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Abstract
Data collection represents the most effort-intensive stage of any marketing research exercise, especially in cases sampling frame is unavailable. Sub-optimal bypasses in form of student surveys
or surveys employing convenience sampling have become common. In modern era, where laptops
and smartphones enable easy accessibility of respondents online, this study utilizes Facebook advertisement as a source of data collection to measure the construct of user experience for interactive products. Modern digital devices, like smartphones, are a source of a variety of experiences
for the user. Design teams at various smartphone manufacturers are struggling every day to
create products which provide complete consumer experiences. This work not only proposes a
framework for describing the same with usability, social value and pleasure in use, but also tests
the scales for each by empirical validation. Data collection process through Facebook, as a sample
frame, is something yet to be seen in marketing literature. This work goes the distance in not only
demonstrating the efficacy of using Facebook advertisement as a viable data collection tool but
also developing a framework to measure consumption value. Outcomes of the study, should promote
further research using this sampling frame for future research, especially in the area of marketing.
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1. Introduction
Every product is a source of experience for the user. The traditional TAM model [1] emphasizes how perceived
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usefulness and perceived ease of use are precursors to prolonged usage of a product by the user. In other words,
positive user experience has a long term effect on the intention of a consumer to keep using a belonging. However,
contemporary marketing literature is yet to see an empirically valid scale to measure that experience, especially
for digital interactive devices. Consequently, we make an endeavor to understand and develop a framework underlining consumption value framework for technology based devices like smartphones. Like any other products,
smartphones, too, not only delivers utilitarian benefits in form of functionality but also generates usage pleasure
and enjoyment [2]-[4]. As a special category of product performing vivid roles, it is expected to evoke multi-faceted meanings to consumption experience, beyond the traditional utilitarian-hedonic duality. Extant research
on digital devices focuses mostly on creation of interaction designs leading to development of usable systems and
establishing technology that is not contingent on a high degree of user expertise [5] [6]. There have been few
studies of technology exploring experience-centered design, making the impetus for this investigation to empirically develop a framework for user experience of smartphones [7]. Another interesting aspect of this study lies in
the way data being collected. With no readily sample frame available for interactive devices like smartphones for
probabilistic sampling, Facebook was chosen as a source of real consumers of smartphones. Thus, instead of relying
on students’ sample using convenience sampling as a way out, we executed our data collection through Facebook, in
the process demonstrating efficacy of Facebook Advertisement for quick recruitment in a cost effective way [8].
Extant research on consumption of technology based products remains trapped in the hedonic-utilitarian benefit
paradigm operationalized through perceived ease of use and usefulness framework [1]. This study aims to develop
a new consumption value framework for digital devices like smartphones. Additionally, the study used social
media platform in form of Facebook for randomized data collection using Facebook Advertisement, something
yet to be seen in extant marketing literature. Thus, in a nutshell, the research objectives of the study are twofold:
1. Develop and validate a framework for user experience
2. Demonstrate the efficacy of Facebook Advertisement as a source for data collection.

2. User Experience Framework
Literature on customer experience has been explored through two approaches: Emotion approach [9] and Customer value approach [10]. In the first approach, customers’ emotions are the mainstay of conceptualizing experience, while in the latter, customers’ perceived value is the central point of customers’ perceived experience.
According to Holbrook, the exploration of the customer experience actually builds a path to insights into the
concept of customer value. Holbrook (1999) defined customer value as an interactive relativistic preference experience, emphasizing that customer experiential approach actually examines the customer value that is attached
to the consumption [11]. This means that in order to create customer experience, it is important to identify customer value. In contextual literature, experiential value is considered as a customer’s perception based upon interactions involving either direct usage or distanced appreciation of goods and services [10]. These interactions
provide the basis for the relativistic preferences held by the individuals involved (Holbrook, 1999) [11]. He has
described four typologies of the experiential value dimensions, which has been reiterated by Boztepe (2003) as: 1)
Utilitarian Value referring the way a product helps achieving practical ends; 2) Social Value as product’s instrumentality in achieving certain social objective, such as affirmation of a social status; 3) Emotional Value as the
benefit of a product in terms of the emotions it provokes; and finally; 4) Altruistic Value as the sense of a being right
or good (p. 6) [12]. In a recent work, Kim, Kim and Wachter (2013) highlighted three motivations for people underlying the adoption and usage of smartphones—utilitarian, social and hedonic [13]. While the motivations themselves were adopted in a cognition-affective-conative framework rooted in the attitude theory, they are a near overlap
to the three motivations with the three experiential values by Holbrook (1999) [11]. This work proposes the following experiential values, arrived after congregating similar works in literature combined with enhanced meaning.

