimensional green brand equity scale consists of brand leadership,
brans association, social influence, brand awareness, sustainability, and perceived quality. This
multistep scale development study reveals that the green brand equity scale 1s generalizable,

parsimonious, valid and reliable in different cultures.

Keywords: Green Brand Equity; Sustainability, Multidimensional Scale; Scale Development;

Pakistan; Italy & Cross-Culture
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1. INTRODUCTION

Hu et al. (2010) explained the importance of greening as prosperity or even survival option
for some businesses. Greening defined as an action which decreases the influence on the
environment like eco-purchasing or recycling (Wolfe & Shanklin, 2001). Firms are admitting the
current business capability inn observing green (Raska & Shaw, 2012; Nidumolu et al,, 2009,
Pfeffer, 2010, Royne et al., 2011) to get a competitive advantage (Schubert & Blasch, 2010). While
taking competitiveness into consideration, companies are required to make modern and
contemporary state-of-the-art capabilities with enormous resources, infrastructure, and energy.
Until now, the businesses operations are more focused on their short-term profits and self-centered
approaches at the expense of community’s wellbeing (Porter & Kramer, 2006, 2011) due to which
the companies are facing dissatisfaction from different stakeholders such community, supply chain
partners, employees, and customers, Many countries are getting enormous economic benefits from
globalization like fueling innovation, creating jobs, meeting customer needs and developing trade,
infrastructure, and economies. However, organizations are losing their corporate reputation
because of environmental incidents including BP’s oil episode in 2010 and Takata airbags selling
to automotive companies of United States in 20135. Flammer (2013) claimed that businesses could
suffocate to death eventually if their motive is profit maximization only. Apart from profit
maximization policy, firms should focus on responsible capitalism rather than shareholder
capitalism and instigate society welfare strategies.

Green practices are getting undivided interests that encourage to establish Sustamnability
Consortium to urge proposals from participating firms whereas MIT especially designed a
sustainability section in Sloan Management Review. Moreover, green strategies are declared as

emerging megatrend (Lubin & Esty, 2010) whereas academicians take greening or sustainability
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as economic, social or environmental perspectives (Chabowaski et al., 2011; Funk, 2003). Many
renowned companies, Nokia, Caterpillar, Johnson & Johnson, Walmart, Starbucks, Patagonia,
Cisco, Hewlett-Packard, Gap, General Electric and Interface, actively participating in eco-friendly
practices (Pickett-Baker & Ozaki, 2008; Sheth et al., 2011). There are five potential strategies to
going green: increase product value, pursue new markets, enhance corporate image, getting
competitive advantage and compliatice to environmental rules. Since the rise of environmentalism,
the selling of eco-friendly products increase significantly, and consumers are ready to pay higher
prices. Honda, Toyota, and General Motors are best examples who exploit this opportunity
effectively and charged premium prices from the consumers (Raska & Shaw, 2012b; Royne et al.,
2011; Marcus & Fremeth, 2009; Oliver & Lee, 2010). Hence, this research argues that carrying
out green marketing strategies may elevate companies’ intangible brand equities. This brand
equity’s value is measured through the creation of strong brand, its advantages, brand extension
opportunities, greater margins, competitive marketing actions, and less vulnerability to industry or
economi¢ crisis (van Riel et al., 20035; Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Aleman, 2005, Fatma et al.,
20135) rather than financial statistics.

Keller (1993) defines brand equity as “an added value of a brand that forms part of a
product created in the minds of consumers in response to past investments in the marketing of the
brand”. Customer based brand equity (CBBE), a multifaceted concept, is taken as initial way to
determine brand equity which comprises of brand loyalty, brand associations, perceived quality,
brand awareness (Keller 1993; Aaker, 1991), perceived quality ratings, brand personality traits and
attitude towards a brand (Buil, de Chernatony, & MartInez, 2008, Aaker, 1996, 1997 ). One of the
strategic objectives of marketing research is to ascertain how CBBE impacts future buying

behavior of consumers (Ishaq et al., 2014). In this respect, substantial efforts have been taken in
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its conceptualization and measurement (Ishaq et al., 2014; Leone et al., 2006; Keller, 1993; Hsich,
2004). Currently, researchers are using ad hoc measuring methods to gauge brand equity such as
accounting based value (Farquhar et al., 1991), equalization price (Swait et al., 1993), incremental
cash flow (Simon & Sullivan, 1993), scanner based measure (Kamakura and Russell, 1993),
collection of customer-based measures (Agarwal and Rao, 1996), multi-facet scores of brand name
(Park and Srinivasan, 1994), conjoint analysis (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Rangaswamy et al.,
1993) future earnings and price premium (Aaker, 1991). However, these measuring mechanisms
are not easy to understand and developed without rigorous psychometric tests.

Since branding acts as a meaningful task in customer buying behavior, so the next plausible
question is: how firms offer environmental friendly brands and how they will measure green brand
equity? Regrettably, no dedicated scale development study has been undertaken to establish
multifaceted green brand equity measures. Berthon et al. (2008) concluded brand equity
measurement as “perhaps the only thing that has not reached about brand equity 1s a conclusion.”
So, the main objective of current research is to create a parsimonious, valid and reliable
multidimensional green consumer-based brand equity construct with rigorous psychometric
properties. The word consumer-based indicates the measurement of behavioral and cognitive
brand equity of individual customers with the help of consumer survey. This study also assesses
the scale development’s generalizability in two distinctive eultures i.e. Italy and Pakistan based on
comprehensive and popular brand equity’s frameworks. In next sections, we explain brand equity,
its construets, and categorized its possible dimensions. In next step, we generated and gathered
previously available items to measure this concept and test it in a pilot study to assess its validity,
and internal consistency in cross-cultural generalization. Lastly, we offer implications for

researchers and practitioners and recommendations for future research directions.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW: EXISTING MODELS TO MEASURE CBBE

Researchers have found significant progression in branding concept (Aaker, 2012,
Kapferer, 2012; Keller, Parameswaran, & Jacob, 2011) which provides an approach to differentiate
the firm’s offers, fluence customer buying behavior (Keller & Lehmann, 2006), stipulates
emotional, self-expression and functional benefits (Aaker, 1997) and establishes strong customer
relationships (Schouten, McAlexander & Koeing, 2007, McAlexander, Schouten, & Koenig,
2002; Muniz & O'Guinn, 2001; Schau, Muniz, & Arnould, 2009). Brand equity is worthy, vet
tenuous, firm key asset (Keller & Lehmann, 2006, Christodoulides & de Chematony, 2010). The
best way to evaluate brands is brand equity which defines as a set of brand’s liabilities and assets,
its symbol and name associated either positively or negatively with the value offered by the firms
to its customers. Keller (1993) defines it as a differential effect of consumers’ brand knowiedge
on brand’s marketing strategies. Simon and Sullivan (1993) and Holbrook (1992) deseribe it as a
financial impact of a brand on the product.

Kapferer (2005) claimed the importance of brands to companies as a valuable asset, and
therefore, the understanding and learning how to manage, measure and build strong brand equity
has substantial influence. Keller (1993) and Aaker’s (1991) brand equity frameworks are most
influential models in branding literature, but they do not offer its measurement. Consequently,
many researchers took this initiative to operationalize this intangible asset with complex statistical
and methodological procedures {Leuthesser et al., 1995; Park and Srimivasan, 1994), challenging
to replicate and understand for managers. There are three different perspectives to measure brand
equity: customer-based (Y oo and Donthu, 2001; Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991), financial (Simon and
Sullivan, 1993) and amalgamation of financial and consumer based aspects known as

comprehensive standpoint (Dyson et al., 1996; Motameni and Shahrokhi, 1998). This study
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predominantly focuses on consumer-based perspective as it acts as a driving force of brand
profitability and increased market share since it highlighted the real industry’s assessment. The
researchers proposed two broad categorization to measure CBBE 1.e. direct approaches which are
used to measure brand equity through utilities and consumers’ preferences (Swait et al., 1993,
Kamakura and Russell, 1993; Park and Srimivasan, 1994; Srimvasan et al., 2005) and indirect
method to measure brand equity is through its demonstrable dimensions (Ishaq et al., 2014; Pappu
et al., 2005; Yoo & Donthu, 2001).
2.1 Direct Approaches

Jourdan (2002), Park and Srinivasan, (1994), and Srinivasan (1979) used direct approaches
for CBBE measurement. Srinivasan (1979) defines brand equity as a factor of brand’s overall
inclination. Srinivasan declares brand equity as “brand specific effect” and measures it by the
actual choice behavior of customers through product attributes. Then the difference between
preference measured by the model and overall preference is computed on a financial scale. This
direct method does not provide any significant insight on the importance of brand value and it
emphases only on segment-level measurement. Later, Park and Srinivasan (1979) proposed a
survey-based technique to understand and measure brand equity in product segment. In this
method, the authors explained brand equity as “the difference between an individual consumer’s
overall brand preference and his or her multi-attributed preference based on objectively measured
attribute levels.” This scale is designed at an individual level where the researchers divided the
brand equity into non-attribute-based and attribute-based components. However, this method does
not classify non-attributed components further for conclusive evidence. Jourdan (2002) tries to
increase the validity and reliability of Park and Srinivasan’s brand equity scale with an introduction

of error term which is missing in previous calculations. He replicated the same experimental design
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and showed that the error term could not neglect. Despite of reliable and validated measurement
method over its predecessor, this design is tough to practice it.

Leuthesser et al. (1993) proposed a psychological term “halo effect” to measure brand
equity. They thought that consumers inclined toward familiar brands without their personal
evaluations for other brands and its attributes. They used “double centering” and “partialling-out™
techniques to isolate “halo effect” impact. One major limitation of this method is that it does not
classify any underlying dimensions of CBBE. This approach is also difficult to understand by the
brand managers because it measures brand equity at aggregate level rather than individual level.
To measure consumers’ actual buying behavior, Kamakura and Ruseel (1993) used segment-wise
logit model and defined brand equity as a value given to a brand by the consumer. The authors
suggest a Brand Value model and test it on actual purchasing data from checkout counters of
supermarket where they identified two major tracks of brand equity: Intangible Brand Value
(which detaches the utility linked with intangible components, e.g., perceptual distortion and brand
awareness) and Band Value (which indicates the brand’s competitive standpoint). Kamakura and
Ruseel (1993) used aggregate level analyses, similar to Srinivasan (197%) method, to measure
CBBE but this method can only use where scanner data is accessibie.

Swait and colleagues (1993) crafted brand equity measure, on information economics
paradigm, without isolating parameters associated with the entire value to a brand. They proposed
“Equalization Price” (EP) to measure CBBE and explained it as “the monetary expression of the
utility a consumer attributes to a bundle consisting of a brand name, product attributes, and price.”
This method 15 taken as a product-concept instrument because it can use for both new brand name
extensions and existing product. This technique is also helpful to measures CBEE at the individual

level, classify brand association’s sources, and ascertans different weights of consumer utility.
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However, this model presumes that all customers have same preferences, so this method is
inappropriate for heterogeneous consumer markets. Shankar et al. (2008) recommended a model
to measure CBBE with financial measures and customer survey through two components of brand
equity; relative brand importance and offering value. Relative brand importance explains as a
measure that segregates the brand image’s effect on customer utility. Offering value, can calculate
through forecast revenues and margin ratios, is a value associated with the product or its range
containing brand name. The customer survey is used to gauge brand image’s drivers that include
brand association, brand trust, brand fame, brand fit, brand innovation, brand reputation and brand
regard. Moreover, one of the fundamental significance of this method is its applicability to
measuring brand equity at multi-category brands. Although, this method merges both consumer
and financial data but it ignores the fact that some organizations do not provide financial measures
atthe brand level. Lastly, Chen (2010) considered as pioneer author who offers four item construct
to measure green brand equity in electronics product whereas Chang and Chen (2014) and Ng et
al., (2014) measured green brand equity as per Chen’s (2010) model. Regardless of its significance
and measurement of green brand equity at the individual level, these studies do not include
essential dimensions of brand equity model.
2.2 Indirect Approaches

An indirect method to measure brand equity represents a holistic understanding of a brand
through its demonstrable dimensions. Lasser et al., (1995) and Martin and Brown (1990) are
among pioneer researchers who identified five dimensions of brand equity: trustworthiness, social
image, commitment, value, and performance. They used consumer surveys to collect the data from
two product categories (watches and TV monitors) on 17-items scale. The results indicated

sufficient level of validity and internal consistency. Among delimitations of this study, authors did
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not provide external validity tests and ignored brand equity’s behavioral components e.g. loyalty.
Vazquez et al. (2002) proposed four-dimensional construct of brand utilities to determine brand
equity — produet functional utility, brand name symbolic utility, brand name functional utility and
product symbolic utility — though a valid and reliable 22-items scale. This scale computes brand
equity at the individual level and easy to admiruster, but the implementation of this scale 1s in
sports shoe industry of Spain. Hence, it requires adaptation for other sectors.

In line with Vazquez et al. (2002), Kocak et al. (2007) replicate the study but in a different
culture (i.e., Turkey) with same 22-items scale. The researchers concluded that only 16-items scale
is reliable and valid rather than 22-items because of cultural differences as consumers have
different opimions to evaluate brands. Rajh (2002) develops 14-items scale to measure CBBE using
Keller (1993) theoretical framework. He proposes four dimensions: brand awareness, its
favorability, strength, and uniqueness. This scale is considered as weak because it is tested on
undergraduate students from one Croatian based university and brand awareness is composed of
two items which refer as weaker dimension (Churchill, 1979). De Chernatony and colleagues
(2004) elaborate three dimensions — brand satisfaction, brand loyalty and reputation — of CBBE to
measure brand performance in financial industry whereas Christodoulides et al. (2006) measure
CBBE in online context “e-tail brand equity” with five dimensions: service responsiveness, online
experience, fulfillment, emotional connection and trust. In another industry specific research,
Davis et al. (2009) proposed brand equity model in the logistic industry which is considered as
seminal work in logistic research.

Boo et al. (2009) offered destination based CBBE framework with five dimensions:
destination brand quality, destination brand image, destination brand awareness, destination brand

loyalty and destination brand value. Similarly, Rajasekar and Nalina (2008) measured brand
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equity in one destination with five factors, namely value, social image, attachment, performance,
and trustworthiness. The most influential, comprehensive and multidimensional brand equity scale
is proposed by Yoo and Donthu (2001) in line with Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) theoretical
model. They defined four-dimensional construct: perceived quality as subjective evaluation of
consumers about product quality of a brand. Brand awareness as brand recognition and recall in a
particular product category (Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty defines as a consumers’ intention to
purchase the brand again whereas brand association (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) explains it as the
customer’s memory to a brand. The authors developed another scale to examine the convergent
validity through overall brand equity. This scale has enormous advantages: sample from different
cultural backgrounds, applicable in multiple product ranges, quick and efficient results for brand
managers, easy to administer and, hence it is considered as most robust measuring instrument with
comprehensive scale development approach (Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010).

