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Following a continuous rise of guest eco-awareness, a substantial body of research has emerged on 
the effects of green perceptions in various hospitality sectors. However, campsite brands remained 
largely overlooked. The purpose of this study is to explore the influence of green perceptions on brand 
satisfaction via campsite brand experience. A self-administrated questionnaire was distributed among 
actual guests and analysed using PLS-SEM. Our findings confirm campsite brand experience is a 
higher-order construct, consisting of sensory, affective, cognitive, and behavioural dimensions. Green 
perceptions positively influence brand experience. Moreover, green perceptions’ positive effect on 
brand satisfaction is fully mediated by brand experience. 

Introduction 

Camping is a holistic activity and accommodation choice, ranging from basic to luxury recreational 
vehicle (RV) and upscale cabins (Brooker & Joppe, 2014). A key aspect of camping is its inseparable 
relationship with the natural environment (Mikulić, Prebežac, Šerić and Krešić, 2017). Even though 
camping tourism is a global phenomenon playing a growing part in the overall tourism industry, 
campsite brands have been generally under-represented in tourism and hospitality literature (Mikulić 
et al., 2017; Rogerson & Rogerson, 2020). This is particularly true when it comes to exploring the effects 
of green marketing through green perceptions in the camping sector. 

In the context of hospitality brands, a key concern regarding green initiatives is how they affect 
operational performance such as satisfaction (Giebelhausen, Chun, Cronin & Hult, 2016). In other 
words, hospitality brand researchers and practitioners are interested in the relationship between a 
hotel being perceived as environmentally conscious and the corresponding levels of satisfaction for 
customers (Martinez, 2015; Giebelhausen et al., 2016; Nysveen, Oklevik & Pedersen, 2018). However, 
the underlying mechanisms through which green perceptions influence brand satisfaction are still 
rather unclear (Nysveen et al., 2018).  

In a study by Nysveen et al. (2018), brand experience dimensions were found to partially mediate the 
relationship between green image and hotel brand satisfaction. The emerging role of brand experience 
represents an under researched, yet important issue for the following reasons. First, providing unique 
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and pleasurable brand experiences to customers is an essential strategy among marketers today 
(Schmitt, 1999; Schmitt, 2009), especially when managing service brands (Nysveen, Pedersen & Skard, 
2013). Second, for brands in the hospitality industry, positive guest experience is often regarded as the 
primary consideration for any investment (Giebelhausen et al., 2016). Finally, previous research 
suggests that the effects of green perceptions on customers’ attitudes and behaviours can be 
inconsistent (Grove, Fisk, Pickett & Kangun, 1996; Kim & Han, 2010; Rosenbaum & Wong, 2015). To the 
best of our knowledge, up to this point, previous studies have not addressed the construct of brand 
experience in the context of campsite brands in general and within the frame of the role of the 
influence of the green perception on campsite brand experience in particular. 

In line with the identified research gap, the study attempts to contribute to the marketing literature by 
discussing and empirically testing brand experience dimensions in a campsite brand context. 
Furthermore, whereas previous studies connecting the fields of green marketing with brand 
experience focused on the individual effects of experience dimensions, we are interested in the 
mediating effect of brand experience as a holistic brand evaluation construct, as conceptualized by 
Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello (2009). Therefore, we further explore the experiential route proposed 
by Nysveen et al. (2018) both in a new setting and as a higher-order construct with the goal of 
expanding the understanding of customer reactions concerning green marketing.  

To achieve this, we ask the following research questions: 

(1) What are the dimensions of campsite band experience? 

(2) What is the relationship between green perceptions and campsite brand experience? 

(3) How does campsite brand experience affect brand satisfaction? 

(4) Is the relationship between green perceptions and brand satisfaction mediated by campsite 
brand experience? 

The next section of this paper presents the Theoretical background regarding the key constructs and 
the research hypotheses. Following the literature review, we explain the Methodology and discuss the 
study's Results. In the Discussion and Implications section, we reveal suggestions drawn from the 
findings of the empirical analysis. Finally, we discuss Limitations and offer recommendations for 
Future Research. 

Theoretical Background 

Campsite brands in the experience economy  

The shift from service to experience economy (Pine & Gilmore, 1998) brought significant academic 
attention to the construct of brand experience. Today, research into the brand experience construct 
represents a growing area of interest for both academics and practitioners due to the shared belief 
that in the present business world customers no longer buy products or services but desire a 
memorable experience in the consumption process (Morrison & Crane, 2007; Khan & Rahman, 2015).  