2.1. Usability
The concept of usability is well embedded in the theory of affordances with Norman (1988) urging designers to
make products intuitive [14]. The construct of usability derives its meaning from cognitive attitude of Rosenberg’s
tripartite attitude theory and utilitarian value in the context of theory of experiential consumption. From the theory
of planned behavior vantage point, usability ensures higher perceived behavioral control making the user interact
with the device more frequently and fluently, as well as assuring user confidence in one’s cognitive abilities in
turn making product use a pleasurable experience [15]. Nielsen (1993) defines usability in terms of five attributes:
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efficiency, learnability, memorability, errors and satisfaction [16]. These definitions imply that usability is a
broader construct, subsuming the two critical concepts of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness as a
measure of functional value [17]. Earliest introduction to the concept came from Eason (1984) [18] and Shackel
(1986) [19]. Usability has always been studied in literature from computer systems point of view and is considered
to be a core requisite of satisfaction from consumption experience [3]. While human-computer interaction (HCI)
researchers strive to create usability using usability engineering and usability testing, the litmus test is faced by the
actual product by another set of consumers in real usage situation, determining the success of a product design.

2.2. Social Value
Also referred to as sociability benefit [20], this is the second value which accrues to the user because of possession
of a particular product [11] [21]. Apart from diverse design configurations of their elements, products portray
peoples’ values and personality and, thus, help showcase social status, as envisage in the social cognitive theory
[22]. For any product, ownership is an aftermath of the motivation for seeking social identity and value systems
clubbed with socio-psychological benefits, implying belongingness to relevant social and professional groups [23].
In that light, Hassenzahl (2004) [24] identifies the concept of identification as one of the functions of a product
which implies expressing one’s self through that. This function of self-presentation through an object is an indicator of social value and enables an individual to be seen and interpreted in a certain way by relevant members of
the society, as a feedback mechanism. Literature on product symbolism led by Solomon (1983) [25] argues that
every product has a meaning which not only defines the relation between the product and owner, but also regulates
the empathy of the user to relevant others [26]. This is also supported by Crilly et al. (2004) [27], who present an
integrated framework to describe two major qualities of product design: 1) Semantic interpretation as a message
about the product user by way of its functions or mode of use 2) Symbolic Association related to what the product
says about the owner rather than itself [28]. Both, in a certain way, add to the social value for the user.

2.3. Pleasure in Use
Pleasure of Usage drives the hedonic value of a product [29] in the theory of experiential consumption. They state
that enjoyment of using a likable product gives an intrinsic sense of satisfaction leading to feelings of fun and
excitement. As a well-researched value derived in product use, pleasure in use forms the third important experiential value in our framework. The concept of usage pleasure or flow stems from the affective attitude component of the attitude theory, causing consumers to evoke emotions in usage setting. Relying on experiential consumption theory, Jordan (1998) believes that it’s not necessary for a usable product to be pleasurable or vice versa
[3]. This argument concurs with the value framework developed by Holbrook (1999) [11] and Sheth, Norman and
Gross (1991) [21]. This is also referred to as soft functionality of a product referring to emotional aspects that
defines the relationship of a user with a product [30]. The ability of a product to create emotion or affect in the user
has gained tremendous attention in literature, specially recently in the grounded theory of design value [31]. Design literature has seen manifestation of emotion in various forms—experiential needs [32], affective responses
[33], emotional benefits [34] and pleasure [35]. A product through its semantic expression, creates association
with the user and thus leads to emotional value, revealed well in Hassenzahl’s (2004) statement: “Using a product
with a particular product character in a particular situation will lead to consequences, such as emotions (e.g.
pleasure)” (p. 322) [24]. The root of this concept lies in Jordan (1998) [3] defining pleasure “during” usage as
emotional and hedonic benefits associated with a product consumption, with Coelho and Dahlman (2000) [36]
considering displeasure as emotional and hedonic penalties. It is, thus, evident that emotions have a heavy role to
play in measuring the derivation of pleasure in usage by a consumer. We undertake the three constructs of usability, social value and pleasure in use as ones that can comprehensively measure consumption experience. Next,
we demonstrate the process of validating the scales for three constructs as well as how Facebook Advertisement
served as tool to collect data for achieving that goal.

