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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper contributes to the academic field of Brand and Communications Managements by 

addressing the impact that environmental sustainability marketing has over consumers’ 

perceptions of brand image. The scope of the paper is narrowed by focusing on consumer 

segments represented by generational cohorts. After an extensive literature search, it was 

determined that very few researchers explore the relationship between the concept of 

environmental sustainability marketing, brand image, and the generational cohort theory. 

Therefore, the aim of this thesis is to answer the following research question: How does the 

effect of environmental sustainability marketing on brand image vary across different 

generations?  

With knowledge from the literature review, the Updated Brand Personality framework was 

developed, that brought forward the solution for answering the research question. The 

framework enables the measurement of brand image, through 25 measurable items that are 

grouped under nine key personality dimensions. The framework was developed to satisfy two 

important criteria that were necessary to achieve the aim of this paper, namely cross-cultural 

validity and a strong representation of the sustainability context through use of certain 

personality dimensions.  

By applying the framework through a quantitative data collection method, it was discovered 

that environmental sustainability marketing does indeed influence consumers’ perceptions over 

brand image. However, the results did not satisfy all the hypotheses proposed in this paper. 

The results provided by generational cohorts represented by individuals aged 40 years and 

more were especially surprising. Their perceptions of brand image were found to be the highest 

across most personality dimensions, contrary to the expectations formed based on the current 

literature.  

These paper’s findings encourage marketers to capitalize on the benefits that environmental 

sustainability marketing can offer, provided that they are delivering honest messages in regards 

to their brands’ sustainable practices.  
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION 
1. Introduction 
In recent times, the general public has turned its attention towards climate change and 

sustainability. The Swedish teenager, Greta Thunberg, who Time Magazine named person of 

the year 2019, has become the face of a global movement of people who would like to see 

urgent action made to tackle climate change (Alter, C. Haynes, S. & Worland, J. 2019). These 

movements demand political changes and government responsibility. Businesses, investors and 

companies are increasingly being scrutinized over their actions to tackle climate change (David 

Shukman, 2020). Companies understand that climate change will have an impact on their 

businesses in the future (Plumer, 2019), and pressure is being placed on them to address these 

changes in order to remain competitive (Malmqvist, 2020). 

Environmental sustainability has been acknowledged as a key driver of innovation for 

businesses which prioritized the integration of these issues into business strategies and 

activities (Dangelico, & Vocalelli, 2017). Sustainability efforts became a part of every 

business’ strategy. Consequently, traditional business focus shifted from maximizing profits to 

delivering the same financial performances under the triple bottom line: financial, social and 

environmental. Therefore, internationally, the increasing attention towards climate change and 

environmental issues, has encouraged businesses to integrate environmental sustainability 

practices in their business strategies and activities including marketing, R&D, manufacturing, 

and design (Dangelico, & Vocalelli, 2017, p. 1264). Research has shown that incorporation of 

environmental sustainability in business operations and support of environmental activities i.e. 

a company which seeks to maintain and protect the natural environment, will strengthen its 

brand image and improve organizational performance (Brown and Dacin 1997; Clarkson, 

1995; Sen, Bhattacharya, & Korschun, 2006 as cited in Wu & Wang, 2014, p. 45) 

This shift in strategic thinking by the corporate world is pushed by the change in consumers’ 

behavior. Consumers have shown an increasing interest in consumption of sustainably 

produced products and services, to the point where many are willing to pay a premium to show 

their responsibility towards the natural environment (Dangelico, & Vocalelli, 2017). As a 

result, many businesses have focused their marketing activities around the topic of 

sustainability regardless of how small their efforts have been. This is an attempt to capitalize 

on benefits such as consumers’ willingness to pay premiums and improve the brand image. For 
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example, Zara’s “conscious” clothing line, which is marketed as eco-friendly, contains 

garments that are made out of only 4% or less actual eco-friendly fabrics (Minhaj, 2019). The 

overuse of sustainability marketing in this way can generate consumer skepticism towards 

‘green’ claims that companies make (Dangelico, & Vocalelli, 2017). This could potentially 

erode the credibility of businesses that make great efforts towards environmental issues.  