Pioneers of brand experience conceptualisation and measurement Brakus et al. (2009) define the 
construct as “subjective internal consumer responses (sensations, feelings, cognitions and 
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behavioural) evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, 
communications, and environments” (p. 53). Accordingly, the authors conceptualised brand experience 
as a complex construct consisting of four components. “Sensory experiences” describe the detection 
of visual, auditory, tactile, gustative, and olfactory stimulations that can be given via aesthetic 
strategies (Brakus et al., 2009; Manthiou, Kang, Sumarjan & Tang, 2016). “Affective experience” 
dimension includes feelings and sentiments. Many marketers agree that affective experience is crucial 
for generating customers’ perceptions about a brand and influencing their purchase decisions 
(Schimtt, 1999). “Behavioural experience” involves a certain type of behavioural responses in which 
individuals become physically active or start to show alternative lifestyles and interactions (Manthiou, 
et al., 2016). Finally, the fourth dimension - “intellectual experience” refers to an event or place’s ability 
to make individuals think or feel curious – it includes convergent or analytical and divergent or 
imaginative thinking through surprise, intrigue, and provocation (Brakus et al., 2009).  

Staging memorable experiences is particularly important for hospitality brands because customers 
are highly involved (Manthiou, et al., 2016; Titz, 2007), and functional characteristics can be easily 
copied (Gilmore & Pine, 2002). In the context of name-brand hotels Manthiou et al. (2016) empirically 
showed that brand experience can be observed through the four realms or dimensions proposed by 
Brakus et al. (2009). Accordingly, the authors suggested that hotel brands can differentiate themselves 
from their competitors by implementing experience-oriented marketing strategies. 

Experiences have the potential to play an essential part in the successful management of campsite 
brands as well. Emerging concepts such as “glamping”, described as “a transition of camping from 
outdoor to indoor hospitality” (Brooker & Joppe, 2013, p. 4), bring camping closer to other segments of 
hospitality, showing how complex this construct and stream of literature can be. Breiby (2014) 
introduced the concept of aesthetics to nature-based tourism, arguing that the phenomenon entails 
more than just the visual and passive receiving of stimuli and can be understood as “how the individual 
tourist experiences nature and the man-made environments in nature through an active interplay of 
senses.” Garst, Williams & Roggenbuck (2009) studied forest camping experiences and identified 
restoration, family functioning, experiencing nature, special places, self-identity, social interaction, 
and children's learning as the commonly associated meanings. From this, we propose that camping 
guests seek sensory, affective, cognitive, and behavioural stimulation when interacting with a 
campsite brand.  

In line with theoretical arguments and empirical support from closely related contexts, we 
conceptualise campsite brand experience as follows and propose:    

H1: Campsite brand experience is a higher-order construct consisting of the following dimensions: (a) 
sensory, (b) affective, (c) cognitive, and (d) behavioural brand experience. 

Green perceptions and brand experience  

The interdependence of hospitality and tourism with the environment and the fact that these brands 
are commonly associated with elements of nature (Hays & Ozretić Došen, 2014) are important factors 
explaining the importance of green marketing when it comes to satisfying the current needs of guests, 
improving brand image and even, driving overall brand equity (Moise, Gil-Saura, Šerić & Ruiz Molina, 
2019). Here we conceptualise green marketing as “an “umbrella” concept, which contains/embraces 
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all principles, measures, actions, activities and strategies of public and private organizations dedicated 
to foster the “health” of the environment and to establish specific green behaviour, attitude, lifestyle, 
and buying motivation of mankind (Dabija, 2020). 

On the other hand, green marketing initiatives were found to drive scepticism and cause reactance in 
hospitality, both occurring when guests start to question the motives behind the hotel’s green 
initiatives (Baker, Davis & Weaver, 2014; Wang, Krishna and McFerran, 2017). Due to these adverse 
outcomes, a growing number of hotels started calling them off to protect their guests’ experience 
(Giebelhausen et al., 2016). Hence, it is important to understand the mechanisms connecting customer 
green associations about a brand with positive outcomes such as satisfaction and loyalty in order to 
develop effective green initiatives (Cha, Yi & Bagozzi, 2016; Nysween et al., 2018).  