In spite of comprehensive scale development process, Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) measures
still have some limitations. Aaker and Keller’s model of brand equity clearly distingmshes between
the brand association and brand awareness whereas the Yoo and Donthu (2001) merge these two
unique constructs into one dimension. Moreover, the researchers collected the daia from students
for scale development, which is acceptable, but it severely affects the generalizability and validity.
In a subsequent study, Pappu et al. (2003) distinguished between the brand association and brand
awareness, but they operationalize brand loyalty with 2-items and brand awareness with a single
item, making this scale questionable due to the limitation of psychometric properties. Four facets
— premium price, perceived quality, uniqueness and perceived value — are vsed to measure CBBE
in products sector and failed to incorporate service brands as services have higher stakes nowadays

for a profitable business. In another indirect approach to measure brand equity, Buil et al. (2008)
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researched on Spanish and UK consumers and tested measurement invariance across two cultures.
Their results showed that the four-dimensional model of CBBE (brand loyalty, brand awareness,
brand association and perceived quality) is held sigmficant in both samples. The summary of direct
and indirect approaches is showed in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 Here
2.3 Mulddimensional Green Brand Equity

Since last decade, we have experienced noteworthy ethical endorsements on greening,
sustainability, ethical branding and social responsibility (Baharum & Pitt, 2009; Gupta and Ogden,
2009; Sharma et al, 2010; Gupta & Kumar, 2013; Kumar & Christodoulopoulou, 2014; Dao et al.,
2011; Elving, 2010; Morsing & Oswald 2006). With respect to environmental issues that afflict
the world, consumers are enthusiastically looking for green products to make their valuable
contribution to world’s health (Barbar et al., 2011; Milfont & Duckitt, 2004, 2010; Jones et al.,
2016; Schultz et al., 2004; Vermillion & Peart, 2010). Moreover, consumers are shaping their
buying behavior by firm’s environmental policy commitments {Auger et al., 2010; Marin et al.,
2009, McEachem et al., 2010). Therefore, the greening concept 1s really challenging, real for
business firms (Hartmann & Ibafiez, 2006) that’s why companies are actively incorporating it in
their strategy formations (Chan, 2013; Kang and Hur, 2012; Oberseder et al., 2013, 2014,
Schlegelmilch and Oberseder, 2015; Chen, 2010).

The researchers also tried to find out the consumers’ buying behavior to eco-friendly
products and found strong associations among them (Lai et al., 2010, Hiller-Connell & Kozar,
2012; Van de Velde et al., 2010; Gam & Banning, 2011). On the other hand side, researchers (for
reference Cronin et al. 2011; Bonilla-Priego et al., 2011; Tzschentke et al., 2004; Sharma et al.,

2010) also examined the motives of organization to embrace green practices in business strategies
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like product value, reputation, pressure from competitors, stakeholders or government, new market
opportunities, corporate objectives, ethical obligations and favorable corporate image (Shearer,
2002; Delmas and Toffel, 2008; Tzschentke et al., 2004, Huang & Rust, 2011; Sheth et al., 2011,
Lee et al., 2010; Chen, 2010).

There are empirical (Kim & Ma, 2014; Kucukusta, Mak, & Chen, 2013; Namkung, and
Jang, 2013) and theoretical papers (Gupta and Kumar, 2013; Kumar and Christodoulopoulou,
2014) available in literature that relates greening/sustainability paradigm with brand management
but no study is undertaken to link green initiatives as brand equity’s dimension. We address this
gap by offering modified brand equity theory through the incorporation of greening aspect. The
green brand equity approach 1s to provide a differentiated product with the eco-friendly product,
name, packaging, and symbol which provide green value, self-expressive to the environment,
functional and emotional benefits to the consumers. A brand who differentiates itself, deliver
meaningfulness and provides value to the consumers is always enjoyed a strong brand equity
(Szekely and Knirsch, 2005). Another contribution of green brand equity is an incremental
contribution that a brand offered to its consumers as compared to other products and delivers brand

credibility in the market during uncertainty and crisis.
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In social sciences, two long-standing approaches are available to understand cultural
differences: (1) an emic perspective (also refers as bottom-up, insider and inductive) of researchers
who attempt to explain a particular culture in their words, and (2) an etic perspective (top-down,
deductive and outsider) of research tries to justify general and standard cross-cultures differences
(Morris et al., 1999). Researchers usually take an emic approach for scale development while

taking respondents from one culture and then replicated in other cultures for its validity (Durvasula
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et al., 1993; Netemeyer et al., 1991) whereas this study uses an etic approach, to measure green
brand equity, where respondents are selected across multiple cultures simultaneously to test scale’s
reliability and wvalidity. This study scale designed through etic approach is metrically,
linguistically, conceptually and functionally equivalent in cross-cultures that provide the basis for
comparison (Rosenzweig, 1994; Meredith, 1993; Leung & Bond, 1989, Berry, 1980).

To measure green brand equity in different cultures, we collect the data from Italian and
Pakistani consumers because both countries have an adequate level of cultural and economic
differences. They are distinctive and epitomized at a different level of Hofstede’s cultural study.
The most important dimension for cross-cultural studies is collectivism-individualism which
accounted for 52% in cultural research (Engelen & Brettel, 2011a, b; Hofstede, 1991), and most
relied dimension in multiple disciplines (Seock & Lin, 2011; Jin et al., 2008). In collectivism-
individualism dimension, Pakistan is taken as a collectivistic country with a very low score of 14.
Pakistani culture is based on closed and long term commitment with groups in the form of extended
relationships, extended family or immediate family members. This behavior has a paramount
significance which usually overrides some regulations, societal norms, and rules. On the other
hand side, Italian scored high on individualistic society with a score of 76. They believed in
personal objectives and ideas in their lives as motivator factors and often taken as a direction
towards personal fulfillment and happiness.

The next dimension is feminine-masculine which determines the individual or society’s
success, achievement, and competition. This mindset starts from school and endures through
organizational career ladders. Pakistan lies exactly in between this dimension whereas Italians are
high on masculinity side with 70 points. The children start getting basic guidelines for competition

and importance of winning in daily life. They express their success by acquiring a house, traveling
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to exotic places, a yacht, and luxurious car. Long-term orientation is another crucial dimension to
differentiate between Italy and Pakistan. A higher score means that people residing in the country
have long-term orientation and pragmatic in nature. The score of 61 indicates that Italian
environment has pragmatic orientation where people considered reality depends on time, context
and situation. They show an ability for perseverance, thriftiness, high propensity to invest, and
adaptability in a different situation to achieve results. On the hand side, Pakistan does not have
any clear orientation as it falls in between two extremes. Hence, Pakistan 1s considered as a good
counterbalance to Italians, and Pakistani consumer responses should also reduce the biases during
scale development and validation process using Western culture’s sample only. In economic
development angle, Pakistan is considered as “emerging economy” whereas the Italian economy
is taken as developed.
3.1 Items Generation & Purification: Pilot Study

The brand equity concept has debated for three decades, but there is no consensus about itg
basic definition and which sort of measuring instrument is used to determine the customer
responses especially for green brand equity. While using standardized structured questionnaire,
this study investigates the conceptualization of green brand equity in two distinctive regions of the
world. Since there is no multidimensional scale is available on green brand equity, this research
uses the combination of Lassar et al., (1995), Aaker (1991, 1996), Keller (1996), Pappu et al.,
(2005), and Buil et al. (2008) theoretical frameworks. A multi-step process is carefully and
thoroughly used to develop green brand equity scale based on Churchill (1979) and Bagozzi et al.,
(1991) recommendations. This study includes preliminary measuring statements from previous
studies (Martin and Brown, 1990; Blackston, 1993, Lassar et al., 1995; Yoo et al., 2000; Yoo and

Donthu, 2001, Netemeyer et al., 2004; Washburn and Plank, 2002).
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The exploratory survey is used to collect the qualitative data from 90 consumers (45
participants from each country) regarding their perceptions on “green branding”. The participants
provided answers to an open-ended question “In 8-10 words, please enlighten what comes in your
mind when you imagine about a green (eco-friendly) brand”. Numerous scholars (Wells & Devies,
1994; Bumett and Dunne, 1986) argued that the sample used in scale development study may
threaten the generalizability and external validity because of unique characteristics of the
population and non-representativeness in nature. In spite of this, Hofstede (1991) argued that
maximally homogeneous samples in the cross-culture study be useful as compared to
representative ones because they reduced the confounding impact of additional factors and
provided exact theoretical predictions. This data 1s analyzed to make pool items for green brand
equity scale with the help of six academicians to reduce researchers’ perceptual distortion.

With the help of exploratory study and previous literature, an enlarged 48-items pool is
formed. To remove unrelated 1tems, a second focus group discussion is conducted which results
into 41-items. To establish reliability and standard validity, a pilot study is performed with the help
of 380 actual (non-student) consumers via equal representation from both countries (i.e. 95
consumers from each brand category). In this phase, two psychometric tests are applied on
collected data from both samples. In the first stage, high intercorrelated six items (correlaiion value
greater 0.06) are deleted. The correlation sufficiency is tested with Bartlett’s test of sphericity and
concluded that all items are significantly correlated at 0.001 level when collectively analyzed. The
second stage is to run exploratory factor analysis to reduce unrelated items. The Principle
Comporent factor analysis tuns with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The results showed six
distinctive factors that explain 80.421% variance. In addition to it, the current factorial structure

does not change after the deletion of four double-barreled questions. Hence a preliminary version
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of green brand equity scale with 31-items is obtained to test it in main study. The six dimensional
green brand equity scale is consisted of: social influence (3-items, Cronbach's o = 0.72),
sustainability (3-items, Cronbach's « = 0.79), perceived quality (6-items, Cronbach's o = 0.81),
brand awareness (6-items, Cronbach's a = 0.78), brand association (4-items, Cronbach's « = (.72),
and brand leadership (5-items, Cronbach's o = 0.75).

The six-dimensional construct of green brand equity is defined as follows:
1. Social Influence:

Social influence defines as quality and quantity gave to the consumers to promote
repurchase intentions (Homburg, Wieseke & Kuehnl, 2010). Kelman (1974) identified three social
processes of social influence theory: internalization, identification, and compliance. Internalization
indicates that a consumer accepts the influence of congruent group members in which he/she lives
(Dholakia et al., 2004), for example, the transformation of community values and vision into their
faiths. Identification reflects consumer’s sense of attachment and belongingness, for instance,
comtnunity memberships with boosted user experience (Shen et al., 2010). Compliance specifies
individual actions to conform the opinion of important people in his‘her life, for instance, a
celebrity endorsement or as a follower of leader. Internalization, identification, and compliance
are often symbolized by group norm, social identity, and subjective norm respectively (Dholakia
et al., 2004).

2. Brand Leadership

We take brand leadership’s definition from the study of Aaker and Joachimsthalers (2000)
who suggested two major standpoints of developing brand leadership through corporate social
responsibility (Lindgreen et al., 2012). First, building brand leader involves consideration of

mtangible and tangible aspects such as perceived reliability, quality associations, product
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performance, country-of-origin, and firm reputation among consumers. Second, brand success
occurs when an organization reinforces its brand meaning through delivery and consistent imagery.
Numerous brand leaders including Stonyfield, Green Mountain Coffee Roasters, Ecover, Ben and
Jerry’s linked with social cause and become responsible environmental brands (Du et al., 2007).
3. Brand Associations

Aaker (1991) defines it as anything associated with the brand which can originate from
various sources on its uniqueness, strength, and favorability. The academic literature identified
three major classifications of brand associations related to organization, personality and product
(Pappu et al., 2005; Chen, 2001) which affect the brand’s equity (Keller, 1993) and also capable
of providing value to create positive feelings/attitudes { Aaker, 1991).
4. Brand Awareness

Brand awareness is related to the buyer’s recall or recognizes a specific brand within a
product category (Aaker, 1991), usually measured with brand recall and recognition (Aaker, 1991,
Keller, 1993), ranging from dominance identification to mere recognition. Keller (1993) defines
brand recognition (also refers as aided awareness) as an extent to which a customer correctly
recognize a service/product through an advertising campaign, packaging, tagline, and logo. On the
other hand side, brand recall (also identifies as spontaneous awareness) describes as the ability of
the customer to recall a brand after giving cues.
5. Perceived Quality

Zeithami (1988) explains it as the customer’s evaluation about product/service overall
superiority or excellence. It is a subjective evaluation of consumers about the product, rather than

objective quality, based on their perceptions.
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6. Sustainability

To define sustainability, practitioners and researchers have different perspectives (Fuchs
& Lorek, 2005, Lorek & Fuchs, 2013; Sheth et al, 2011; Olson et al,, 2003). The academic
literature suggests three dimensions of sustainability i.e. social, environmental and economic
perspective (Funk, 2003). The social dimension relates to company’s social responsibility
activities {Peloza & Shang, 2011), environmental dimension links with greening expectations
(Schubert et al.,, 2010; Peloza et al., 2013) while economic dimension associated with firms’
financial position (Bansal & Roth, 2000, Szekely & Knirsch, 2005). This study incorporates all

three dimensions to measure sustainability aspect of green brand equity.
4. METHODOLOGY: MAIN STUDY

In cross-cultural research, biased information can lead to erroneous outcomes. Therefore
the equivalence of cross-cultural data collection is considered as serious concern (Craig &
Douglas, 2000). Van Herk et al. (20053) identified two systematic approaches to overcome this
equivalence issues. The researchers can address this concern before the data collection (for
instance, sampling, data collection method, tamation equivalence, category and functional
equivalence and conceptual paradigm) or they put special emphasizes during data interpretation.
Since, the basic objective of this paper is to develop green brand equity scale 1n two cultures, so
we equally emphasize on both approaches (Singh, 1996).

The first phase of current research, particular attention is given to the construct equivalence
which can test through three approaches (Craig & Douglas, 2000). These are category equivalence,
which refers to whether the classification of stimuli or object can utilize in different countries;
conceptual equivalence, which describes to whether the same object, stimuli, constructs, etc.

expressed in same fashion; and functional equivalence which indicates to whether the object,
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stimuli, and constructs have the same function in two nations. For conceptual and functional
equivalence, the six-dimensional green brand equity concept and its interpretation are appropriate
m both Italy and Pakistan. The construct equivalence 1s counted when brands from different
categories are selected. So, we choose two sectors: product (home appliances) and service
(telecommunications) for wide aceeptance of new scale.