3. Methodology
The study adopts standard scales for measurements of the three manifestations of consumption experience. Table
1 presents the scale to be used for measuring each of them. Appendix A highlights the items for the each of the
scale.
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Table 1. Constructs and scales.
Measure

User Experiential Value
(Holbrook, 1999)

Construct

Scale to be Used

Scale details

Usability

Brooke (1986)

10 item scale (each 5 point agree/disagree

Social Value

Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

4 item scale (each 5 point agree/disagree)

Usage Pleasure

Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

5 item scale (each 5 point agree/disagree)

An online descriptive questionnaire was constructed based on these items. The target group for the study was all
those people who own smartphones. Smartphone is defined as special category of mobile phones which are more
capable than feature phones in terms of performance and multi-tasking and more specifically can run third party
applications. The following info graphic (Figure 1) represents the India Smartphone penetration as per Vserve
(2013) [37].
According to Smartphone Insights report of both Nielsen Informate (2012) [16] as well as that of Vserve (2013)
[37], maximum smartphone penetration lies in the top 4 metros (accounting for 45% of all smartphones in India)
as well as age groups under 45 years. On the basis of this report, we targeted people living in the top 4 metros—
Delhi, Mumbai, Chennai and Kolkata in specific age groups as depicted in the info-graphic above. Straightaway,
the problem faced was that there is no sampling frame (population of people having smartphones) available. This
problem also plagues the two syndicate studies mentioned above, which resorted to convenience sampling with
larger sample sizes for their findings. To circumnavigate our way around this constraint, we chose a different
source of information rarely used in contemporary research—Facebook. The logic for choosing Facebook lies in
the fact that 93% of smartphone owners in India are active on Facebook and hence, it provides a ready access to
the population which can be targeted randomly [16]. In the process of targeting people randomly from such a
target group, we resorted to stratified sampling. Stratas were formed based on two demographic parameters—city
and age group and only those cities and age groups were targeted that represented the heaviest incidence of
smartphones, which for our case were the four metros and age groups of below 17 years, 18 - 25 years, 26 - 35
years and 36 - 45 years. The strata were formed in such a way that it covered all the four age groups as well as the
four cities depicted in Table 2.
To target each stratum, one Facebook Advertisement was launched for each of them, with a total of four separate advertisements. Each advertisement was unique with different mask but contained a link to the questionnaire
hosted on an external website. Users clicking the advertisement on their Facebook profile were taken to the
questionnaire site.

4. How Does Facebook Advertisement Work?
Facebook Advertisements are targeted according to user’s Facebook profile information: age, location, education,
relationship status, interests like favorite movies, music and much more aspects which are available to advertisers
that can access to aggregate data and reach the right audience for their ads1. Depending on their goals and the
product that they are advertising, advertisers can set a targeting filter to select which group of people will see their
ad. This makes it possible to focus on or target the people most likely to be interested in the product, amongst the
more than a billion worldwide Facebook users. What made Facebook Advertisement useful for our study was that
Facebook also offers owners of smartphones as a filter in the user profiling section, which means that only those
people who own a smartphone are eligible to see the advertisement. The following set of pictures (Figure 2)
represent a walkthrough about how to launch a Facebook advertisement.
Once an advertisement is launched, it starts appearing randomly on the profile of a set of people who fall within
the target segment as depicted in Figure 3.
There are two modes of targeting available in Facebook, one is Cost per Click (CPC) and other is Cost per
Impression (CPM). In the CPC mode, the advertiser is supposed to pay only when a user clicks the ad to go to a
hyperlink. However, in case of CPM, the advertiser pays when an impression is made, where impression implies
that a particular advertisement appeared on a user profile. The total budget of the advertiser and the money she can
spend on a daily basis decided how many of the total targetable population will be exposed to the advertisement on
a daily basis randomly. If given enough time and money, the entire population as available on Facebook will be
1

Facebook Ads Guide; Social Ad Tools; available at: http://www.socialadstool.com/facebook-ads-guide/how-facebook-ads-work/.
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Figure 1. India smartphone insights (Vserve, 2013).
Table 2. Strata for sampling.
City/Age

Delhi

Mumbai

Chennai

Kolkata

Below 17
18 - 25
26 - 35
36 - 45

exposed to the advertisement at least once.