Recently, the potential of green marketing to generate positive brand experiences was observed in 
hospitality literature (Manthiou et al., 2016; Nysween et al., 2018). Manthiou et al. (2016) proposed that 
ideas behind environmental protection can engage guests’ thinking and hotels should induce 
intellectual experience through environmental awareness.  Nysveen et al. (2018) studied the brand 
experience of a hotel offering active tourism in Norway and found empirical evidence that perceptions 
of the brand’s green activities and green performance have a positive influence on all brand 
experience dimensions, thus showing the ability of green perceptions to positively stimulate 
customer’s senses, feelings, thoughts, and behaviours.  

In the specific context of camping, Mikulić et al. (2017) performed a relevance-determinance analysis 
to uncover which campsite attributes are most important when choosing a campsite for a vacation, on 
the one hand, and to see which campsite attributes are most decisive for the onsite experience, on the 
other hand. The authors discovered that ecological standards are among the most important attributes 
for both campsite choice and the camper's onsite experience. Accordingly, this campsite attribute, 
among others, can “be regarded as a basic element for building a strong competitive position” (p. 232). 

Following the model proposed by Nysveen et al. (2018), this study investigates how green perceptions 
affect sensory, behavioural, affective, and cognitive responses that, according to Brakus et al. (2009) 
form the overall experience of a campsite brand. Thus, we hypothesize: 

H2: Green perceptions have a direct positive influence on brand experience. 

 Brand experience and satisfaction 

Satisfaction is a particularly important outcome for service brands as it is traditionally inextricably 
linked to consumer loyalty (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). It can be defined as a summary of customers’ responses 
on the trade-off between the prior expectation and the actual performance (Hussein, 2018). Moreover, 
satisfaction is regarded as a fundamental issue in brand experience research according to Brakus et 
al. (2009), who explained that experience provides value for consumers and, “the more a brand evokes 
multiple experience dimensions, reflected in a higher overall score on the (brand experience) scale, 
the more satisfied a consumer will be with that brand” (p. 63.).  

In line with their proposition, researchers found empirical evidence that multi-sensory brand 
experiences drive individual value for hotel customers (Moreira, Fortes & Santiago, 2017). 
Triantafillidou and Siomkos (2013) reported that extraordinary camping experience strongly influences 



 

 

97 

nostalgia felt by campers, which in turn impacts campers' positive word-of-mouth and revisit 
intentions, altogether landing support to the idea that campsite brand experiences can positively 
influence brand satisfaction.  

By implementing Brakus et al. (2009) brand experience dimensions in a hotel setting, Nysveen et al. 
(2018) reported positive effects of sensory and behavioural experiences on brand satisfaction but 
found no connection between affective or cognitive experiences and satisfaction. Barnes, Mattsson & 
Sørensen (2014) tested the relationship in the context of destination brands and empirically showed a 
positive impact of sensory and affective experiences. On the other hand, the authors found no 
significant effect of intellectual or behavioural experiences on satisfaction. 

With the goal of expanding the knowledge on the experience-satisfaction relationship in the context 
of service and more precisely, hospitality brands, we propose the following: 

H3: Campsite brand experience has a direct positive influence on brand satisfaction. 

The role of brand experience in the relationship between green perceptions and brand satisfaction 

Much of the literature on the benefits of green marketing deals with the potential of green perceptions 
to positively affect service brand satisfaction (Martinez, 2015; Perez & del Basque, 2015). The influence 
of customers’ perceptions on their evaluations can be explained through the phenomenon of the “halo 
effect”, which refers to: “The tendency of overall evaluations of a person/object to influence 
evaluations of the specific properties of that person/object in a way that is consistent with the overall 
evaluation” (Chernev & Blair, 2015, p. 1414). Thereby, researchers argue that positive attributes like 
trustworthiness and morality spill over from the brand’s environmental actions to its other aspects, 
becoming part of the brand’s perceived personality (Chernev & Blair, 2015; Bloom, Hoeffler; Keller & 
Meza, 2006; Hoeffler & Keller, 2002).  

However, researchers are still trying to determine the exact benefits of being perceived as 
environmentally conscious for service bands. For example, He and Li (2011) suggest service companies 
should invest more in service quality if the primary purpose is to enhance satisfaction, while they 
should pay more attention to corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives, such as green marketing 
initiatives, if the main purpose is to increase customer identification, as empirical evidence show that 
this kind of perceptions have stronger direct positive effects on brand identification.  