However, it is known that people can have different values, beliefs and perceptions, depending 

when they were born and where they grew up (Mannheim, 1952). Generational cohorts are 

easily distinguished in that sense and can have different attitudes or predispositions to 

marketing activities due to what they experienced in their formative years. The younger 

generations are continuously being portrayed in the media as being more concerned about 

climate change and sustainability than the older generations. In contrast, the “baby boomers” 

are scolded for being perceived as careless in their approach to sustainable living and lifestyle 

(McGann, 2020; Smith, 2020 & Vyse, 2020). Because of that, it can be argued that businesses 

employing environmental sustainability marketing to improve brand image, can obtain varying 

results depending on different generational cohorts.  

Based on the above, this paper will investigate whether this claim of potential generational 

differences has any substance. Therefore, to understand how receptive different generations 

are to environmental sustainability marketing and whether companies can affect their brand 

image by marketing themselves this way, this paper seeks to answer the following research 

question 

How does the effect of environmental sustainability marketing on brand image vary across 

different generations? 
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1.1. Contents and structure of the paper 
CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION 

This chapter’s objective is to introduce the paper by describing the aim and the structure of it. 

In addition, the research question together with the sub-questions are presented, to allow the 

reader to understand the underlying basis for choosing this research topic.   

CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH QUESTION 

The second chapter discusses the current literature on brand image, brand personality, the 

impact of sustainability marketing on consumers, and the relevant generational differences. By 

reviewing the literature, a research gap was identified, which led to establishing the research 

question.  

CHAPTER III – MEHTODOLOGY 

This chapter will start by presenting the theoretical framework. A brand personality framework 

is chosen and adapted based on relevant literature to fit the scope of this paper. The aim of the 

framework is to measure brand image in the context of environmental sustainability marketing. 

The chapter further continues with discussing the methodological choices made throughout 

this study, by following the Research Onion Model. As a result, each layer will present a topic, 

starting from the research philosophy, to methodological choices, research strategy and time 

horizon. In closing, the considerations for limitations of study will be present, as well as the 

assessment of the quality aspects of the method used to gather data.  

CHAPTER IV – ANALYSIS  

The fifth chapter presents the analysis together with the interpretation of data. The results from 

the quantitative data gathered are analyzed using several statistical methods and interpreted 

with support from the literature presented in chapter two.    

CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION 

The fifth chapter is comprised of a discussion of the implications that the findings of this paper 

denote, and lastly, the answer to the research question. 

CHAPTER VI – CONCLUSION AND FURTHER ANALYSIS 

The sixth chapter and final, summarizes several aspects considered by this study, by concluding 

on the findings and the implications. In closing, opportunities for further research are presented. 
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW AND 
RESEARCH QUESTION 
Around the world, organizations have the ability to explore and integrate sustainable practices 

into their business models. The motivation for them to address sustainability concerns is 

amplified not only by the increased demand from stakeholders, but also by the fact that it can 

enhance brand image. As such, in alignment with the research topic, this chapter will start with 

providing an overview of the theoretical foundations that this study is based on. Subsequently, 

the literature review will be followed by hypothesis development, and lastly, by presenting the 

research gap and research question. The literature review aims to address the following relevant 

themes: 

• Brand Image and Brand Personality  

• Sustainability Marketing 

• Generational Cohort Theory 

2. Literature Review 
To analyze the effects that environmental sustainability marketing has over generations’ 

perceptions of brand image, the three concepts will be studied both individually as well as in 

synthesis. 

2.1. Brand Image and Brand Personality 
There is no unified definition for “brand image” amongst scholars. The literature expresses an 

inconsistent insight into the concept due to the varying contexts in which it is utilized. 