The brands we choose from home appliances industry are readily available in Italy and
Pakistan with same functions whereas telecom brands are different but offer similar service ranges.
We collected the data of 9 brands: three home appliances brands (Samsung, Sony, and LG) from
both Pakistan and Italy, three telecommunication brands each from Italy {Vodafone, Wind, and
Tim), and Pakistan (Mobilink, Telenor, and Zong). We selected one service and one product
category in such a manner that the most consumers have a tendency to buy them and respond to
the questionnaire easily which might be not possible in case of other products (e.g., automobile
manufacturer) as the products are expensive and buying power is comparatively low especially in
Pakistan. In contrast with previous scale development studies, we collected the data from actual
consumer whereas most of the previous studies are conducted with student sample. With the help
of systematic sampling, data is collected via a mall-intercept survey of shopping malls in Italy
(Padua, Rome, Milan, Florence, Venice, and Verona) and Pakistan (Lahore, Karachi, Islamabad,
and Peshawar). The data colilection activity yielded 980 usable questionnaires with 82% response
rate. The demographic profile of the respondents is shown in Table 2. ANOVA test is used to
check the demographical difference in both samples. The results revealed that there are no
significant differences (p <0.05) which implied that the samples are comparable (Schertzer et al.,

2008).
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Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) used to test the multidimensionality of green brand
equity scale as it 18 pertinent technique for scale validation (Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1991). The
31-items obtained from factor analysis during the pilot study is taken as indicator variables for
CFA. The model is estimated through commeonly used approach i.e. maximum likelihood method
(Hoyle 2000, Chou and Bentler, 2002) using AMOS 18 software. To evaluate invariance
parameters in two samples, Chi-square test is used to determine the fit indices. If the difference in
results is statistically significant, then it proposes that the constraints in specified model do not
hold in both samples. In contrast, if the difference is not statistically significant then the specified
model in both samples are tenable. However, researchers proposed two additional methods to test
model invariance as Chi-square test has serious limitation because of its sensitivity to sample size.
The first alternative method is using adequate model fitness through root mean square error of
approximation {RMSEA), incremental fit index (IFI), comparative fit index (CFI}, non-normed fit
index (NNFI), goodness-of-fit indices (GFI) and normed-fir index (NFI). Hair et al. (2006)
proposed the threshold value of 0.90 for IFI, CFI, NNFI, and NFI whereas 0.08 for RMSEA imply
good fit. The second method is a negligible difference in CFI between two samples (Byre, 2008,
2013; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

Insert Table 2 Here

5. RESULTS

To draw legitimate conclusions in the cross-cultural generalization of theories, models or
constructs, researchers should establish measurement invariance. Else, results can lead to flawead
or even ambiguous conclusions. Horn and McArdle (1992) define measurement invariance as
whether or not the studying phenomena is generated the same attribute when it applies in different

circumstances. Hence, if measurement invariance sustained, it indicates that the theory holds
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across two samples. There are different forms to determine measurement invariance depending on
study purpose which should be satisfied in result’s interpretations (Steenkamp and Baumgartner,
1998). In this study, we measured invariance through multi-group CFA as it is the most appropriate
techinique to evaluate cross-cultural measurement difference. However, before analyzing multi-
group analysis, all items are assessed through exploratory factor analysis to determine the
dimensions and reliability for each country separately.

5.1 Individual Analysis: Italy vs. Pakistan

On preliminary analysis, we determined the dimensionality of a green brand equity
mstrument and its internal consistency for each country separately. To evaluate the internal
reliability and dimensionality, we utilized Cronbach’s alpha and exploratory factor analysis with
varimax rotation using principal component matrix. The results indicated that the corresponding
items are highly reliable and grouped within their factors with significant factor except LEADI,
P33 and BAWARS and BAW ARG for both countries. These items are deleted in further rigorous
analyses. All factor loadings are found positive for both samples with a highly significance level
(p < 0.001). The final 27-items multidimensional green brand equity scale is tested for further
analyses and given in Appendix A.

Next, we performed confirmatory factor analysis, to check the multidimensionality of
green brand equity scale, with maximum likelihood method using AMOS 18. The hypothesized
model is based on six exogenous constructs or latent variables of green brand equity scale: social
influence, leadership, brand awareness, brand association, sustainability, and perceived quality. A
total of four separate confirmatory factor analyses are conducted: two for each product category
across both samples. On the further step, we evaluated the offending or inconsistent estimates from

the results. The outcomes showed no offending estimations (i.e. correlation or covariance matrices
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are negatively definite, larger correlation values equal or greater than 1, insignificant error
variances, or negative variances) are exhibited. After this, different measurement fit indices are
checked separately for each sector in both countries. The standard regression estimates of six-
dimensional measurement model of green brand equity signified that all constructs have adequate
loadings in both Italian and Pakistam sample. Table 3 indicates the factor loadings for each
construct that are highly significant in both samples.
Insert Table 3 Here

The Chi-square results (see Table 4) for Pakistani and Italian home appliance and
telecommunication sectors are statistically significant at 0.001. The normed Chi-square (y2/df) of
this study is well under the cutoff point which should not greater than 5.0 (Hu & Bentler, 199%).
Despite the statistical significance of Chi-square, Hair et al. (1998) argued that these statistics are
highly dependence on sample size. Therefore, other measurement fit indices are also taken into
consideration. The GFI values for Pakistani (home appliance 0.93; telecommunication 0.91), and
Italian (home appliance 0.95; telecommunication 0.90) sample are higher than the minimum value
of 0.9 which reveals the model fitness for each sample. The RMSEA values for both samples —
Pakistan (home appliance 0.061; telecommunication 0.071) and Italian (home appliance 0.074;
telecommunication 0.078) — suggest adequaie fitness for each model as threshold value should less
than 0.080. The NFI value should be greater than 0.90 for adequate fitness whereas this study
results revealed excellent fit among Pakistani (home appliance 0.98; telecommunication 0.96) and
Italian (home appliance 0.97; telecommunication 0.99) samples. Similarly, the results of IFI and
CFI are well above from cut-off point as showed in Table 4. Hence, all tneasurement fit indices

surpassed the heuristic critical values and supported the model acceptance for both samples.
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Insert Table 4 Here

Hair et al., (2006) defines convergent validity as an extent to which a single item’s
combined variance among other items in the same construct. The results showed that all factor
loadings on six constructs across two samples are significant (p < 0.001) and greater than 0.30 that
provides evidence for convergent validity (Bettencourt, 2004). Discriminant validity refers as an
extent to which a construct is one-dimensional or distinct from other (Hair et al., 2006), it is evident
that there is no cross-loading among items which imply an evidence of discriminant validity.
Moreover, average variance extracted (AVE) and reliability indices are also above from threshold
values of 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Bagozzi et al., 1998) that proved the discriminant validity
of study constructs. Table 5 specifies the composite reliability, AVE, discriminant, and convergent
validity results.

Insert Table 5 Here

5.2 Measurement Invariance Assessment: Group Analyses

To understand the validity of multidimensional constructs, various tests of invariances are
proposed contingent on study purpose (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998; JoEreskog and
SoErbom, 1996; Durvasula et al., 1993; Bollen, 198%). The goal of this research is to develop
multidimensional green brand equity constructs in cross-cultural settings; measurement invariance
is undertaking through configural invariance and metric invariance while using multigroup
confirmatory factor analysis. Vandenberg and Lance (2000) argued about the unanimous
consensus on the applicability of multigroup confirmatory factor analysis as a versatile and
powerful method to test cross-cultural invariance. This invariance is based on model comparisons

through a change in CFI (ACFI), change in CMIN/Af (Schertzer et al., 2008) and 2 difference
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(Byme, 2010). To establish measurement invariance across two cultures, the value of ACFI should
be smaller or equal to -0.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

The exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses have stipulated robust confirmation of
configural invariance but a multigroup confirmatory factor analysis used for to confirm it at a
rigorous level. This model is run without imposing any constraints to factor loadings so they can
vary across cultures. In order to consider as invariant, the minimum requirement for green brand
equity is to provide adequate measurement fits simultaneously in Italian and Pakistani sample. To
test configural invariance (Model 1: Table 6), an unconstrained model is tested which considered
as a baseline model for subsequent model comparisons. The results are statistically significant and
provide good measurement of fit indices that indicating the applicability of green brand equity
scale across Pakistan and Italy. As shown in Table 6, the RMSEA value is 0.070, whereas the other
measurements are greater than (.90 as per recommended threshold limits. Hence, the results reveal
that green brand equity scale demonstrates acceptable factor structure equivalence across both
satmples.

After establishing configural invariance, the next step is to test metric invariance that
explains as “different scores on the items can be meaningfully compared across countries”
(Schertzer et al., 2008) and is also helpful in providing significant insights in cross-group
assessment (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). In this analysis, we imposed constraints on factor
loadings of baseline model (Model 1: Table 6) to be equal in both countries (restrict to 1.0). The
test indicates statistically significant Chi-square (Model 2: Table 6) whereas other fit indices
(GFI=0.91, NFI=0.96, IFI=0.91, RMSEA=0.069, CFI=0.93 and CMIN/df=2.75) are highly
suitable for the model (Hair et al., 2006). The results also provide evidence about insignificant

mcrease in Chi-square difference between constrained (M2) and unconstrained model (M1) as
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(Ax2 = 13.85, Adf = 15, ACFI=0.000, p <0.001). Thus, these results provide full support for metric
invariance of green brand equity scale in two countries and imply that the respondents took the
items in a similar fashion (Byrne, 2010).

Insert Table 6 Here
5.3 Construct & Convergenr Validity

For construct validity, we run correlation among multidimensional green brand equity (as
a single construct) with brand preference and repurchase intentions. Recently, researchers
investigated the impact of green variables like green satisfaction or green brand image on behavior
and consumer preferences (Mourad and Ahmed 2012; Papista and Krystallis 2013; Borin et al.
2013; Huang & Sarigollu, 2014) as well as customer attitudes (Hur et al., 2014). Based on previous
literature, brand equity has a strong relationship with consumer preferences and repurchase
intentions (Hoeffler and Keller, 2003, Buil et al., 2013; Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995). However,
there is no multidimensional scale of green brand equity exists and ifs relationship is not tested
previously, so based on Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) arguments we can expect a positive
correlation of green brand equity with repurchase intention and consumer preferences.

We collected the data on brand preference and repurchase intentions from same
respondents. The reliability of brand preference is 0.91 for Pakistani and 0.93 for Italian, and the
reliability of repurchase intention is (.89 for Pakistani and 0.86 for italian respondents. The
correlations between green brand equity and brand preference are 0.61 and 0.66 (p <0.001) for
Pakistan and Italy respectively whereas the correlations among green brand equity and repurchase
intentions are 0.73 and 0.69 for Pakistani and Italian respondents respectively. These findings
exhibit strong support of construct validity of green brand equity scale. To perform a check on

convergent validity more rigorously, the same study respondents are asked to respond 4-item one-
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dimensional green brand equity construct designed by Chen (2010). The reliability of overall green
brand equity is 0.87 and 0.90 for Pakistan and Italians respectively. For establishing convergent
validity, the correlation of overall brand equity with green brand equity should high. The results
indicated that the correlations values are 0.78 and 0.81 (p <0.001) for Pakistan and Italians
respectively. Hence, these high correlations strongly endorsed the convergent validity of green

brand equity consiruct.
6. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The environmentalism sense n consumers is significantly increased, and they are willing
to pay the premium price for eco-friendly products/services. Therefore, this concept is greatly
acknowledged and applied extensively which makes it an inevitable trend for business firms.
Subsequently, green marketing provides a way to get sustained competitive advantage while
accessing new markets and profitability. Jung and Sung (2008) argued that brand equity help a
firm to get a competitive advantage because it conveys a strength to capture new markets and
offers its product/services at higher margins. Apart from this advantage, firms can exploit the
environmental issues in consumers’ mind through brand positioning and acquire differentiation
advantage as well. So, it turns out to be a vital decision for brand managers to have reliable and
valid green brand equity’s measuring instrument. Additionally, firms are already in international
business (e.g. General Electric, Unilever, Adidas, Nike and Marks and Spencer), for increasing
their profit margins, so the necessity of conducting parsimonious research at cross-cultural
paradigm is highly significant. This paper extends the brand equity theory in the ecological milieu
and provides a handy instrument to measure green brand equity which is easy to administer and

has cross-cultural equivalence.
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The hypothesized six-factor green brand equity is well fitted in both cultures and factor
loadings across groups are large and highly significant. These factor loadings suggested the
convergent validity in both samples (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The overall goodness-of-fit
model (CFI, NFI, RMSEA, IFI, & Chi-square) and measurement invariance fully reinforced the
theorized six-factor model. The four confirmatory factor analyses among two productservice
category clearly demonstrate the comparable and consistent results. Despite brand equity’s
paramount importance and environmental sustainability, there is no serious effort to develop
multidimensional green brand equity scale. The present study tries to address all previously
limitations while incorporating: unavailability of multidimensional green brand equity scale, the
mclusion of service sector in the study, the distinction between brand association and brand
awareness dimension, the applicability of this scale across Western and Asian culture, and usage
of actual respondents. Blackston et al., (1993) claimed that brand managers had supported the
brand equity research in a real scenario. Hence our study provides a measuring instrament for
product and as well as service category in telecommmunication and home appliance industries.

In order to understand the cross-cultural equivalence, Steenkamp, and Baumgartner (1998)
suggested a measurement invariance tests. Conversely, the importance and its practical execution
are rarely discussed in academic literature and researchers believed that the scale designed in one
country is applicable in other culture as well. This assumption is negated in Kocak et al. (2007)
brand equity research where they endorsed that Vazquez’s et al. (2002) is not applicable in Turkey
due te cultural differences. In this article, we evaluated measurement invariance of
multidimensional green brand equily scale in Italy and Pakistan. We examined whether this

multidimensional scale has same conceptualization across developed and emerging economies.
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For this purpose, we used metric, and configural invariance and results showed that there are no
conceptualization and measurement differences in both countries.

These results have significant insinuvations for infernational companies and researchers. As
the green brand equity scale is invariant across Pakistan and Italy, researchers can test this scale
conceptually and theoretically to measure green brand equity across two countries. Other than Italy
and Pakistan, we argued that this scale is also valid in other countries which have same cultural
inferences as proposed by Hofstede (1991). This should increase the comparability, validity, and
reliability of current research findings. The scale is helpful for brand managers as it is generalized
across cultures which allow them to formulate and implement effective branding strategies in the
international environment. Apart from the practical importance of this research, it also has some
limitations which should be addressed in following research endeavors. Nunnally and Bernstein
(1994) argued that the scales are established after an agreement or conventions among researchers
for good scale. Our study spurs academicians to revalidate and revise our scale. We investigated
one product category (home appliance) and one service sector (telecommunication), future
researchers should implement this seale on other polluted consumer products and industrial goods.
Also, future researchers should test the scale generalizability in business-to-business categories
and extended this green brand equity model to chain equity, retail equity, and organizational
equity.