Aiming to understand better customer behaviour in relation to green marketing initiatives, a stream 
of researchers has introduced mechanisms such as functional, emotional, and social values (Koller, 
Floh & Zauner, 2011). Following their logic, Nysveen et al. (2018) presented a framework connecting 
green perceptions and brand satisfaction via sensory, emotional, intellectual, relational, and 
behavioural experiences. By testing the framework, the authors were able to provide empirical 
evidence for the existence of partial mediation in the case of an active tourism hotel. We build on their 
work and present a modified conceptual framework in Figure 1 based on the Brakus et al.’s (2009) 
conceptualisation of brand experience as a higher-order, four-dimensional construct and the 
empirical evidence from hospitality literature. To further test the experiential route through which 
green perceptions might influence brand satisfaction in the camping sector, we posit the following 
hypothesis:  
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H4: Green perceptions have an indirect positive influence on brand satisfaction via campsite brand 
experience. 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 

 

Note: The dashed path indicates that the depicted relationship is mediated by brand experience. 

Source: Authors’ research 

Method 

For the empirical part of the study, we collected data from actual guests of camping sites in Croatia, 
a market with a 24% share of camping in overnight stays (Hrvatska turistička zajednica, HTZ, 2021). 
Four campsite locations (Camping Polari and Vestar in Rovinj, Camping Valkanela and Koversada in 
Vrsar) were part of the field research taking place during peak season in August 2021. The selected 
campsite brands are operated by Maistra (https://www.maistra.com), one of the leading hospitality 
groups in Croatia. All are located in Istria, which is the county that traditionally reports the highest 
amount of tourism travel in Croatia (HTZ, 2021). Together the selected campsites offer a range from 
basic to luxury recreational vehicle (RV) and upscale cabins (Brooker & Joppe, 2014). Thus, we believe 
the campsites represent a setting suitable for studying our research model.  

Sample and data collection 

A purposive sampling technique was applied during the data collection process as respondents were 
selected among guests present at the time of the field research (August 2021) at the four campsites 
who were 18 years of age and above. For the purposes of primary data collection, campsite hosts were 
briefed on how to administer the questionnaires. The questionnaires were translated (from English) 
to three additional languages: German, Italian, and Slovene to increase the response rate. This was 
done by a professional translating company. The additional languages were selected because they are 
spoken by the greatest number of international tourists coming to Croatia, according to the latest 

https://www.maistra.com/
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available statistics (HTZ, 2021). To test the accuracy, a professional translating company performed a 
back-translation. A total of 228 questionnaires came back – 50 from Camping Polari, 88 from Camping 
Valkanela, 69 from Camping Koversada, and 21 from Camping Vestar. The data was first screened for 
incomplete answers using Microsoft Excel. The final sample consisted of 217 respondents.  

In terms of demographics, most of the respondents were between the ages of 30 and 49 years (38,2 
per cent), followed by 50-64 (33,2 per cent), 65+ (16,6 per cent), and 18-29 years (12 per cent). The 
respondents were not highly educated as the majority had only finished high school (34,5 per cent), 
followed by: attained some university / college courses (30,9 per cent), finished university / college 
(24,9 per cent), and had masters or Ph.D. diploma (9,7 per cent). The sample consisted of camping 
guests from Slovenia (22,1 per cent), Italy (21,7 per cent), Germany (17,5 per cent), Austria (8,3 per 
cent), the Netherlands (6 per cent), Czech Republic (3,7 per cent), 7,3 per cent of respondents came 
from other countries, while 13,4 per cent did not state the country of origin. 

Measures  

All items for measuring the study’s constructs, illustrated in Table 1., were drawn from previous 
research and employed a 7-point Likert scale anchored by 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). 
Green perceptions were measured using a six items scale, out of which four items were derived from 
Wang et al. (2017) and two from Nysveen et al. (2018). Brand experience was measured using three 
items for each dimension: sensory, affective, cognitive, and behavioural experience, which were 
introduced by Brakus et al. (2009) and later modified by Nysveen et al. (2018) to fit the hospitality 
context. Brand satisfaction was measured using a combined scale consisting of five items, out of which 
three items from Nysveen et al. (2018) and two items from Perez and del Basque (2015). SmartPLS 
(version 3.3.3) was used to perform the PLS-SEM analysis to assess the conceptual framework. We 
used the two-step analysis approach to analyse the data.  