Furthermore, researchers have used other words interchangeably for the construct, such as 

brand identity, perceived image, or brand personality (Malik, Naeem & Munawar, 2012). Malik 

et. al. (2012) have identified five major definition categories for brand image: generic 

definitions, symbolic definitions, meanings/messages, personality definitions and, 

cognitive/psychological definitions. Although the concept has been defined in numerous ways, 

it can be observed that parallels can be drawn between many of the definitions, due to them 

being rooted in the associative network theory. The associative network model memory 

consists of “multiple linkages and nodes where links represent relationships (positive or 

negative, weaker or strong), and nodes that represent concepts (e.g. brand associations) and 

objects (e.g. brands).” (Malik, Naeem & Munawar, 2012, p. 13072). For example, brand image 

is defined by Aaker (1991, p. 101) as a set of associations that are typically organized in a 
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meaningful way and which represent perceptions that may or may not reflect objective reality. 

Similarly, Keller (2003, p. 72) defines the concept as the consumers’ perceptions of a brand, 

reflected by the associations that they hold in memory towards the brand.  

Having a concept that is defined in so many ways across the literature, inevitably led to the 

emergence of multiple ways to operationalize. While very few scholars chose to focus on the 

function of a single aspect of brand image, the majority of them created multidimensional 

models of the concept (Malik, Naeem & Munawar, 2012). As such, a significant number of 

dimensions were created in an attempt to describe the brand image as a bigger construct and 

ultimately, measure it. Furthermore, the multidimensionality of the construct has been 

confirmed over time through empirical evidence (Malik, Naeem & Munawar, 2012), thus using 

a multidimensional approach to operationalize brand image is believed to be the most reliable 

method, as opposed to focusing on a single aspect. Consequently, academics often 

conceptualize brand image as a multidimensional construct. According to Keller (2013), brand 

image is comprised of dimensions such as (1) user profiles, (2) purchase and usage situations, 

(3) personality and values, (4) history, heritage, and experiences. Aaker and Joachimsthaler 

(2000) describe the brand image construct using four different perspectives: (1) the brand as a 

product, (2) brand as an organization, (3) the brand as a person, and (4) the brand as a symbol. 

It can be observed that both these conceptualizations feature similar criteria, such as the concept 

of personality. Thus, brand personality is believed to be an important component of brand 

image. However, the relationship between the two concepts is still surrounded by ambiguity. 

From a theoretical standpoint, the poor conceptualization of the constructs and, lack of 

empirical studies has given rise to two significant problems. Firstly, both brand image and 

brand personality are defined inconsistently across the literature, and secondly, the two 

concepts are often used interchangeably. After reviewing the literature, Patterson (1999) has 

identified a total of 27 definitions for brand image, 12 definitions for brand personality, and 

concluded that most studies fail to distinguish between the two. Furthermore, Malik, Naeem & 

Munawar (2012) also identified 28 definitions of brand image and attempted to create some 

clarity around the concept by grouping the definitions into five major categories. Also, they 

determined that when both associations and personality factors are combined, they can describe 

the brand image in much more detail (Malik et. al., 2012).  

When it comes to these two constructs, the lack of clarity within the branding literature does 

not allow for a clear theoretical development. Findings within the literature reveal that brand 
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personality can be either combined with associative network theory or, be used independently 

to define brand image. As this study aims to explore consumers’ perceptions and associations 

towards with a brand, a personality definition is best suited to represent the construct of brand 

image, especially considering that brand personality is often linked with more descriptive use 

of imagery and more contextual information (Keller, 2001). One of the most compelling 

definitions to represent this study is put forward by Azoulay and Kapferer (2003, p.151), which 

defines brand personality as “a set of human personality traits that are both applicable and 

relevant for brands”.  

However, this study also recognizes the fact that brand image is a bigger construct from which 

brand personality is a major component, which is supported by findings from Keller (2003) and 

Aaker and Joachimsthaler (2000).  