5. Data Collection
We secured the financial support of Facebook itself in funding these advertisements and paid a relatively healthy INR
20 per click with a maximum budget of INR 100,000. Facebook Advertisement also reports the total population that is
targetable by the advertisement. Based on the number of people available in each stratum as well as accounting for the
budget available, proportional sampling of 1 every thousand people was chosen within each stratum. After the proportion was acquired, the Facebook Advertisement was terminated. Figure 4 depicts how the targeting was done and
number of responses obtained in each city.
Thus, it is evident that in all 4220 respondents clicked the advertisement across the four strata out of which a total
of 1208 completed questionnaires were received, as depicted in Figure 4. The cumulative response rate came out to
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Figure 2. Facebook advertisement walkthrough.

Figure 3. Facebook advertisement on a user profile.

Figure 4. Sampling strategy using Facebook.
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be 28.6% and is fairly close to 34% average response rate for web surveys, which Shih and Fan (2008) [38] report
in their review of 300 such works. Because of 4220 clicks to our advertisements for all the four strata, we ended up
spending INR 84,400, a little below the target budget approved by Facebook. It is also clear that that sample size
achieved was more than the target set for an effective data analysis. The Facebook Advertisements ran for a period
of six months between July 2013 and December 2013. After the questionnaire items had been pretested and items
finalized, a primary requirement to maintain construct validity as well as avoid any form of ordering bias, the
items were systematically randomized. Since the questionnaire was online, this was an easy task. A premium
membership of the site hosting the questionnaire was subscribed, which allowed for randomization of the items in
questionnaire using a standard algorithm. Though the option of randomization of pages was also available, it was
not availed as that would have disturbed the flow of the questionnaire. The following Table 3 presents the detailed
sample breakup finally achieved:

6. Results
On the data, initially, underlying factor structure was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis (EFA). SPSS was
used of this purpose. Factor loadings of each item with a factor were used as a benchmark for construct integrity as
represented in Table 2. After EFA, misbehaving items, whose factor loadings were less than 0.4 [39] and severe
cross loadings, were dropped from further analysis. Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was done using
AMOS to establish reliability and validity of the items used for each construct (Table 4).
As is evident, the fit measures are adequate as per Hu and Bentler’s (1999) [40] recommendations. The following Table 5 demonstrates the test for reliability and validity of the constructs.
The measures for usability, social value and pleasure in use have sufficient reliability with both composite reliability and cronbach alpha greater than 0.70. Further, since average variance extracted (AVE) values for all the
constructs are greater than 0.50, we have sufficient convergent validity. Finally, we also see that none of the AVE
Table 3. Sample characteristics.
Number of respondents
(% of Respondents)

Characteristics

Category

Age group

Less than 25 Years
26 - 35 Years
More than 35 Years

639 (52.81%)
471 (38.99%)
98 (8.30%)

Gender

Male
Female

1008 (83.44%)
200 (16.56%)

Education

Upto SSC/HSC
College but not graduate
Graduate-General
Graduate-Professional
PG and Above-General
PG and Above-Professional
Polytechnic/Diploma

134 (11.09%)
148 (12.25%)
104 (8.61%)
166 (13.74%)
127 (10.51%)
487 (40.31%)
42 (3.48 %)

Income
(per annum)

<Rs. 100,000
Rs. 100,000 - Rs. 200,000
Rs. 200,001 - Rs. 300,000
Rs. 300,001 - Rs. 500,000
>Rs 500,000

747 (61.84%)
207 (17.14%)
71 (5.88%)
56 (4.64%)
127 (10.51%)