Results  

Evaluation of the measurement model 

The brand experience was the higher-order construct in the study, with sensory, affective, cognitive, 
and behavioural experience as the proposed lower-order constructs. A dis-joined two-staged 
approach was adopted to assess the validity of the higher-order construct (Becker, Klein, & Wetzels, 
2019). Accordingly, the model assessment was first focused on the reflective measurement model of 
the lower-order constructs. As depicted in Table 1, all item loadings exceeded the minimum cut-off 
point of 0.50 (Bagozzi, Yi, & Philipps, 1991). The reliability of all measurement scales was evaluated 
employing Crombach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR). The results for both criteria were above 
the recommended acceptable levels. We addressed convergent validity by analysing the average 
variance extracted (AVE). All AVE values were above 0.5, indicating that there were no convergent 
validity issues (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins & Kuppelwieser, 2014). The levels of Cronbach’s alphas, CR and 
AVE are reported in Table 1.  
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Table 1. Factors, items wording, factor loadings, Cronbach’s alphas, CRs and AVEs 

Factor Items Factor 
loadings 

Cronbach's 
Alpha CR AVE 

Sensory  This campsite brand makes a strong impression on my 
senses. 

0.923 0.899 0.937 
 

0.831 
  

Visiting this campsite gives me interesting sensory 
experiences. 

0.929    
 

This campsite appeals strongly to my senses. 0.882    

Affective This campsite evokes feelings and sentiments such as 
pride, empathy, or joy. 

0.839 0.801 
 

0.879 
 

0.707 
 

I have strong emotions for this campsite. 0.872    
 

This campsite often strongly engages me emotionally. 0.811    

Cognitive I like to engage in thinking when I stay at this campsite. 0.852 0.804 
 

0.884 
 

0.718 
  

This campsite motivates me to think differently. 0.796    
 

Being a guest of this campsite stimulates my curiosity and 
problem solving. 

0.892    

Behavioural I engage in physical actions and behaviours when I stay at 
this campsite. 

0.929 0.915 
 

0.946 
 

0.855 
  

As a guest of this campsite, I am rarely passive. 0.926    
 

This campsite activates me. 0.919    

Green 
perceptions 

In my opinion this campsite is committed to helping the 
environment. 

0.881 0.935 
 

0.948 
 

0.753 
  

In my opinion this campsite is making a difference for the 
environment. 

0.859    
 

In my opinion this campsite is doing environmentally 
friendly practices. 

0.881    
 

In my opinion this campsite is committed to sustainability. 0.852    
 

I have the impression that the campsite makes efforts to 
protect the environment. 

0.878    
 

This campsite is concerned about the preservation of the 
environment. 

0.856    

Brand 
satisfaction 

My decision to choose this campsite was the right one. 0.890 0.931 
 

0.948 
 

0.783 
  

I feel happy about my decision to choose this campsite. 0.914    

 Overall, I am satisfied with this campsite. 0.874    

 
Being a guest of this campsite has been a good choice for 
me.  0.880    

 So far, this campsite has lived up to my expectations. 0.867    

Source: Authors’ research 

According to Fornell and Lacker (1981), discriminant validity is achieved if the square root of the AVE 
is higher for each construct than the correlation between the constructs. Table 2 shows there are no 
discriminant validity issues according to the Fornell & Larcker criterion. This was further corroborated 
by the acceptable results for the cross-loadings of the indicators (see Table 3) as well as the 
Heterotrait & Monotrait Ratio (Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2015) (see Table 4), altogether providing 
evidence for the construct discriminant validity. 
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity - Fornell & Larcker Criterion 

 Affective Behavioural Cognitive GP BS Sensory 

Affective 0.841      
Behavioural 0.595 0.924     
Cognitive 0.480 0.472 0.848    
GP 0.459 0.540 0.350 0.868   
BS 0.502 0.336 0.523 0.399 0.885  
Sensory 0.678 0.587 0.501 0.469 0.486 0.912 