2.1.1. Brand Personality 

The notion of personality is typically attributed to humans. However, it is also used extensively 

to define characteristics of non-human beings. As such, Merriam Webster’s Dictionary defines 

personality as “the complex characteristics that distinguishes an individual or a nation or group; 

especially the totality of an individual’s behavioral and emotional characteristics”. This process 

is referred to as “anthropomorphism” and is defined as “the transmission of human 

characteristics to non-human things and events” (Guthrie, 1997, p. 51). Similarly, the idea 

behind the concept of brand personality is that human characteristics are transferable and can 

be attributed to a brand in order to personify it. People seek compatibility between their 

personalities and the products they use in order to increase comfort, familiarity and reduce risk 

when using them (Haigood, 1999). For this reason, the personality of brands would likely 

function similarly to the personality of humans, and like humans, the brands can possess distinct 

personality characteristics (Plummer, 1985). However, one of the most used definitions of 

brand personality, “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand” (Aaker, 1997, p. 

347), suggests that brand personality is built upon the perceptions of external parties, as 

opposed to a construct that emerges independently off of the branded entity.  

2.1.2. The Importance of Brand Personality  

Personality traits can be attributed to a brand either directly, by the people associated with the 

brand (e.g. the company’s CEO or a brand’s product endorsers), or indirectly, through brand 

name, symbol, logo, advertising, price, product related attributes, product category 

associations, and even distribution channels (Batra, Lehmann, & Singh, 1993).  
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Through brand personality, consumers perceive a brand similar to a human or, they associate 

human-like characteristics to it (Thakor and Kohli, 1996). It is largely assumed that consumers 

prefer brands that have strong, favorable brand personalities (Haigood, 2001). Brochado, 

Vinhas da Silva & LaPlaca (2015) argue that “brand personality acknowledges the emotional 

and symbolic meaning that embodies consumer appeal and provides consumers with additional 

reasons, beyond utilitarian or functional characteristics, to connect with a brand.” (p. 127). 

These findings have great implications for marketers as they can connect with consumers 

through associations and control the characteristics that they want a brand to be associated with 

through marketing efforts.  

Research proves the importance of brand personality on creating favorable attitudes towards a 

brand, improving customers’ overall satisfaction with a brand, influencing brand loyalty, and 

brand recommendation (Seimiene & Kamarauskaite, 2014). However, brand personality is not 

only important for marketers but consumers as well. As mentioned previously, for marketers, 

brand personality is integral to the construct of brand image and, consequently influences a 

brand’s value in consumers’ minds (Keller, 1993). On the other side, consumers can self-

express in associating themselves with a brand, thus benefiting from a symbolic standpoint. 

Escalas and Bettman (2003) further argue that consumers use brands to meet their needs 

through what is called “self-brand connections". These connections can be considered vital in 

forming and maintaining long-lasting consumer-brand relationships, thus, representing the 

basis for a brand in establishing a strong personality. Furthermore, according to Sung & Kim 

(2010), “a well-established brand personality is thought to heighten emotional ties with the 

brand, increase preference and patronage, and augment a sense of trust and loyalty” (p. 641). 

These findings further strengthen the importance for both consumers and companies, to connect 

through a symbolic concept such as brand personality. 

According to Aaker (2010), the brand personality perception in consumers’ minds can be 

influenced by the experiences that they have with the brand, be them direct or indirect. This 

puts pressure on marketers to make sure the marketing activities of a brand are clear, effective, 

and create the right associations in consumers’ minds. However, not only marketing activities 

and communications influence these associations. Consumers’ associations are especially 

influenced when coming in contact with a brand, experiencing the brand directly and thus, 

forming strong perceptions from their interaction (Sung & Kim, 2010). As a result, it is believed 

that the entire mix of marketing communications (e.g. advertising, price, symbols, packaging, 
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user imagery, logos, word-of-mouth, store layouts, and location, etc) helps create the 

personality of a brand over time (Aaker, 1996). Subsequently, if there is high coordination and 

prolonged consistency in employing the previously mentioned methods, brands can create 

strong, distinct personalities (Sung & Kim, 2010), and as a result, differentiate themselves from 

competitors. Furthermore, since brand personality is considered a major component of brand 

image, it can affect how easily consumers can recall existing associations of the brand in their 

memory, as well as quickly linking additional associations with the brand. It has been 

determined that brand associations are at the basis of purchase decisions and brand loyalty 