In conclusion, the main objective of this paper is to foster a cross-cultural equivalence and
psychologically sound construct to measure green brand equity. We used etic approach to
formulate 27-items green brand equity scale epitomizing six dimensions: social influence,
leadership, perceived quality, brand awareness, brand association and sustainability. This scale has

theoretical inferences that will be helpful for measuring green brand equity’s antecedents
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(corporate image, trust, marketing activity, consumption experience, and brand knowledge) and
consequences (repurchase intentions, word-of-mouth communication, brand loyalty and customer
satisfaction), Moreover, this scale is not only reliable and valid but parsimonious too which guides
brand managers to track brand equity on a consistent basis. These brand fracking studies give an
overview to evaluate the brand so that they allocate the resources efficiently in specific green brand
equity dimension. Finally, the configural and metric invariance test clearly demonsirates the
applicability and generalization of green brand equity scale cross-cultural, hence making it a

helpful tool for other cultures.
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Table 1: Direct and Indirect Measurement Approaches of Green Brand Equity

Author(s) Year Context Dimension(s) Product / Measurement
Service Level
Category
Direct Approaches for Brand Equity Measurement
Srinivasan 1979 USA - Healthcare Aggregate
Swait et al. 1993 Usa - Jeans & Individual
deodorants
Park & 1994 UsA Attributed & Non-Attributed Toothpaste, & Individual
Srinivasan brand equity mouthwash
Leuthesser etal | 1995 Austria - Detergent Individual
Kamakura & 1993 USA Intangible Brand Value Detergents Aggregate
Russell
Jourdan 2002 France Consumer Preferences Durable goods & Aggregate
consumer goods
Shankar et al. 2008 United Relative Brand Importance Insurance Aggregate
States
Chen 2010 Talwan Single Construct-Green Brand Electronics Individual
Equity
Indirect Approaches for Brand Equity Measturement
Lassar et al. 1995 USA Performance, social image, Watches & Individual
value, trustworthiness, television
attachment
Yoo & Donthu | 2001 Korea & Brand loyalty, perceived Television, films, Individual
USA quality, brand association, & | and athletic shoes
brand awareness
Vazquez et al. 2002 Spain Functional utilities (product & Sports shoes
brand name) & symbolic
utilities (product & brand
name)
Washbum & 2002 USA Brand loyalty, perceived Paper towel, & Individual
Plank quality, brand assoctation, & Crsps
brand awareness
de Chernatony 2004 United Reputation, satisfaction, & Financial services Individual
etal Kingdom | brand loyalty
Netemeyer et al. | 2004 USA Willingness to pay premium Jeans, athletic Individual
price, perceived value, shoes, toothpaste,
uniqueness, & perceived & colas
quality
Pappu et al. 2005 Australia | Brand loyalty, perceived Television, & Individual
quality, brand association, & cars
brand awareness
Christodoulides | 2006 United Fulfillment, trust, E-tailers Individual
etal Kingdom | responsiveness, online
experience, & emotional
connection
Kocak et al. 2007 Turkey Functional utilities (product & |  Athletic shoes Individual
brand name) & symbolic
utilities (product & brand
name)
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Buil et al. 2008 Span & Brand loyalty, perceived Cars, electronics, Individual
United quality, brand association, & sports drink, &
Kingdom | brand awareness sportswear
Table 2: Demographic Profile of the Respondents
Variable | Category Pakistani Respondents Italian Respondents
Frequency | Percentage | Frequency | Percentage
N=528 N=452

Gender Male 286 54 234 52
Female 242 46 218 43
Less than 20 years 49 (9 32 7
21-25 years 145 27 131 29
Age 26-30 vears 112 21 92 20
31-35 years 95 i8 88 19
35-40 years 76 i4 64 14
More than 40 years 51 i0 45 10
Undergraduate 214 4] 172 33
Educational Qualification Masters 186 35 183 40
Doctorate 128 24 o7 21
Full Time 234 44 202 45
Occupation Part Time 125 24 S8 22
Unemployed 73 14 90 20
Self-Employed 96 18 62 14
Single 255 48 260 58
Marital Status Married 192 36 117 26
Undisclosed 51 15 75 17
LG 91 i7 84 19
Home Appliances Consumers Samsung inl i9 08 22
Sony 76 i4 5] 11

Mobilink 83 i6 - -

Telenor g7 16 - -

_— Zong o0 17 - -
Telecommunication Consumers Wind i i} = 16
Tim - - 81 18
Vodafone - - 66 15
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Table 3: Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results for Italian and Pakistani Sample

Constructs Abb. Pakistani Sample Italian Sample
Home Appliace Telecommunication | Home dppliance Telecommunication
SRW SE SRW S.E. SEW S.E. SRW SE.
511 0.83 031 0.80 0.36 0.82 0.33 0.84 0.29
512 0.79 0.37 0.77 0.41 0.50 0.36 0.78 0.39
Social Influence 313 0.77 0.41 0.81 0.34 0.81 0.34 0.77 0.41
514 0.74 0.45 0.79 0.38 0.75 0.44 0.80 0.36
S5 0.80 0.36 0.84 0.29 0.77 0.41 0.75 0.42
LEAD?2 0.79 0.38 0.79 0.38 0.83 0.31 0.82 (.33
LEAD3 0.76 0.42 0.80 0.36 0.71 0.39 0.80 0.36
Brand Leadership | LEAD4 0.80 0.36 0.82 0.33 0.81 0.34 0.80 0.36
LEADS 0.82 0.33 0.75 0.44 0.75 0.44 0.83 0.31
PQl1 085) 028 0.84 0.29 087 024 0.84 0.29
PQ2 0.80 0.36 0.80 0.36 081 0.34 0.83 (.33
Product Quality | PQ4 086 | 026 088| 023| 085| 028 082 03]
PQ3 0.86 0.26 0.83 0.31 0.86 0.26 0.8 0.21
PQ6 0.84 0.29 0.81 0.34 0.86 0.26 0.90 0.19
SUSTI 088 023 0.86 0.26 083 031 0.81 0.34
SUST2 0.84 0.29 0.83 0.31 0.80 0.36 0.85 0.21
Sustainability SUST3 086 0.26 0.89 0.21 088 | 023 0.84 0.29
SUST4 0.81 0.34 0.84 0.29 0381 0.34 0.87 0.24
SUSTS 0.85 0.28 0.81 0.34 0381 0.34 0.82 (.33
BAWARI 0.79 0.38 0.81 0.34 081 0.34 0.75 .44
Brand A BAWAR2 0.84 0.29 0.85 0.28 0.78 0.40 0.79 (.38
TG AWAENSS I'BAwARs | 081 | 034 083 031| o082| 033] 081 034
BAWAR4 0.78 0.40 0.80 0.36 0.80 0.36 0.78 0.39
BASSO1 0.78 0.39 0.82 0.33 0.84 0.29 0.85 0.28
Brand BASS02 0.84 0.29 0.86 0.26 0.83 0.31 0.88 .23
Association BASSO3 0.81 0.34 0.85 0.2% 0.82 0.33 0.81 0.34
BASS04 0.76 0.42 0.79 0.38 0.52 0.33 0.83 (.31
Motes: SRW=standardized regression weight, all values are significant at *p < 0.001.
Table 4: Fit Indices Resulis
Country Industry 72 df, p 220 GF1 | RMSEA | NFI | IFI | CFI
Pakistan Home Appliances 30584 | 98, 0.001 3.120816 | 0.93 | 0.061 098 | 092 | 091
Telecommunication 317.26 | 103,0.001 | 3.080194 | 0.91 | 0071 096 |1 093 | 0.94
Ttaly Home Adppliances 32951 | 108,0.001 [ 3.051019 | 0.95 | 0074 097 | 091 | 0.98
Telecommunication 24447 | 1140001 | 2.144474 | 0.90 | 0.078 099 | 095 | 092
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Table 5: Mean, Standard Deviation, Reliabilities & Validities of Italian and Pakistan Sample

Variable [ 1 ] 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | Mean | Std Dev.
Pakisteni Sample
1.8I 0.631 421 0.63
2. LEAD 0.24 0.627 4.01 0.41
3. PQ) 0.15 0.24 0.701 4.05 0.36
4. SUST 0.26 0.22 0.14 0.718 4.54 0.72
5. BAWAR 0.31 0.25 0.24 0.31 0.663 4.36 0.6
6. BASSO 0.28 0.26 0.24 0.27 0.21 0.664 4.26 0.59
Composite Reliability 0.94 6.93 0.95 0.92 0.90 0.90
Italian Sample

1,31 0.623 415 0.54
2. LEAD 031 0.635 4.44 0.49
3. PQ 0.26 0.27 0.723 4.17 0.65
4. SUST 0.23 0.23 0.18 0.700 4.42 0.41
3 BRANDAWAR 031 0.20 0.29 0.26 0.629 4.51 0.58
6. BRANDASSO 0.20 0.29 0.28 0.30 024 0698| 438 0.66
Composite Reliability 0.94 0.91 93 0.95 0.93 0.92

Motes: AVE Is on diagonal with bold, the lower slde of AVE is correlatlon matrlz. All correlations are signiflcant at *p <0.001.

Table 6: Cross-Cultural Measurement Invariance Tests: Configural & Metric Method

Test Model x2 Df | y2idf | GFI | RMSEA | NFI | IFT | CFI | Ay2 | Adf | ACFI
Configural 1 119708 | 424 | 282 | 093 0.070 0971 092|093 - - -
Metric 2 121093 | 439 | 275 | 091 0.069 096|091 093 | 1385 (15 | 0.000

116



Paper 2 — Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

APPENDIX A — MULTIDIMENSIONAL GREEN BRAND EQUITY SCALE

(Tonstruct

SI1 Brand X is socially acceptable.
Social Si2 I feel hike Brand X actually cares aboyt me
Influence 313 Brand X would make a good impression on other people.
514 I considered myself as a part of a group who use Brand X
515 Brand X has a good reputation,
LEADI The branding strategies of Brand X are environmental friendly
; LEAD2 Brand X has aspirational imagery
Leadership T EAD3  BrandX is one of the leading brands in the mdustry,
LEAD4 Brand X is technologically advanced from competitors,
PQ1 Brand X has consistent quality
Perceived PQ2 Brand X offers t?co—fn'cndly fcaturcs‘in reasonable price.
Quality PQO3 Brand X has reliable product(s)/service(s)
P4 The likelihood of Brand X functionality is very high.
PQ5 Brand X must be of excellent quality
SUST! Brand X is more beneficial to society's welfare than other brands.
SUST2 I consider Brand X is environmental responsible.
Sustainability SUST3 I consider Brand X as economical with eco-friendly technology.
SUST4 It is important that Brand X is a sustainable brand.
SUSTS I consider Brand X as a socially responsible brand.
BAWAR] I am familiar with brand X environmental friendly initiatives
Brand BAWAR2 W_hzln I think of (brand category), Brand X is one of the brands that come in my
min
Awareness BAWAR3 [ can differentiate the brand X amongst other competing brands.
BAWAR 4 [ know what brand X looks like
BASSOI1 I canrecall the logo of brand X easily.
Brand BAS302  Brand X provides good value for money.
Association BASS03 Brand X has personality.
BASS04 I have trust on brand X company.
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ABSTRACT

As consumers are becoming ecological friendly and their stress for environmental friendly
products and services increases, many firms have engrossed in introducing and endorsing
sustainable products and services while endeavoring to reinforce their promise to sustainability.
Organizations are allocating noteworthy resources to pursue higher brand equity; thus, the authors
believe the industry-level implications by exploring how the introduction of eco-friendly products
transfortn consumers” attitudes towards brand. This research investigates the impact of country-
of-origin, brand credibility and brand trust on green brand equity as well as its consequences in
cross-cultural context. This study proposes a validated, parsimonious, unique, and generalizable
scale in different cultures to measure multidimensional green brand equity. The scale consists on
six dimensions; sustainability, social influence, perceived quality, brand awareness, brand
associations and brand leadership. The hypothesized connections are examined using structural

equation modeling method and indicated significant relationships.

Keywords: Green Brand Equity; Scale Development, Brand Credibility; Country-of-Origin, Italy,

Pakistan
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1. INTRODUCTION

Stimulated by unique demands of consumers for eco-friendly and healthy brands, greening
has to tum out to be an integral part of business’s operations. Many industry experts are
developing, engaging, and promoting ecologically sustainable services and products while
endeavoring to reinforce their commitments towards environment (Earthshare, 2012; Polonsky,
2014; Polonsky et al., 2014; Dennis et al. 2005; Ottman et al. 2006; Lee 2008; Chamorro et al.
2009; Ishaq et al., 2014). That is why Hu et al. (2010) called greening as prosperity and survival
for some businesses. Recently, the society 1s steadily taking environmental issues into
consideration because of the enormous amount of environmental pollution in the world (Chen et
al., 2006). BDO Seidman conducted a survey in 100 companies and claimed that two third of Chief
Financial Officers showed their acquiescence on adopting environmentally friendly practices to
foster positive image (Environmental Leader, 2007). Consumer environmentalism has been
predominant from last two decades after environmental protection activates and infamous
ecological disasters (Ng et al. 2014) which put immense pressure on business operations to create
green business models.

The organizations are actively acknowledging potential in green practices to save
operational costs in the long run while gaining an edge over competitors through reputation,
positive image and knowing as greener company (Chen & Chang, 2008; Schubert et al., 2010,
DiPietro et al, 2013). The material reuse, eco-efficiency, resource flow management, green
advertising, and green labeling are commonly considered as green practices. These green practices
extended to all businesses types including information technology, telecommunication,
electronics, textiles, shipbuilding, and manuvfacturing industries like steel (Seongho, & Won-Moo,

2012). While taking consumers’ environmental concerns into consideration, all businesses
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recognized that eco-friendly products/services strengthen their brand equity (Chen, 2010) and
profitability. However, not all organizations have sufficient competencies and aptitude to produce
green products for their consumers (Chen, & Chang, 2012a).

Most of the leading companies have exploited green practices, but they are stiil facing the
question how to overcome the customer skepticism about the greem productsiservice’s
functionality. In recent times, this is a noteworthy confront for organizations to prove the
functionality of eco-friendly products because either this claim is found to be deceptive or
overwhelmingly ambiguous (Ng et al., 2014; Chen and Chang, 2012a, b). Therefore it seems that
companies are confronting the iwofold challenge, one is to engender positive perceptions regarding
environmental friendly branding plans and the second is to manufacture eco-friendly products that
at least matches with conventional products regarding its functionality. As far academic research
is concerned, some researchers (e.g., Chen, & Chang, 2013; Chen & Lin, 2011) also stressed on
the disadvantages of going green. For instance, the preliminary cost of green practices’
implementation is high, and profit earnings are not always enough to balance investment and profit
relationship.