Notes: GP: Green Perceptions, BS: Brand Satisfaction 
Source: authors’ research 

Table 3. Discriminant Validity – Cross Loadings 

 Affective Behavioural Cognitive 
Green 
Perceptions 

Brand 
Satisfaction Sensory 

Affective1 0.839 0.466 0.392 0.524 0.484 0.612 

Affective2 0.872 0.515 0.414 0.294 0.381 0.568 

Affective3 0.811 0.538 0.409 0.266 0.369 0.506 

Behavioural1 0.554 0.929 0.424 0.473 0.315 0.513 

Behavioural2 0.559 0.926 0.457 0.464 0.307 0.561 

Behavioural3 0.538 0.919 0.429 0.553 0.310 0.553 

Cognitive1 0.439 0.429 0.852 0.287 0.410 0.493 

Cognitive2 0.355 0.402 0.796 0.296 0.369 0.342 

Cognitive3 0.424 0.380 0.892 0.308 0.533 0.437 

GP1 0.406 0.429 0.346 0.881 0.375 0.428 

GP2 0.399 0.449 0.315 0.859 0.314 0.460 

GP3 0.363 0.417 0.281 0.881 0.356 0.344 

GP4 0.469 0.613 0.333 0.852 0.356 0.471 

GP5 0.365 0.459 0.263 0.878 0.332 0.352 

GP6 0.362 0.409 0.268 0.856 0.338 0.359 

BS1 0.455 0.189 0.443 0.252 0.890 0.417 

BS2 0.437 0.251 0.472 0.335 0.914 0.405 

BS3 0.461 0.321 0.413 0.415 0.874 0.475 

BS4 0.432 0.268 0.522 0.326 0.880 0.416 

BS5 0.436 0.434 0.464 0.417 0.867 0.434 

Sensory1 0.636 0.500 0.399 0.429 0.468 0.923 

Sensory2 0.635 0.534 0.542 0.459 0.473 0.929 

Sensory3 0.579 0.580 0.424 0.391 0.382 0.882 
Notes: GP: Green Perceptions, BS: Brand Satisfaction 

Source: authors’ research 
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Table 4. Heterotrait & Monotrait Ratio 

 Affective Behavioural Cognitive GP BS Sensory 

Affective       
Behavioural 0.700      
Cognitive 0.597 0.555     
GP 0.487 0.573 0.401    
BS 0.562 0.358 0.596 0.422   
Sensory 0.782 0.650 0.586 0.504 0.527  

Notes: GP: Green Perceptions, BS: Brand Satisfaction 
Source: authors’ research 

 

In the next section, we address the assessment of the structural model results. Collinearity was 
assessed using the VIF guidelines, resulting in no value higher than 5. The bootstrapping method 
applied 5,000 subsamples at the 0.05 significance level (Chin, 1998; Hair, Ringle & Sarsted, 2012).  

Hypotheses testing 

Four hypotheses were tested in the study. H1 proposes that campsite brand experience is a higher-
order construct (HOC) with the following lower-order constructs (LOCs) – (H1a) sensory, (H1b) 
affective, (H1c) cognitive, and (H1d) behavioural experiences. Once the reliability and validity of the 
lower-order model were established, we proceeded with the stage two of the dis-joint analysis, where 
latent variable scores of the lower-order components from stage one were used to create and 
evaluate the stage two model (Hair, Hult, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2017). Outer weights (relative importance) 
for affective, cognitive, and sensory experiences were significant, while for the behavioural experience 
construct was slightly insignificant. Therefore, we assessed the outer loadings (absolute importance) 
to determine whether any indicator’s loading was below the recommended value of 0.5 and should 
thereby be removed. All indicators’ loadings were found to be significant. Additionally, each indicator's 
tolerance (VIF) value was higher than 0.2 and lower than 5 (Hair et al., 2017). The results presented in 
Table 5 showed support for H1a, H1b, H1c and H1d. Thereby, H1 is confirmed. 