Brand

Samsung
Apple
Nokia
Others

514 (42.55%)
116 (9.60%)
185 (15.31%)
393 (32.53%)

Price

<5000
5000 - 10000
10000 - 15000
15000 - 20000
>20000

124 (10.26%)
259 (21.44%)
305 (25.25%)
154 (12.75%)
366 (30.30%)
Delhi, Mumbai, Kolkata, and Chennai

Cities chosen for data collection
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Table 4. EFA and CFA results.
EFA

CFA

Item
Usability

Social Value

Usage Pleasure

Usability

US1

0.70

0.53

US2

0.82

0.78

US3

0.66

0.67

US4

0.33*

US5

0.27*

US6

0.38*

US7

0.73

US8

0.39*

US9

0.21*

US10

0.32*

Social Value

Usage Pleasure

0.70

SV1

0.77

0.76

SV2

0.85

0.84

SV3

0.88

0.90

SV4

0.86

0.85

PU1

0.54

0.80

PU2

0.72

0.80

PU3

0.69

0.84

PU4

0.65

0.84

PU5

0.77

0.88

CFA: Chi-Sq = 711.6 (df = 62); GFI: 0.92; IFI: 0.94; CFI: 0.94; TLI: 0.92; RMSEA = 0.09; RMR = 0.06.

Table 5. Reliability and validity check.
Squared Correlation
Variable

AVE

CR

Cronbach Alpha
US

SV

Usability

0.59

0.85

0.79

-

Social Value

0.81

0.94

0.92

0.06

-

Usage Pleasure

0.78

0.95

0.93

0.35

0.42

PU

-

values is less than any of the squared correlation values for a constructs, thus establishing discriminant validity as
well.

7. Conclusion
Organizations manufacturing digital devices are fighting hard to create unique and positive user experiences for
the consumer. A complete experience habituates the user to the product so that they are ready to pay even premium
prices to obtain the product next time. In a novel approach, this study aims to empirically establish a framework to
measure such user experience. The study adopted Holbrook’s framework of consumption values to propose three
components of user experience relevant to a smartphone—usability, social value and pleasure in use. An extensive
analysis proved that the three components adequately measure consumption experience with sufficient reliability
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and validity. Not only does the study provide a new framework for measuring user experience, but also tests the
items for usage as a scale for future such studies. For managers, the study establishes that to provide great experience, it is important not only to increase usability but also to design a product such that it provides social status to
the user ultimately leading to usage pleasure.
From a methodological perspective, a contribution lies in usage of Facebook as a medium of data collection
which we do not come across in a marketing study so far. The study demonstrates how Facebook can be a suitable
repository of respondents which can be targeted randomly by virtue of the Facebook Advertisement algorithm.
Our work, thus, prods the way for future researchers to use this highly resourceful database to complete data
collection in a quick turnaround time. A possible drawback with Facebook lies in the limitation of choosing people
with specific demographic profiles and interests. If a study involves a target profile of a respondent which cannot
be filtered by Facebook Advertisement, the methodology is rendered untenable. Further, Facebook is a personal
space for users who are least interested in watching and clicking on advertisements lying in the corner of their
profile page. This might lead to really poor response rates unless there are goodies on offer for them.
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Appendix A
Usability
Definition

Item

Source

The effectiveness, efficiency and satisfaction with which
I use my phone frequently
specified users can achieve specified goals in particular
environments. Effectiveness is defined as “the accuracy and I find my phone simple to use
completeness with which users achieve specified goals” and
efficiency as “the resources expended in relation to the accuracyI can effectively complete my work using my phone
and completeness with which users achieve goals” (IS0 DIS
I find my phone easy to learn
9241-11)

Brooke (1986) [41]

Social Value
Definition

Item

Source

My phone makes me feel acceptable in a group
Social Value is the social consequences of what the
My phone improves the way I am perceived
product communicates to others (Sweeney and Soutar,
My phone makes a good impression on other people
2001) [42]

Sweeney and Soutar (2001)
[42]

My phone enhances my social status

Pleasure in Use
Definition

Item

Source

My phone always makes me want to use it
The utility derived from the feelings or affective states I feel very relaxed while using my phone
that a product generates (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001)
My phone makes me feel very good
[42]
Using this phone gives me great pleasure
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