The sales of green products and services have been increasing dramatically after famous
environmentalism, and, therefore, consumers are ready to pay premium prices for eco-friendly
products {Chen, 2008). The previous literature suggested that organizations articulate green
marketing mix strategies, identify segments and target market through green positioning strategies,
and start assessing consumers’ green behaviors and attitudes (Jain and Kaur, 2004). Chen (2010)
claimed that businesses have five motives to exploit green marketing strategies: to enhance product
value, improvement in corporate image, seeking new opportunities in new markets, attaining

competitive edge, and compliance with eco-friendly laws and regulations. Green brand equity, like
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other intangible assets, demonstrates the excellences for engendering the sustainable competitive
advantage. It inserts values for consumers, assists to construct defensible competitive positioning,
producing inherently complex, time-taking, and difficult to transmitted strategies (De Chermatony
& MacDonald, 1992; De Chernatony, 2010).

Some studies (for reference see Delgado-Ballester & Munuera- Aleman, 2005; Srivastava
et al., 2001; Hooley et al., 2005) describe brand equity as “relational market-based asset™ given
that it inhabit in the relationship between brands and consumer and occurs outside of an
organization. We linked resource based approach and brand equity relationship, we offer an
important research question: how companies can build higher and positive brand equity for green
products and services? Therefore, we contended that green marketing strategies could increase
their intangible brand equities. Global brands endure in many markets, including fast-moving
goods, telecom, home appliances, and financial services. Many firms, such as Samsung, have
distinctly started to emphasis on developing strong global brands rather than focusing on local
brands. Holt, Quelch and Taylor (2004) argued that the positive organization’s intent in terms of
sustainability is anticipated from these global brands. The sustainability paradigm in
product/service and business operations may engender believing relationship between an
organization and stakeholders (Sen et al., 2006, Maignan, & Ferrell, 2004).

In the global arena, a firm’s environmental and social footprints and its treatment with
employees, consumers and other stakeholders are taken as significant trust disputes (Edelman &
Yli-Renko, 2010). However, Herrmann and Connor (2004) argued that the global brands are
familiar with low records on greening/sustainability initiatives and usually defendant due to
predatory actions. Building green reputations is challenging for global brands because these brands

have to develop sustainable status at local level through demonstrating sustainability standpoint at
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global level (Chao et al., 2009). Furthermore, each green program by global brands are
stereotypically taken as self-interested, that may reduce the level of brand trust, and credibility in
consumer mind (Yoon et al., 2006; Prout, 2006). Ritson (2010) reports the considerable problem
of BP with its local oil operations near Louisiana that has strong global ramifications for BP itself.
The people from United States and United Kingdom protests against Coca-Cola due to human
right violations in Columbia and poor environmental record in India (Hilis & Welford, 2003).

Additionally, the global presence of highly visible, market leader, and strong brand’s eco-
friendly policies backfired intensively. For instance, Nike has pursued to link itself with
aspirations, needs, and rights, of socially disadvantaged women while using Michael Jordan as
brand endorsements (Knight & Greenberg, 2002). But, Knight and Greenberg (2002) claimed that
the anti-sweatshop movement considers Nike as hypocritical because manipulating young female
migrants to create its products in developing world and promote its sustainability initiatives to
boost its sales. Wagner et al. (2009) and Torres et al. (2012) also reported the same arguments
while pointing out the consumers’ negative reactions concerning reactive eco-friendly strategies
that develop to alleviate negative impact on brand after a negligent action has registered.

Given these caveats, the current research endeavors to fill this research gap through
empirically testing the impacti of brand credibility, brand trust, and country-of-origin (COO
hereafter) on multidimensional green brand equity and its subsequent relationship with brand
preferences and purchase intentions in a cross-cultural context. This study intends to ascertain a
means of increasing green brand equity on the customer-brand relationship. This study is
considered as first research that explains the relationship of multidimensional green brand equity

with CQQ, brand credibility, brand trust, purchase intentions, and brand preferences which also

123



Paper 3 — Eleonora Di Maria & Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

has practical and theoretical implications and proffer substantial advantages for green brand

management.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW & HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

In contemporary consumer research, the consumer perceptions towards green brands got
paramount attention both theoretically and empirically. The major research streams on which the
studies are undertaken include consumers’ eco-friendly consciousness, and socio-demographic
profiles (Schwepker and Cornwell, 1991; Diamantopoulos et al. 2003), and scale development
studies to gauge environmental issues (Zimmer et al., 1994, Chen, 2010; Ng et al., 2014; do Paco
et al., 2009), while much studies have also concentrated on post-consumption and non-
consumption consumer behaviors such as energy conservation and recycling (Lee et al., 2009,
Follows and Jobber, 2000). Nevertheless, the extensive range of environmental concerns have
addressed in the academic literature, but the acquaintance of the factors that stimulus consumer
buying behavior concemning green products and services stays inadequate.

Despite the fact that conswmers are taking environmental issues on a serious note, the
widely applied attitude-value-intention models have revealed that the attitudes towards
environment do not constantly interpret into behaviors (Gupta and Ogden, 2009; de Barcellos et
al., 2011; Nordlund and Gravill, 2002; Bamberg, 2003). The ethical consumers” notion evolved 25
years before with a predominantly emphasis on environmental concerns that includes the morality
of “going green” due to global climate change (Auger et al., 2010). In this same period, research
scholars have observed debates on ethical consumerism and designing large-scale strategies to
create awareness among consumers and their subsequent spending on ethical and regular products.

In recent times, theorists {e.g. Rokka and Uusitalo, 2008) support the notion that eco-

friendly consumers do not purchase brands only on environmental basis; rather, their selection is
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based on multi-stage assessment procedure where customers are engaged in trade-offs between
perceived quality, functionality, and other products attribute either positively or negatively.
Moreover, situational factors could hamper eco-friendly behavior and emasculate the positive
influence on values or attitudes (Tanner and Kast, 2003). Despite the hysteria, the reality related
to ethical consumption is entirely different where the green products served mainly in niche market
except for few occurrence where some multinational organizations took the initiative to replace
conventional offering with ethical products such as Fairtrade Coffee, Starbucks (Argenti, 2004),
Ben & Jerry’s and Unilever (Austin, 2010; Hays et al., 2000).

Researchers (Morsing & Oswald 2006; Elving, 2010, Dao et al., 2011; Kumar &
Christodoulopoulou, 2014, Rakic & Rakie, 2013, Biedenbach et al., 2016; Gupta et al., 2013,
Sharma et al, 2010; Gupta & Ogden, 2009, Baharum & Pitt, 2009) reported that social
responsibility, ethical branding, sustainability, and greening got noteworthy ethical endorsement.
Consumers are dynamically looking for eco-friendly products as compared to conventional to put
their efforts in world’s betterment (Vermillion & Peart, 2010; Schultz et al., 2004; Jones et al.,
2016; Milfont & Duckitt, 2004, 2010; Barbar et al., 2011). Furthermore, the organization’s
environmental policy is utterly linked with consumer buying behavior (McEachern et al., 2010,
Marin et al., 2009; Auger et al., 2010). This greening concept is real and challenging for many
organizations (Hartmann & Ibaiiez, 2006) because they do not have enough capabilities and
companies have sustained competitive advantage who already incorporated it in their strategy
formulation (Chen, 2010; Schlegelmilch and Szocs, 2015; Oberseder et al., 2013, 2014; Kang and
Hur, 2012}

Some research studies are conducted to understand the buying behavior of consumer with

eco-friendly products (Gam & Banning, 2011, Van de Velde et al., 2010; Hiller-Connell & Kozar,
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2012; Lai et al., 2010) and concluded strong associations. Additionally, studies are also taken to
examine the motives of orgamzation to incorporate green practices in business operations like
positive ¢orporate image, ethical obligations, strategic objectives, finding new market
opportunities, reputation, product value, presume from stakeholders, government, and competitors
(Chen, 2010; Lee et al., 2009; Sheth et al., 2011; Hult, 2011; Huang & Rust, 2011; Tzschentke et
al., 2004; Delmas and Toffel, 2010).

There are theoretical (Kumar & Christedoulopoulou, 2014; Gupta & Kumar, 2013) and
empirical studies (Namkung, & Jang, 2013; Kucukusta, Mak, & Chan, 2013; Kim et ai., 2015) are
available to demonstrate the relationship of sustainability/greening paradigm in brand management
discipline but no single study has been taken to link this perspective as brand equity’s dimension.
This study addresses this gap through modified brand equity scale by offering greening aspect in
given theory. This green brand equity theory provides a differentiated product/service with
environmentally friendly features like emotional associations, self-expressive to the environment
and green customer value. Szekely and Knirsch (20035) claimed that a brand with having
differentiation, deliver value and offer meaningfulness has strong brand equity. The green brand
equity also contributes incrementally regarding product’s functionality as compared to
conventional products and delivers credibility during the crisis and uncertain business
environment.

2.1 COO and Green Brand Equity

The researchers describe and defines brand equity subtly different as “a set of brand assets
and liabilities linked to a brand, its name, and symbol that add to or subtract from the value
provided by a product or service to a firm and to that firm’s customers™ (Aaker, 1991). Keller

(1993) explains brand equity as differential impact of brand knowledge on cusiomer responses
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towards brand’s marketing. Based on given definitions, this research defined green brand equity
as a set of brand assets and habilities about environmental concerns and green commitment of
brand’s name, symbol, and logo that hinked positively or negatively with given product or service.
Aaker (1991) argued that brand equity is reflected as a significant indicator that explains the
brand’s health and its monitoring considered as an indispensable step for effective brand
managemment strategies. Country-of-origin is another key aspect impacting on the brand image
(Ahmed et al., 2002) and customer perception (Hulland, 1959). We used Thakor and Katsanis
(1997) theoretical framework of COO that defines as the belongingness of a product where it
actually made. The effect of COO on customer evaluations or perceptions about the product is
usually known as COO effect (Samiee, 1994). COQ also defines as informational, inferential, and
descriptive beliefs that a customer has about a specific country.

Cue utilization theory (CUT) (Olson and Jacoby, 1972; Magnusson et al, 2011) and
Elaboration Likelihood Method (Petty et al., 1983; Herz and Diamantopoulos, 2013} are other
theories to understand the country-of-origin role in building brand perceptions. Olson (1972)
explains CUT theory based on cues provided by a product or service on which consumers judged
the quality. These cues are used to assess the quality that varies in accordance with its diagnosticity
if other cues are available (Purchit & Srivastava, 2001). Gidron et al. (1993) categorized these
cues n low-scope (ambiguous and easily manipulated) and high-scope cues (reliable, more
credible and established over time). In context of COO, the high-scope cues convey strong
implications as compared to low-scope which makes them more or less analytical (Purohit &
Srivastava, 2001).

On other hand, the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) coined in 1991 by Petty and

Caciopppo. Before ELM model, the academic literature to understand the formation of consumer’s
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attitude towards a brand and persuasion has methodological deficiencies and conceptual
ambiguity. Ho and Bodoff (2014) explains ELM as a suitable tool to understand the factors that
stimulate attitude formation towards a product. In current research setting, ELM model how a
consumer understand the influence of advertising, word-of-mouth communication or peer
influences on his/her attitude towards green brand, which in tum influences his/her decision to opt
eco-friendly brand or its alternative as final choice. Based on ELM and CUT theories, COO can
be measured at two levels i.e., the micro level which measure the brand's association with the
country and the macro level that evaluate the image of country itself. In this study, COO will be
measured through micro level approach.

From a general perspective, a brand 1s documented as the country’s representativeness, to
be a part of global market, characterized by historical country of origin, strong rooting, and national
leadership. Busacca and Padula (20035) contended that the brand is merely seen as an image of
country; which validate the proposition on perceptual coherence and consonance among the brand
and image of the product where it produces. Some studies reported company’s suspected
imprudent actions (e.g., water pollution, human rights violations, and child labor) put negative
impact on a brand (Mohr and Webb, 2005, Ellen et al., 2006; Swaen and Vanhamme, 2004, 2003)
and subsequently on company’s eco-friendly initiatives such as Nike, Coca-Cola and BP cases. In
current competitive situation, customers are well aware with the brand name, its actions,
responsibilities and roles towards the ecological environment where the company operate and
interact (Rondinelli & Berry, 2000, Ellen et al., 2006). The ranking of companies like Forbes’s
The Best 100 Corporate Citizens and industrial recognitions acts as helping hand to improve their

reputation among stakeholders, demonstrate the sustainability commitments, promote the brand
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name and its producing/manufacturing country (Torres et al., 2012) which in return enhances the
brand equity.

COO is an extrinsic produet indication having similarity with the indicators induced by
cobrands and brands because it considered as a short route to brand evaluations. In effect,
marketers can use the "made m" label in essentially the same way that they use a co-brand:
obtaining a competitive advantage through differentiation and avoiding the recurrence of lengthy
evalvuations. Thakor and Katsanis (1997) argued that the COO may influence the equity of some
brands. Anderson’s (1993) network memory model is considered as a good base to explain the
relationship of COO and brand equity. For instance, Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991) both
contended that COO might affect brand equity through the generation of secondary associations.
For example, the customers from Spain and France may rate brand’s intangible atiributes
“durability” and *reliability” on a different scale. Indeed, a foreign brand name may affect the
brand equity (Leclerc et al., 1994). The academic literature has several studies that suggested the
positive impact of COO on brand equity and its sub-dimensions (e.g. Yasin et al., 2007; Shimp et
al., 1993; Pappu et al., 2006, 2007, Panda and Misra, 2014; Andehn et al., 2015; Parkwvithee and
Miranda, 2012). So based on above research studies,

Hypothesis 1: COO has a positive impact on green brand equity dimensions.

2.2 Brand Credibility and Green Brand Equity

Erdem et al. (2002) define brand credibility as the credibility of a brand and its information
which solely contingent on firm’s willingness to provide what they assured. An organization can
build strong brand credibility through its integrated marketing communication strategies and
information associated with the brand. The brand credibility concept emerges from brand signal

studies. Researchers (e.g., Erdem et al., 2002; Erdem and Swait, 2004, Wemerfelt, 1988) argued

129



Paper 3 — Eleonora Di Maria & Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

that when asymmetric and imperfect information exists in a marketplace (i.e. company has more
information about their brands as compared to the customers), then brands can provide signals
about product positioning, Brand credibility 1s a significant characteristic of a brand to provide a
signal for product positioning (i.e., product quality) with the help of various marketing mix factors
(Spry et al., 2011) such as distribution channels, warranty and guarantee, and charging a high price.
Nevertheless, these factors may not be credible all the times based on consumer behavior,
competition, and market conditions.

Based on brand signaling theory, brand credibility can foster brand equity (Erdem and
Swait, 1988; Hur et al., 2014; Haig, 20135a, b, Ng et al., 2014; Mathew et al., 2012). Furthermore,
credible brands relish lower perceived risk, information-processing and information-gathering
costs (Erdem and Swait, 2004). Erdem et al., (2002) claimed that higher brand credibility endorsed
positive customers’ perceptions of objective and product quality. By impacting favorably on
consumers’ perception attributes, perceived risk and information costs, brand credibility upsurges
the consumer expectations towards the utility of brands, and hence increasing brand value.
Moreover, numerous researcher scholars also emphasized on further research directions
ascertaining marketing activities (i.e. brand credibility) that develop brand equity (Yoo & Donthu
2000, Keller and Lehmann, 2006).