Table 5. Higher-order construct validity 

HOC LOCs Outer Weights Outer Loadings p values t-
statistics VIF Remark 

Campsite 
brand experience 

Sensory 0.31 0.85 0.00 13,99 2.14 H1a 
supported 

Affective 0.34 0.85 0.00 18,71 2.12 H1b 
supported 

Cognitive 0.36 0.78 0.00 11,96 1.46 H1c 
supported 

Behavioural 0.22 0.77 0.00 10,49 1.78 H1d 
supported 

Source: Authors’ research 

H2 examines the impact of green perceptions on brand experience. The estimation results of the model 
reveal that green perceptions (β = 0.54, t = 8.950, p = 0.00) have a direct positive effect on brand 
experience. Thus, H2 is confirmed. H3 explores the effect of brand experience on brand satisfaction. 
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The structural model demonstrates the significant and positive influence of brand experience (β = 0.52, 
t = 6.811, p = 0.00) on brand satisfaction. Thereby, H3 is confirmed. Finally, H4 examines the role of 
brand experience as a mediator between green perceptions and brand satisfaction. In this case, 
mediation exists when the indirect effect of green perceptions on brand satisfaction is significant. The 
current mediation literature discusses two different types of mediation, full and partial mediation 
(Capeda, Nitzl & Roldán, 2016). The advantages of using PLS-SEM for mediation are that all the 
mediated relationships are tested simultaneously instead of separately, which reduces bias (Hair et 
al., 2014). The first step includes examining the significance of each indirect effect and then the direct 
effect between the exogenous and endogenous construct. According to the obtain results, the specific 
indirect effect of green perceptions on brand satisfaction via brand satisfaction is significant (β = 0.28, 
t = 5.38, p=0.00). Moreover, the direct effect of green perceptions on brand satisfaction is insignificant 
(β = 0.12, t = 1.582, p = 0.11). Thereby, H4 is supported. The significance testing results of the structural 
model path coefficients are reported in Table 6.  

Table 6. The Significance Testing Results of the Structural Model Path Coefficients 

Path Path coefficients STDEV t Values p Values Remark 

GP -> BE 0.54 0.55 8.958 0.00 H2 
supported 

BE -> SATI 0.52 0.53 6.757 0.00 H3 
supported 

GP -> BE -> SATI* 0.28 0.05 5.38 0.00 H4 
supported 

GP -> SATI 0.12 0.11 1.582 0.11 N.S. 
Notes: *Specific indirect effect. N.S. = Not Significant 

Source: Authors’ research 
 

Discussions and Implications  

The results can be summarised as follows. First, campsite brand experience consists of four sub-
dimensions, namely: sensory, affective, cognitive, and behavioural brand experiences. Second, 
campsite brand experience has a positive and significant effect on brand satisfaction. Third, green 
perceptions exert a direct positive influence on campsite brand experience. Fourth, the results 
suggest that the direct route between green perceptions and brand satisfaction is insignificant, 
whereas the indirect route via brand experience is significant. The overall model results support the 
conceptualised framework suggesting brand experience acts as mediator in the relationship between 
green perceptions and brand satisfaction. 

Although the hospitality literature has recognised the emerging importance of staging better and 
unique experiences to create stronger brands (Gilmore & Pine, 2002; Rahman & Khan, 2017; Hussein, 
2018), an active engagement with issues regarding the concept is still limited within the industry as 
evidenced by the lack of research concerning brand experience in the campsite sector. As a result of 
the empirical study conducted in the camping sector in Croatia, we found support that campsite 
branding can be examined through a new conceptualisation – campsite brand experience, which can 
help provide a more unified and holistic view (Barnes et al., 2014).  
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Theoretical implications 

When customers experience a campsite brand, they evaluate the service based on multiple aspects 
evoked by brand-related stimuli. Moreover, our study confirms that these evaluations can altogether 
enhance customer satisfaction. Thereby, the study contributes to the literature on brand experience 
by empirically testing the measurement scale provided by Brakus et al. (2009), as well as the relational 
benefit of brand experience in terms of satisfaction, in a new setting. 

Hospitality brands are under increased pressure to enhance their green marketing performance 
(Chan, 2013). On the other hand, previous research on the positive outcomes of green marketing 
through green perceptions for hospitality brands shows inconclusive results (He & Li, 2011; 
Rosenbaum & Wong, 2015). The current study provides empirical evidence that green perceptions have 
a positive and direct impact on campsite brand experience, which is in line with the previous study 
conducted in a hotel context (Nysveen et al., 2018). Thus, the findings contribute to the understanding 
of the relationship between green marketing and brand experience as consistent throughout different 
sectors in the hospitality literature. In addition, the present study expands the view of green 
perceptions’ effects by showing how these don’t just influence individual experience dimensions, as 
evidenced in Nysveen et al. (2018), but can affect the overall experience of a campsite brand in a 
congruent and holistic way.  