Since the brand credibility endorses lower perceived risk and information processing cost,
Azevedo (2003) suggests that brand credibility can mcreases through the communication of
brand’s ecological initiatives that should be educational and informative and provide contact
details for consumers in order to obtain more knowledge on sustaiability/greening actions. There

are three factors that can foster the brand credibility, its role on social influence and sustainability,

130



Paper 3 — Eleonora Di Maria & Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

such as involvement of real audience, the honesty in statement, and source credibility (Hirschland,
2006, Schlegelmilch & Pollach, 2005).

To investigate the role of brand credibility 1s enormously important because it is becoming
a strategic asset of an organization’s marketing plans to certify its long-term sustainability (Zhang
& Rezaee, 2009, Jahanzeb et al., 2013). For example, the companies are spending billion dollars
Jjust to create their identity and brand credibility among its consumers, and 1t will be considered as
wastage of resources if these finances botched fo materialize consumer preferences for a brand.
Numerous past studies are evident that the credibility creates differentiation among renowned
brands from less familiar ones (Keller, 1993; Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000, 2012) and hence
creating higher brand equity (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). In a recent study, the results reported that
higher brand credibility leads to stronger brand equity {Papasolomou & Vrontis, 2006a, b). The
credible brands always relish lower perceived risk and information processing costs (Jahanzeb et
al., 2013). In conclusion, brand credibility 1s taken as a central pillar for a firm which can manage
its brand equity (Spry et al, 2011; Erdem et al., 2002). Based on preceding discussion, we
advanced following research hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Brand credibility has a positive impact on green brand equity dimensions.

2.3 Brand Trust and Green Brand Equity

Eiliot et al., (2015) defines trust as an elusive notion which can assume as an institutional
attribute or an individual’s interpersonal relation. Lewicki and Bunker (1995) marked trust as a
nuanced concept which has acquaintance as its precondition. Rotter (1971) defines trust as an
individual or group’s generalized expectancy that a promise, word, written or verbal assertion of
another group or individual on which they can rely. Thus, trust involves in mutuality, risk and

comtnitment. The business domain further endorsed the appiication and transfer of trust in brand
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management (Romaniuk and Bogomolova, 2005). Research scholars (e.g., Chatterjee and
Chaudhuri, 2003, Delgado-Ballester et al., 2003) defined brand trust as confidence that customer
has on brand’s integrity and reliability. Brand trust is associated with advertising efficiency,
increased market share and brand loyalty (Chatterjee and Chaudhuri, 2005; Lau and Lee, 1999).
Ambler (1997) also hypothesized that the brand trust is considered as a prominent indicator of
brand equity.

The social exchange theory indicates that the brand trust enhances the social embeddedness
in an organization-customer relationship which further enhances the consumer’s commitment
(Singh and Sirdeshmukh, 2000; Moorman et al., 1992; Aaker et al., 2004). On another hand side,
brand equity is based on a relational market-based asset which is linked with a brand and
entrenches in affiliations with its consumers (Srivastava et al., 1998, 2001). Kalafatis and Pollard
(1999) argued that some organization introduce new products which symbolize fabricated
environmental associations, product functionality, and unreliable eco-friendly promises, and so
consumers have lost their trust which affects the brand reputation negatively. Prior studies proved
the connection of brand trust with increased brand equity and associated positively with brand
equity (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Ganesan, 1994; Delgado-Ballester and Munuera- Aleman, 2005,
Chen, 2010; Alwi et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2008; Jevons and Gabbott, 2000; Ng et al., 2014; Chen
and Chang, 2012; Kang and Hur, 2012). Connecting the concept of trust-based approach and
relationship marketing to brand equity in environmental friendly paradigm, we hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3: Brand trust has a positive impact on green brand equity dimensions.

2.4 Green Brand Equity and Purchase Intentions
Chang and Liu (2009) defines purchase intentions as a customer’s action to show his/her

intention o buy a brand. Purchase intentions also define as a decision making a process where
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customer exhibit willingness toward a brand (Wells et al., 2011). Purchase intention is also
considered as an amalgamation of customers’ interest and the likelihood of buying of a brand.
Lemon et al. (2001) defines purchase intention as the degree of consumer intention about “possibly

LR RT3

will purchase,” “want to purchase,” and “thinking about purchasing.” Hence, researchers (Lloyd

and Luk, 2010; Kim et al., 2016; Kim and Ko, 2012, 2012; Park et al., 2010; Oliver and Lee, 2010)
claimed that purchase intention 1s firmly iinked to consumer preference and attitude toward future
buying behavior. The social psychology research on consumer behavior has recognized attitudes
as a key indicator of behavioral intentions (Mostafa, 2007). Researchers proved the hypothetical
relationship of purchase intentions and attitudes towards eco-friendly products (Laroche et al.,
2001; Huang et al., 2014, Teng, 2009).

Early research studies expected and concluded strong association among purchase
intention and brand equity (Keller, 1993; Aaler, 1991). Keller and Lehmann (2003) concluded that
a customer with positive attitude leads to repurchase intentions. Moreover, Cobb-Walgren et al.
(1995) and Myers (2003) explained that building strong brand equity directs for positive purchase
mtentions and brand preferences. In an empirical research conducted in product and service
industries simultaneously and concluded that the brands with higher brand equity tend to produce
significantly higher purchase intention. Similarly, Yoo and Donthu (2001) also find a strong
relationship between brand equity and purchase intentions. Based on these findings, we proposed
the positive impact of green brand equity on purchase intentions.

Hypothesis 4: Green brand equity dimensions have a positive impact on purchase

intentions.
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2.5 Green Brand Equity and Brand Preferences

Brand preference is customer’s biased towards a brand. Hellier et al., (2003) defined brand
preference as “the extent to which the customer favors the designated product/service provided by
his or her present company, in comparison to the designated service provided by other companies
in his or her consideration set’. Most of the research studies conducted on consumer behavior are
regarding “choice.” The classical theory of choice assumes that each alternative presented to a
consumer has a utility or subjective value and that the consumer selects the alternative with the
highest value (Dahr, Nowlis, & Sherman, 2000). Myers (2003) and Cobb-Walgren et al. (1993)
have emphasized the significance of developing strong brand equity, which in return produces the
advantage of brand preference to an organization.

Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) two separate research studies using two sets of brands, one
product category (household cleanser — low risk)} and other from service industry (relatively high
functional and financial risk). The results indicated that the brands with higher brand equity from
both categories spawned significantly superior brand preferences. Myers (2003) conducted
research on brand equity and its impact on brand preference in a high involvement product
category (soft drinks) with the help of longitudinal research design. This study also shows the
strong positive association between brand equity and preferences. Other researchers (e.g., Buil et
al., 2008; Devlin, 2002; Prasad & Dev, 2000; Chen and Chang, 2008, Chang and Liu, 2009; Bailey
& Ball, 2006) found that high equity linked with higher share values, high profits, premium price,
high market share, guest retention rate, brand loyalty, customer satisfaction and brand preferences.
To summarize above discussion, we believed that brand equity is significant contributor to brand
preference, so we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: Green brand equity dimensions have a positive impact on brand preference.
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The conceptual structure of this paper is illustrated in Figure 1.

Country of Origin
Brand Preferences
Brand Trust Green Brand Equity <
Dimensions Purchase Intention
Brand Credibility

Figure 1. Conceptual Structure of this Study
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Data Collection and Sample

To investigate the five research hypotheses of this study, quantitative research design is
used. A highly structured and self-administered survey questionnaire is designed to collect the data
from 980 Italian and Pakistani consumers who have experienced/purchased electronics products
and cellular mobile services in both countries. These industries are fronting highly strict
regulations and international environmental laws so that customers required to purchase eco-
friendly product and service to satisfy environmental needs (Chen, 2010). The questionnaires are
randomly given to the customers in shopping malls from both countries during February 2015 —
August 2015. This study asked from each respondent to select one particular electronic brand or
cellular service provider which he or she is impressed with. For rigorous analyses, response rate,
reliabilities and content validity, Dillman et al.’s (1974) recommendations were used for design,
questionnaire administration and follow-ups. To examine the early and late response bias, the
comparison between these two groups conducted on certain characteristics and results showed that

there were no significant differences (Armstrong and Overton, 1977).
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3.2 Scale Development — Multidimensional Green Brand Equity

This study offers one novel construet — multidimensional green brand equity — which is
introduced first time to measure eco-friendly brand equity. There are two approaches to evaluate
the cultural differences; one is etic approach (also known as a top-down, and deductive approach)
explains the standard cross-country differences whereas another perspective is an emic approach
(also known as an inductive or bottom-up approach) explains one specific cultural under
observation. Durvasula et al. (1993) claimed that researchers develop measuring instrument
through the emic approach and then replicated in other countries of reliability and validity whereas
this study uses an etic approach where the data is collected from two cultures simultaneously for
scale’s validity and reliability. All the scales devised through etic methodology is considered as
linguistically, metrically, functionally and conceptually equivalent in multiple cultures to provide
an adequate level of comparison (Levwng & Bond, 1989; Rosenzweig & Clark, 1994; Berry, 1980,
Meredith, 2001).

Since there is no multidimensional green brand scale exist in literature, we used the
theoretical approaches of Keller (1996), Aaker (1991, 1996), Buil et al., (2008), and Pappu et al.
(2006). Based on Bagozzi et al. (1991) and Churchill (1979) scale developtent recommendations,
the scale is developed thoroughly and vigilantly on each step. The preliminary pool of items are
generated with the help of existing brand equity scales (Netemeyer et al., 2004; Buil et al_, 2008;
Lassar et al., 1995; Martin & Brown, 1990; Washburn & Plank, 2002; Yoo & Donthu, 2001;
Blackston, 19935; Yoo et al., 2000). The unrelated items and perceptual distortions of researchers
deleted with the help of focus groups, experts, and academicians. The data is collected from 380
actual consumers with equal representation from both countries to test standard validity and

reliability. For this purpose, two stage psychometric tests are employed to check the factorial
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structure of the scale and high correlation values. All highly correlated items are deleted, and final
items indicated six distinctive factors of multidimensional green brand equity scale that rationalize
80% variance. The 31-items scale is tested in main study with the help of 980 consumers {328
Pakistani and 452 Italian). The exploratory factor analysis reveals that 4 items have low factor
loading and subsequently deleted for further analyses. The final version of green brand equity scale
has six dimensions comprised of 27-itetns includes: social influence, sustamability, perceived
quality, brand awareness, brand association, and brand leadership.

Scale validation is done through confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 18 as it is a
pertinent method for said purpose (Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1991). Chi-square method is used to
find the invariance among two samples. However, researchers argued that Chi-square test in
contingent upon sample and proposed alternative methods to find adequate model fitness like
goodness-of-fit indices (GF1), incremental fit index (IFI), normed-fir index (NFI), root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA), non-normed fit index (NNFI), and comparative fit index
(CF1). The Chi-square and alternative model fitness values are well adequate as per given threshold
proposed by Hair et al. (2006).

Researchers (for reference Bollen, 1989; Durvasula et al., 1993; JoEreskog and SoErbom,
1996; Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998) proposed different invariance tests to check the
multidimensionality of the scale. Since, the purpose of this research is to develop multidimensional
green brand scale, configural and metric invariance tests using multigroup confirmatory factor
analyses. The different studies have unanimous agreement on the applicability of multigroup CGA
as powerful and versatile techniques to test cross-cultural invariances. The invariance is measured

through the difference in Chi-square (Byme, 2010), CMIN/df and CFI statistics (Schertzer et al.,
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2008). The measurement invariance established in two cultures if the difference in two CFI is equal
or smaller to -0.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

The configural invariance test if the first step to established measurement invariance n a
cross-cultural setting. The exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses already revealed the
vigorous confinmation, but multigroup CEA is used to established invariance at more robust level.
The multigroup CFA run in a way that factor loadings are free to vary across two cultures and do
not have any constraints upon them. This model is considered as invariant if Pakistani and Italian
sample display an adequate level of measurement fit simultaneously for multidimensional green
brand equity. The results in Table 1 indicates a good measurement of fit indices representing the
validation of green brand equity scale in both cultures. The next step 1s to examine metric
invariance that delivers critical understandings in cross-group calculation (Cheung & Rensvold,
2002; Schertzer et al., 2008). In this test, the multigroup CFA run while imposing constraints on
factor loadings (should be equal in both cultures) on baseline model. All fit indices are statistically
significant and within the threshold values (Hair et al., 2006). The insignificant difference between
configural and metric invariance results showed that the scale validity holds very strongly in both
cultures. The results of multidimensional green brand equity’s scale development procedure are
sumtnarized in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 Here

3.3 Definitions and Measuring Instruments

COO notion 1s used as an indicator for belongingness of the product with a country (Roth
& Romeo, 1992; Klein et al., 1998; Kaynak & Kara, 2002; Hui & Zhou, 2001, Zhou et al_, 2010,
Gurhan-Canli & Maheswaran, 2000a, b). Yasin et al., (2007) argued that customers take COQ as

an evaluator or overall quality of goods within the same product category. We used Yasin et al.,
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(2007) 7-items scale to measure COO. Brand credibility concept arises from brand signaling
theories (Edrem et al., 2002). This concept defines as the trustworthiness of a brand and the related
mformation to it which utterly depending on firm’s readiness to deliver what they promise. To
measure this concept, Erdem, and Swait (1988) 6-items scale is used.

The term brand trust is inspired by multiple disciplines such as marketing (Garbarino &
Johnson, 1999), management (Williams, 2001), economics (Dasgupta, 1988), sociology (Lewis &
Weigert, 1983) and psychology (Rempel et al., [983) which defines as expectations {Rempel et
al., 1985), confidence (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999) or perceived probabilities (Bhattacharya et al.,
1998) designated to the positive outcome of an event. This study uses Delgado-Ballester (2004) 8-
items scale to gauge brand trust.

Homburg, Wieseke, and Kuehnl (2010) define social influence as quantity and quality gave
to the customers to endorse positive intention to purchase. This study develops five items scale to
measure social influence. Brand leadership concept is taken from the study of Aaker and
Joachimsthalers (2000) that primarily focuses on brand’s standpoint on corporate social
responsibility (Abimbola et al., 2012). Four items scale is devised to measure brand leadership
based on above mentioned theoretical framework. The factors linked with brand’s favorability,
strength, and uniqueness refers as brand association whereas brand awareness defines as the
customer’s recognition or recall a specific brand in given product category (Aaker, 1991; Keller,
1993). Both concepts are measured on five items scale adopted from various studies.