Finally, the results suggest that brand experience can be regarded as a generative mechanism 
through which the independent focal variable, in this case, green perceptions of a campsite brand can 
influence the dependent variable of interest (Baron & Kenny, 1986), in this case, brand satisfaction. The 
full mediation deviates from prior studies, revealing partial mediation through sensory and 
behavioural brand experiences only (Nysveen et al., 2018). According to the “super additive effect”, the 
quality of the experience increases with the number of senses that are addressed in a congruent way 
(Wiedemann, et al., 2018). The phenomenon can help explain why green perceptions positively 
influence brand satisfaction only when they increase the overall quality of the brand experience, as 
this represents means of delivering additional value to customers.  

Managerial implications 

By examining the constructs’ relationships in the niche segment of campsite brands, we can derive 
targeted managerial implications. First, for the successful management of campsite brands, it is 
important to understand that campsite brand experience is not limited to sensory experiences which 
could be delivered via visual stimuli but encompasses complex emotional and intellectual reactions, 
as well as lifestyle-related responses from consumers. By applying the four experience dimensions 
to their branding process, brand managers can achieve differentiation that is not so easily copied by 
other players on the increasingly competitive camping market. More to the point, they can strengthen 
the brands and enrich their bonds with consumers by staging memorable experiences before, during, 
and after the guests have visited the campsite. 

Second, this study contributes to the understanding of green perceptions as an antecedent of brand 
experience in the camping setting. The results also imply that when campsite brand managers want 
to enhance brand satisfaction, they need to ensure that green marketing can stimulate customers’ 
senses, feelings, thoughts, and behaviours in a positive manner. Therefore, campsite professionals 
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are encouraged to use the presented framework to evaluate specific green marketing initiatives and 
design the initiatives in a more effective way.  

As suggested in literature, hospitality brands can become active in raising awareness about important 
environmental issues thus delivering intellectual brand experiences (Manthiou et al., 2016). However, 
our study suggests that the phenomenon of creating experiential value through green marketing is 
more complex than previously thought and can have a wider application in practice. For example, 
campsite brands could provide sensory pleasure by growing organic food on the premise or engage 
guests on an emotional level by planting trees in their name. Finally, they could show an alternative 
and more sustainable lifestyle by teaching guests how to grow their own organic urban garden upon 
returning home.  

In conclusion, as hospitality brands need to match their green marketing strategies to meet growing 
customers’ expectations (Sukhu & Scarff, 2018), we argue that the ability of green perceptions to 
increase satisfaction will strongly depend on whether these can deliver multi-dimensional 
experiential value. 

Research limitations and directions for future research 

There are several limitations to the generalisability of our findings. First, we examined the effects of 
green perceptions and brand experience using a non-probabilistic, convenient sampling method. A 
replication of our study could use a longitudinal design and measure repeated experiences as well as 
apply other sampling methods to include a more representative sample. Further research might also 
consider other markets to ascertain the generalisability of the results. 

Additionally, the decision to include the four dimensions proposed by Brakus et al. (2009) to measure 
campsite brand experience, instead of, for example, five (Nysveen et al., 2018) or six dimensions 
(Jiménez Barreto, Rubio & Campo Martínez, 2019), as proposed by other authors in the hospitality 
brand experience literature, could have resulted in the omission of valuable insights. Accordingly, 
researchers are encouraged to include and empirically test additional dimensions when measuring 
campsite brand experiences in the future.  

The study does not include moderating variables; for example, it doesn’t consider the influence of 
various demographic characteristics on the proposed relationships. Thereby, this study also suggests 
several research questions that might be useful in the future. For example, they might research the 
potential effects of different levels of environmental concern, which are often present among 
respondents. Alternatively, Cha et al. (2016) reported that customer participation in various CSR 
programs impacts their responses to service companies’ CSR. Future studies can extend the research 
model by analysing the moderating effects of customer participation or customer characteristics as 
well as by incorporating other important consequences of brand experience. For example, according 
to brand experience literature, benefits in terms of increased brand loyalty (Hussein, Taufiq & Hapsari, 
2015; Khan, Fatma, Shamim, Joshi & Rahman, 2020), brand engagement (Ahn & Back, 2018; Touni, Kim, 
Choi, & Ali, 2020) or brand attachment (Huaman Ramirez & Merunka., 2019; Gómez-Suárez, & Veloso, 
2020; Lin & Wong, 2020) could be a valuable addition to the conceptual model in the future. 
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