The perceived quality describes as the customer subjective evaluation of product/service
and its excellence and superiority as compared to its competitor (Zeithaml, 1988). The perceived
quality calculated on five items instrument. The practitioners and researches explained the term

sustainability in different ways (Olson et al., 2003; Sheth et al., 2011; Lorek & Fuchs, 2013; Fuchs
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& Lorek, 2005). The academicians defined sustainability with three dimensions, i.e.,
environmental, social and economic (Funk, 2003). The environmental dimension links with
company’s greeming strategies (Peloza et al., 2013; Schubert et al., 2010), social dimension
associated with social responsibility actions (Peloza & Shang, 2011}, and economics dimensions
relates to financial position (Szekely & Kunirsch, 2005, Bansal & Roth, 2000) of an orgamzation.
This notion 1s measured on five itemns scale that incorporates all three dimensions of sustainability.

Brand preferences are measured using Cobb-Walgren et al. (1993) five statements whereas
purchase intention’s two itlems are taken from Chernatony et al. (2004) and Cobb-Walgren et al.
(1995) study. All concepts are measured on five-point Likert scale where “1 = Strongly Disagree™
and “3 = Strongly Agree™.

4. RESULTS

The data is collected from 528 Pakistani and 452 Italian consumers who used electronics
and telecommunication services frequently. The male respondents from Pakistan are accounted for
54% whereas Italian male respondents are 52%. The twenty-seven percent data is collected from
Pakistani consumers who have age between 21-25 years whereas 25% respondents belong to same
age range from Italy. The educational qualification of Pakistani consurners are 41% undergraduate,
35% Masters and 24% Ph.D. degree holders whereas 21% respondents from Italy are Ph.D. degree
holders while Masters and undergraduate degree holders accounted for 40% and 38% respectively.
48% respondents are unmarried in Pakistani while 58% in an Italian sample.

Construct validity method is applied (Judd & McClelland, 1998) to ensure reliability,
discriminant, and convergent validities of the constructs as the final results are contingent on
structural model. All factor loadings are significant (p < 0.001), large, and positive with the range

from 0.74-0.89 which provides the noteworthy evidence of convergent validities of all dimensions
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(Steenkamp, & van Trijp, 1991; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). As far as reflective latest constructs’
reliabilities are concerned, the composite reliability (Joreskog rho) and Cronbach’s Alpha are well
above from threshold values (0.60) as proposed by Nunnally and Bemstein (1994),

Insert Table 2 & 3 Here

To test the dependency relations among multivariate data in social and behavioral sciences,
structural equation modeling (SEM)} is commonly uwsed. McDonald and Ho (2002) proposed that
SEM stipulates overall model fitness estimates and model parameters simultaneously. Therefore,
in analytical part of this dissertation, SEM is used through AMOS 18.0 software while using two-
step methodology to examine the proposed hypotheses and theoretical model (Anderson &
Gerbing, 1988). The results of structural and measurement models are discussed hereunder.

Hair et al., (2006) defines convergent validity as an extent to which a single item’s
combined variance among other items in the same construct. The results showed that all factor
loadings on si¥ constructs across two samples are significant (p < 0.001) and greater than 0.50 that
provides evidence for convergent validity (Bettencourt, 2004). Discriminant validity refers as an
extent to which a construct is one-dimensional or distinct from other (Hair et al., 2006), it is evident
that there is no cross-loading among items which imply an evidence of discriminant validity.
Moreover, average variance extracted (AVE) and reliability indices are also above from threshold
values of 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Bagozzi et al., 1998) that proved the discriminant validity
of study constructs. The factor loadings of each item are displayed in Table 4.

Insert Table 4 Here

The structural tmodel results of Italian and Pakistani sample are available in table 5. As

indicated in the table, the overall fit indices indicate that the model fitness of Pakistani sample {2

=885.86, df =413, p <0.001, y¥/df =2.14, CF1 = 0.96, RMR = 0.037, RMSEA= 0.030) and Italian
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sample (y2 = 702.51, df =313, p < 0.001, ¥/df = 2.24, CF1=0.94, RMR = 0.029, RMSEA=0.031)
are according to given threshold values. Moreover, table 5 shows that all path coefficients are
significant for both sample.

Insert Table S Here

5. DISCUSSIONS & IMPLICATIONS

To provide green brands with functionality and building greening brand equities is one of
the foremost objectives of an organization. The strong brands offer brand extension opportunities,
bigger margins, aggressive marketing activities, and reduced vulnerability (van Riel et al. 2003,
Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-Alemdan, 2005). While numerous previous researches have been
undertaken to explore the relationship of brand equity with country-of-origin (Fong et al., 2014,
Parkvithee and Miranda, 2012; Andehn et al., 2015; Yasin et al., 2007, Pappu et al., 2006), brand
credibility (Hur et al., 2014, Baek et al., 2010; Spry et al., 2011), brand trust (Alwi et al., 2016,
Han & Hyun, 2015, Ngetal,, 2014; Chen & Chang 2012a; Kang & Hur, 2012), purchase mtentions
(Chen & Chang, 2008; Khan et al., 2015; Kim & Ko, 2012), and brand preferences (Buil et al.,
2013; Chen & Tseng, 2010), but none of them explored with respect to environmental perspective.

Researchers (for reference see Chen and Chang, 2013a, b; Chen 2008} argued that the
consumers are actively noticing the calamitous environmental issues caused due to industrial
manufacturing. This apprehension forced many companies to adopt environmental protection as
the core of business operations and social responsibility (Chen, 2011). Since, eco-friendly practices
emerged as mainstream conception because of global warming, so foresighted organizations
promptly seizing this green opportunity (Lee et al., 2011; Chen and Chang, 2013b). These green

marketing strategies have acknowiledged more in some industries, for instance, electronics and
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information industries (Chen, 2008). Nonetheless, not all organizations can undertake green
marketing practices because of low capabilities.

Green marketing practices include promoting and developing services and products that
satisfy consumers’ environmental needs and wants without a harmful influence on the
environment. Its company’s responsibility to deliver enough information to the consumers that
enable them to evaluate brands with environmental perspective and non-ecofriendly
product/service. Accordingly, green marketing practices permit the organizations to enjoy a
competitive advantage, profitability and promote their product/service in new markets. Jung and
Sung (2008) claimed that brand equity is the best source to postulate competitive advantage
because it delivered a way to apprehend larger market share and earmmed greater profit margins with
higher prices. Despite prior researchers that extensively discussed branding strategies, there is a
dearth of green marketing practices in brand literature. To fill this gap, this study proposed a novel
multidimensional green brand equity scale consists of six dimensions named sustanability,
perceived quality, social influence, brand leadership, brand awareness and brand association.

Country-of-origin performs a meaningful position in customers’ perceptions towards
brands from a specific country (Yasin et al., 2007, Pappu et al., 2006, 2007, Chen et al., 2011,
Hamzaoui-Essoussi et al., 2011; Balduaf et al., 2009; Parkvithee & Miranda, 2012; Andehn et al.,
2013). There are two roles of COQO; one is summary effect, and other is halo effect (Han, 1989).
He proposes that when customers are not familiar with the brand, then they count on halo effects
that can indirectly influence the consumers’ inference about the brand and its attributes. On another
hand side, when consurer are accustomed to the brand, then they summarize their attitudes about
brands positively or negatively. Keller (1993) states that the company name is not only familiar

due to the brands i1t has but also the geographical location or country from where the product is

143



Paper 3 — Eleonora Di Maria & Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

coming has significantly linked with the brands and create secondary associations. Although there
1s an impressive body of research studies are available on the importance of COO and brand equity
(Keller & Lehmann, 2006), our study explains which factors ruly develop green brand equity in
the cross-cultural examination.

An increasing arnount of customers are actively looking for eco-friendly manufacture and
services providers (Wustenhagen & Bilharz, 2006; Montoro et al., 2006} as these demands are
directly associated with their lifestyles (Connolly & Prothero, 2003). D’Souza et al. (2007) argued
that there are several elements related to the adoption of “green purchasing.” Since the consumers
have enormous knowledge on environmental issues, the firms with enough capabilities have
started on the bandwagon by espousing overtly eco-friendly practices (Polonsky & Rosenberger,
2001; Laroche et af., 2001; Ginsberg & Bloom, 2004). This study results indicated that that COO
has positive and stronger impact on perceived quality and brand leadership among Pakistani
consumers while Italian are more inclined towards the relationship of COO and social influence.
These results are particular to geographical boundaries, integrated marketing communication
strategies, and product/service categories. The Pakistam consumers thought that the brand with
better country image lead to better quality and has a leadership position in product/service
category, 1.e., Samsung from South Korea {in a product category) and Telenor from Denmark (in
service category) in Pakistan. Some researchers (Carlson et al., 1993, Banerjee et al., 1995,
Connolly & Prothero, 2003; Ng et al.,, 2014) argued that companies are gaining competitive
advantage through their environmental friendly communication. The Italian consumers
participated in this study also endorsed this statement while giving the higher itaportance to the

relationship of COO with social influence.
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The organizations evaluate negative and positive viewpoints of their environmental
evidence to upsurge credibility among their customers and stakeholders (Miles et al., 2000, Miles
& Covin, 2000). Consumers and shareholders alike will beneficial if a finm effectually integrates
eco-friendliness in its business operations (Ginsberg and Bloom, 2004) and become more credible
as compared to its competitors (Goldsmith et al., 2000). In both Italian and Pakistam sample, the
results conicluded that brand credibility fosters greater brand leadership and social influence than
other green brand equity dimensions. A well-executed green positioning strategy can generate
more favorable perception about the brand (Hartmann et al., 2003). In the case of electronics and
telecommunication brands, factors like brand credibility and brand leadership can use to
communicate ecological responsibility and address consumers’ environmental concerns and their
favorable buying behavior. However, it is not axiomatic that any customer concedes his/her
personal benefits of quality, price, availability, and convenience just to patronage green product or
service (Hartmann et al., 2005).

The implication of social influence on customer purchase intention is documented in
previous consumer behavior theoretical frameworks (Ratner & Kahn, 2002; Mourali et al., 2003,
Bearden et al., 1989). Furthermore, the social influence is considered as salient factor in
consumption pattern (Wiedmann et al., 2009; Tsai, 2003) especially for electronics industry
wherein the customers are extremely hnked with purchasing behavior because of organization’s
internal drive to produce a positive an innovative and social image (Shukla, 2010, 2011; Hume,
2010). Hence, it can be contemplated that this consumption could be favorable manipulated by
informational and nortnative interpersonal influences. In Pakistani culture, the people are
segregated in different economics classes that shaped the buying pattems for a specific brand. The

data collected from Pakistani consumers certified that brand leadership and social influence mainly
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guided by repurchase intentions. This result validated from the statement of Hofstede and McCrae
(2004) where they claimed that the individual buying behavior is scientifically affected by norms,
social values, reference groups and cultural associations.

5.1 Limitations & Future Research Directions

This study clearly demonstrates the psychometric soundness of novel construet —
multidimensional green brand equity - through rigorous scale development process while using
configural and metric invariance tests in cross-cultural settings. Moreover, this study supports all
research hypotheses linking multidimensional green brand equity to both its antecedents — brand
credibility, COQ, and brand trust — and consequences — purchase intentions and brand preferences.
The study findings should be considered with caution because of few but important limitations.
Researchers (e.g., Franke and Richey, 2010) raised their concerns on the scale development
process in cross-cultural setting due to (a) the relative difference in effect sizes and (b) less than
eight countries are reviewed. While every effort is undertaken in scale development procedure and
measurement invariance tests proposed by Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998), the results are
restricted to two cultures. So, future researchers should include other countries for comparative
studies and generalizability of scale globally. As mentioned in literature review section, the COO
has two measurement level i.e. micro and macro level. This study uses micro level approach to
measure COQ, so researchers should also incorporate macro level approach in future studies.

The data is collected from Italian and Pakistani consumners about electronics industry and
telecommunication sector The future researchers may test this multidimensional green brand
equity scale in other manufacturing (automobile) and services (tourism) industries to check the
scale’s validity and reliability. We would not anticipate diverse structural relationships based on

product/service categories, but the relative impact of antecedents and consequences of
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multidimensional scale may vary across product/service categories. Finally, the younger customers
incline to acknowledge international trends more rapidly as compared to older customers, it is
advisable to assess the relative impact of socio-demographic characteristics like gender, and age

as moderator in consumer buying behavior.
6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This study abridges the literature of brand management and green marketing into a new
managerial and theoretical framework. This empirical study demonstrates the differences in
Pakistani and Italian consumers’ perceptions towards multidimensional green brand equity, its
antecedents, and consequences. The results indicated that COO has a stronger impact on perceived
quality and brand leadership followed by brand awareness, brand association, sustainability and
social influence in Pakistani sample whereas COO has a compelling impact on social influence
persuaded by perceived quality, brand leadership, sustainability, and brand association, The brand
trust impaets strongly on brand leadership in Pakistani sample as compared to Italian while the
lowest impact in Pakistani sample is on perceived quality and brand association whereas brand
trust has the lowest linkage with brand awareness.

In Pakistani sample, brand credibility strongly endorsed the relationship with brand
leadership followed by perceived quality, social influence, brand awareness, sustainability and
brand association respectively. The Italian consumers supported the impact of brand credibility on
brand leadership than on social influence, sustainability, perceived quality, brand awareness and
brand association respectively. As far as the consequences of multidimensional green brand equity
scale are concerned, brand leadership dimension has a strong influence on a brand preference
among Pakistani sample while social leadership and brand leadership has a comparatively high

association with brand preference. The brand leadership and social influence highly associated
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with purchase intentions for Pakistani consumers whereas brand leadership and social influence
stronger impact on purchase intentions. All proposed hypotheses are supported in both samples.
Therefore, this research proposed that companies should invest more resources in building COO,
brand trust and brand credibility to get a competitive advantage because they are directly related
to green brand equity dimensions which subsequently influence purchase intentions and brand

preferences.
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Table 1. Summarized Results of Green Brand Equity Scale

Variable No. of Items Mean Std. Dev. CR AVE FL Range
Social Influence 5 4.18 0.55 093 0.64 0.80-0.87
Brand Leadership 4 4.08 0.35 0.92 0.66 0.76-0.82
Perceived Quality 5 4.10 0.70 0.94 0.70 0.79-0.8¢6
Sustainability 5 445 0.62 091 0.73 0.81-0.88
Brand Awareness 4 4.30 0.54 0.90 0.67 0.79-0.82
Brand Association 4 4.24 0.58 089 0.65 0.76-0.88
Confipural and Metric Invariance (Cross-Cultural Measurement Test)
Test Model 22 Df | y2/idf | GFI | RMSEA | NFI | IFI | CFI [ Ax2 | Adf | ACFI
Configural i 1197.08 | 424 | 282 [ 0.93 0.070 0.97 [ 092] 093 - - -
Metric 2 121003 | 439 | 275 | 091 0.069 096 [ 091 | 083 | 1385 |15 |0.000

CR = Composlte Reliabllity, Std Dev. = Standard Deviatlon, AVE = Average Variance Extractlon, FL Range = CFA Factor Loading

Range, Notes: SR W=standardized regression weight, all values are significant at *p <.0.001.
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Table 2. Mean, Standard Deviation, Reliabilitics, Validities and Correlations (Pakistan Sample = 528)

Constructs | Mean | Std. | AYE o CR | COO | BT BC §1 BL PO SUS | BAW | BAS BF FI
Dev.

Coo 421 037 | 060 ool 09l 1.00

BT 409 0354 | 0635 087T] 08e| 034 1.00

B 398 041 | 0609 | 083 ] 03 019 | 033 Lo

51 4.21 0ed | 0642 | 095 ] ooa ] ple| 035 03 104

BL 401 041 0620 | 090 093 030 02 03p| 028 1.00

P 405 08 | 070 093] 095 028 | 031 03] 017 02 1.001

3175 454 o7 oy 093] o092 032 o3n| o[ 0] 025 013 100

AW 436 | 068 | 0673 | 09] 090 | 033 o028 | 033 028] 028 03| 030 JRLY

BAS 426 | 039 | 0668 | 000)] 090 032 D20 020 030)] 030 020 | 025 022 1.00

BP 34| 07| 0718| 087] 088 023 04| 032 022] 033 04l D38| 029] 033 1.00

Fl 399 052 | 0654 | 0B8] 089 034 033 035 028)] 037 032 037 0%%)] 030 03] 100

AVE = average vanance extracted. o = Cronbach’s Alpha, CR = composite reliability

CO0 — country-of-origin, BT — brand trust. BC — brand eredibilicy, ST~ social mfluchee, BT~ brand leadership, PO — percetved quality, SU8 — sustainabuline,
BAW = brand awareness, BAS = brand association, BP = brand preferences, PI = purchase intentions

All correlations are signilficant at 0.001 Jevel.

Tuhble 3. Mean, Standard Deviation, Reliabilities, Yalidities and Corrclations (Malisn Sample = 492
Consiructs | Mean | Std. | AVE [ CR | €00 | BT BC 81 BL PQ SUS | BAW | BAS BFP Fi
Dhev.
CO0 421 0.37 | 0.601 090 ] 09] 1.00
BT 409 0354 | 0635 | 087] 089 0.32 1.00
BC 3908 041 | 0609 | 084 085 0.23 0.33 1.00
51 4.15 054 | 0632 090 093 02| 0D35| 028 1.0
BL 4.44 049 | 0639 | 091 0.92 036 029 035) 031 1.00
PQ 417 D65 | 0723 092 092 0.31 0.31 03] 026] 027 1.00
SUS 4.42 0.41 0709 | 093 0.94 031 D30 | 024] 023 0.23 0.18 1.00
BAW 4.51 0.58 | 0638 | 091 0.90 030 022 038 031 020 029 026 1.00
BAS 1.3% 066 | 0701 0.93 0,92 0.38 039 032 020 ] 02 038|030 024 1,00
BP 394 o | o7y | 087] o D30 | 024 0300 029 030 042 025 024 031 1.00
Pl 399 | 052 0654 ] 085 OBY 0.32 nig | o3 035 0,33 033 034] 025 0,28 0.37 1.00

AVE = average vaniance extracted, @ = Cronhach’s Alpha, CR = composite reliabiliny

00 = country-of-origin, BT = brand trust, BC = brand credibility, 5I = social influence, BL = brand leadership, PO = perceived quality, 513 = sustainability,
BAW - brand awareness, BAS — brand association, BP ~ brand preferences. PT - purchase intentions

All correlations are significant at 0.001 level
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Table 4: Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results for Italian and Pakistani Sample

Constructs Abb. Pakistani Sample Italian Sample

SRW SE. SRW SE.
ST 0.83 031 0.82 0.33
SI2 0.79 0.37 0.80 0.36
Social Influence SI3 0.77 0.41 (.81 .34
SI4 0.74 0.45 0.75 0.44
SI5 0.80 0.36 0.77 0.41
LEADI 0.79 0.38 0.83 0.31
LEAD2 0.76 0.42 0.71 0.39
Brand Leadership LEAD3 0.80 0.36 0.31 034
LEADA4 0.82 0.33 0.75 0.44
PQI 0.85 0.28 0.87 024
PO2 0.80 0.36 0.31 034
Product Quality PQ3 0.86 0.26 0.85 0.28
PQ4 0.86 0.26 0.36 0.26
POS 0.84 0.29 0.36 0.26
SUSTI 0.88 023 0.83 031
SUST2 0.84 0.29 0.30 0.36
Sustainability SUST3 0.86 0.26 0.88 0.23
SUST4 081 0.34 0.31 0.34
SUSTS 0.85 0.28 0.31 034
BAWAR] 0.79 0.38 031 034
Brand Awarencss BAWAR2 0.84 0.29 0.78 0.40
BAWAR3 0.8l 0.34 0.82 0.33
BAWAR4 078 040 0.80 036
BASSOL 0.78 0.39 0.84 0.29
Brand Association BASSOZ 0.84 0.29 0.83 0.31
BASSO3 038l 034 0382 033
BASSO4 0.76 0.42 0.82 0.33
COO1 0.80 0.36 034 029
CO02 077 041 0.78 039
CO03 0.81 0.34 0.77 0.41
Country-of-Origin CO04 079 038 080 036
CO05 034 029 0.75 042
CO06 0.79 0.38 032 0.33
CO07 080 036 0.80 036
BRI 032 033 0.80 036
BR2 075 0 44 0.83 031
RR3 034 029 084 0,29
Brand Trust BR4 020 036 0.83 033
rand Lrus BR5 088 023 032 031
BR6 0383 031 0.89 021
BR7 0.8l 034 0.90 0.19
BRS 086 026 081 034
BCI 083 031 0.89 021
BC2 0.89 0.21 0.84 0.29
o RC3 034 029 087 0.4
Brand Credibility BC4 021 034 082 033
BCS 081 0.34 0.75 0.44
BC6 085 028 0.79 038
. Pl 083 031 0.81 0.34
Purchase Intention B2 0.80 0.36 073 0.3
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BPI 0.82 0.33 0.85 0.28
BP2 0.86 0.26 0.83 0.23
Brand Preferences RP3 0.85 0.29 0.81 0.34
BP4 0.79 0.38 0.83 0.31
BPS 0,78 0,40 0.82 0.35
Notes: SRW =standardlzed regresston welght, SE = standardized ervor, all values are signlficant at *p <.0.001.
Table 5, Structural Model Results
Hypothesis Direction Path Coefficient Results
Pakistani Sample | Ttalian Sample
H1 Country of Origin = Sustainability 0.35% 0.39%
Country of Origin 2 Perceived Quality 0.42% 0.45*
Country of Origin = Social Influence 0.32% 0.46% S rted
Country of Origin 2 Brand Leadership 0.42% 0.41% vpporte
Country of Origin = Brand Awareness 0.40% 0.36%
Country of Qrigin = Brand Association 0.39* 0.29*
H2 Brand trust < Sustainability 0.38% 0.43%
Brand trust = Perceived Quality 0.34% 0.38%
Brand trust = Social Influence 0.43* 0.40* S rted
Brand trust - Brand Leadership 0.48% 0.45% upperte
Brand trust < Brand Awareness 0.38* 0.39*
Brand trust = Brand Association 0.34% 0.40%
H3 Brand credibility = Sustainability 0.29% 0.34*
Brand credibility = Perceived Quahty 0.32% 031%
Brand credibility = Social Influence 031% 0.33% 3 rted
Brand credibility = Brand Leadership 0.34% 0.38* Hupperte
Brand credibility = Brand Awareness 0.30% 0.27%
Brand credibility = Brand Asscciation 0.28* 0.30*
Ha Sustainability = Purchase Intentions 0.27% 0.31*
Perceived Quality = Purchase Intentions 0.35% 0.29%
Sacial Influence - Furchase Intentions 0.36% 0.32% Supported
Brand Leadership = Purchase Intentions 0.38% 0.35% PP
Brand Awareness = Purchase Intentions 0.30* 0.25%
Brand Association = Purchase Intentions 0.28% 0.28*
H5 Sustainability = Brand Preferences 0.29* 0.31*
Perceived Quality = Brand Preferences 0.30% 0.32%
Social Influence < Brand Preferences 0.24% 0.37% g d
Brand Leadership ->Brand Preferences 0.37% 0.36% upporte
Brand Awareness 2 Brand Preferences 0.23% 0.31*
Brand Association = Brand Preferences Q.27 0.33*%

Fit Indices

Pakistani Sample

¥2 = 885.86, df = 413, p < 0.001, ¥2/df = 2.14, CFI = 0.96, RMR =

0.037, RMSEA= 0.030

Italian Sample

%2 =702.51, df =313, p < 0.001, y%/df = 2.24, CFI1 = 0.94, RMR =

0.029, RMSEA=0.031

173



Paper 3 — Eleonora Di Maria & Muhammad Ishtiaq Ishaq

APPENDIX - STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

Brand trust

1. [X] is a brand name that meets my expectations
2. Ifeel confidence in [X] brand name
3. [X] Is a brand name that never disappoints me
4. [X] Brand name guarantees satisfaction
5. [X] brand name would be honest and sincere in addressing my concerns
6. Icould rely on [X] brand name to solve the problem
7. [X] brand name would make any effort to satisfy me
8 [X] brand name would compensate me in some way for the problem with the
[product/service]
Brand Credibility
I. This brand delivers what it promises.
2. This brand's product claims are believable.
3. Over time, my experiences with this brand keep its promises, no more and no
4. This brand is committed to delivering on its claims, no more
5. This brand has a name you can
6. This brand has the ability to deliver what it
Country-of-Origin
1. The country from which brand X originates is a country that is innovative in manufacturing
2. The country from which brand X originates is a country that has high level of technological
advance
3. The country from which brand X originates is a country that is good in designing
4. The country from which brand X originates is a country that is creative in its workmanship
5. The country from which brand X originates 1s a country that has high quality in its
workmanship
6. The country from which brand X originates is a country that is prestigious
7. X onginates from a country that has an image of advanced country
Brand preference
1. Ithink X is superior to other competing brands
2. IpreferX
3. When considering purchasing the service, I would consider X first
4. 1am interested in trying other brands (Reverse Scored)
5. Tintend to replace my service provider with other brands (Reverse Scored)

Purchase intentions

1.
2.

I'would consider purchasing X
I will purchase X

Green Brand Equity
Social Influence

1.

Brand X 1s socially acceptable.
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2. Ifeel like Brand X actually cares about me
3. Brand X would make a good impression on other people.
4. Iconsidered myself as a part of a group who use Brand X.
5. Brand X has a good reputation

Brand Leadership

1. The branding strategies of Brand X are environmental friendly
2. Brand X has aspirational imagery

3. Brand X is one of the leading brands in the industry.

4. Brand X is technologically advanced from competitors.

Perceived Quality
I. Brand X has consistent quality
2. Brand X offers eco-friendly features in reasonable price.
3. Brand X has reliable product(s)/service(s)
4. The likelihood of Brand X functionality is very high.
5. Brand X must be of excellent quality

Sustainability
1. Brand X is more beneficial to society’s welfare than other brands.
2. Iconsider Brand X is environmental responsible.
3. Iconsider Brand X as economical with eco-friendly technology.
4. It is important that Brand X is a sustainable brand.
5. Iconsider Brand X as a socially responsible brand.

Brand Awareness
1. Iam familiar with brand X environmental friendly initiatives
2. When I think of (brand category), Brand X is one of the brands that come in my mind
3. Ican differentiate the brand X amongst other competing brands.
4. Iknow what brand X looks like

Brand Association
1. Tcan recall the logo of brand X easily.
2. Brand X provides good value for money.
3. Brand X has personality.
4. Thave trust on brand X company.
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CONCLUSIONS

In concluding remarks, the importance of brand equity’s theory has a significant interest in
academic research from last two decades whereas there is no agreement on its measurement as a
single or multi-dimensional construct. To studying brand equity as a multi-dimensional construct,
we call for comprehensive scale development approach with sustainability integration. There are
eight different contributions in marketing literature for theory building (Yadav, 2014; MacInnis,
2011). The said process indicates the expansion of knowledge develops and forms new
contingencies. While taking this approach mto consideration, this conceptual study is made up of
integration and differentiation perspectives. To accumulate and integrate the brand equity’s
literature for explicit conceptual objectives, based on Yadav (2014) and Maclnnis (2011)
theoretical framework, we followed three-step procedures: (1) measurement approaches of brand
equity, (2) determinants of brand equity and (3) sources of brand equity. The purpose behind
explicit conceptual objectives is to distinguish different approaches and combine sustainability
countenance in brand equity concept as a contemporary approach. This coneceptual paper tries to
identify the gap not only in brand equity’s theoretical model but also in marketing-company,
consumer-financial and consumer-company value creation domains in practice. Our research on
brand equity’s conceptual framework indicates that several authors provide their brand equity
framework (e.g. Ambler, 2003; Keller and Lehmann, 2006; Srinivasan et al., 2005; Ailawadi et
al., 2001, Yoo et al. 2000; Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991), and none of them try to explore
sustainability. After analyzing giving taxonomies, we concluded that the brand equity concept
required a more theoretical foundation to address the gap specifically in the sustainability context.

We used etic approach to formulate 27-items green brand equity scale epitomizing

six dimensions: social influence, leadership, perceived quality, brand awareness, brand association
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and sustainability. This scale has theoretical inferences that will be helpful for measuring green
brand equity’s anfecedents (corporate image, trust, marketing activity, consumption experience,
and brand knowledge) and consequences (repurchase intentions, word-of-mouth communication,
brand loyalty and customer satisfaction). Moreover, this scale is not only reliable and valid but
parsimonious too which gwides brand managers to track brand equity on a consistent basis. These
brand tracking studies give an overview to evaluate the brand so that they allocate the resources
efficiently in specific green brand equity dimension. Finally, the configural and metric invariance
test clearly demonstrates the applicability and generalization of green brand equity scale cross-
cultural, hence making it a helpful tool for other cultures.

The hypothesized six-factor green brand equity is well fitted in both culiures and factor
loadings across groups are large and highly significant. These factor loadings suggested the
convergent validity in both samples (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The overall goodness-of-fit
model (CFI, NFI, RMSEA, IFL, & Chi-square) and measurement invariance fully reinforced the
theorized six-factor todel. The four confirmatory factor analyses among two product/service
category clearly demonstrate the comparable and consistent results. Despite brand equity’s
paramount importance and environmental sustainability, there is no serious effort to develop
multidimensional green brand equity scale. The present study tries to address all previously
limitations while incorporating: unavailability of multidimensional green brand equity scale, the
inclusion of service sector in the study, the distinction between brand association and brand
awareness dimension, the applicability of this scale across Western and Asian culture, and usage
of actual respondents. Blackston et al., (1993) claimed that brand managers had supported the
brand equity research in a real scenario. Hence our study provides a measuring instrument for

product and as well as service category in telecommunication and home appliance industries.
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