(Aaker, 1991), as they can influence consumers’ product evaluations, quality perceptions, as 

well as purchase rates (Keller, 2003, p. 99). Additionally, creating a positive image is believed 

to help companies improve customer loyalty, be less vulnerable towards competitive marketing 

actions, better weather crises (Keller, 2003), and offset the adverse effects of price discounts 

(Grewal, Krishnan, Baker & Borin, 1998, p. 349). Park, Jaworksi and MacInnis (1986, p. 135) 

further strengthen these arguments by explaining that a well-communicated image can enhance 

a brand’s market performance and help establish its position. Moreover, they argue that brand 

image is affected by all brand-related activities that a company engages in, however, the 

marketing and communication activities aimed towards the consumers have the biggest impact.  

Since a well-established brand personality plays a significant role in the consumers’ decision-

making process, it is important for marketers to effectively measure the concept, as they can 

manipulate critical elements such as imagery of users, imagery of origin, brand emotional 

values, brand identity, brand relationship, and buying experiences, through brand personality 

management (Wee, 2004). 

2.1.3. Measuring Brand Image through a Brand Personality Scale (BPS) 

According to Keller (2013), brand image can be assessed using several dimensions such as (1) 

user profiles, (2) purchase and usage situations, (3) personality and values, (4) history, heritage, 

and experiences. Keller’s (2003) conceptualization of brand image as a multi-dimensional 

construct sees brand personality as an important element. In addition, many other researchers 

use brand personality models to measure brand image, as they argue that brand image and 

brand personality can be used interchangeably (Cian, 2011, p.178).  

Moreover, because brand image is defined and classified in so many different typologies across 

the literature, researchers have developed multiple tools and methods to analyze and measure 

this concept. After a review of the most important tools and methods used to analyze and 
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measure brand image, Cian (2011) compiled a list of twelve techniques to support future 

research on marketing and economic psychology. The author did not focus on comparisons 

between them, but rather on reviewing the most important published methods for brand image 

measurement. Nonetheless, most of the methods incorporate  techniques that fall into two main 

categories: scaling and sorting. The scaling techniques determine not only the existence of 

associations between brands and attributes, but also their strengths, whilst sorting techniques 

can only determine whether there is an association. Despite that, researchers concluded that 

both techniques are equally effective as they provide similar brand-level results (Driesener & 

Romaniuk, 2006). 

According to Cian (2011), one of the most used methods to measure brand image is Aaker’s 

brand personality model. Aaker’s (1997) model assigns a set of distinct human characteristics 

to a brand that is grouped under five dimensions, known as the Big Five Model (p. 353). The 

author recognized the importance of brand personality early on, and was among the first to 

propose a standardized, universal framework that captures and measures the key dimensions of 

brand personality. After rigorous tests and procedures, with support from psychologists to study 

human personalities, Aaker (1997) identified five underlying dimensions of brand personality, 

(1) competence, (2) sincerity, (3) excitement, (4) sophistication, and (5) ruggedness. The 

framework was quickly adopted and applied in different scenarios, whilst also triggering 

interest amongst scholars to explore the concept of brand personality to a greater extent. As a 

result, several problems with the framework were identified in relation to its construct and 

external validity, amongst others. 

A possible drawback of this framework arises from the fact that consumers are likely to prefer 

brands perceived to match their own personalities (Schiffman and Kanuk, 2004), thus 

facilitating an inherit bias among consumers when evaluating brands through brand personality 

scales. Furthermore, in terms of construct, the framework is criticized for being unable to cover 

certain dimensions. Madrigal and Boush (2008) questioned the model for the absence of a 

dimension which represents social responsibility. Despite that, very few scholars established 

whether Aaker’s model can be applied in the context sustainability, and as a consequence, the 

literature is scarce when it comes to ‘green’ brand personality research. After an extensive 

literature search, Acharya & Gupta (2016) proved to be among the few to argue that Aaker’s 

(1997) Big Five model can be applied to ‘green’ products. They consider dimensions 

“sincerity” and “excitement” to be the most valid and reliable, whilst the dimension, 
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“ruggedness” is considered irrelevant in this context. Furthermore, an additional two 

dimensions, “security” and “compassion”, were found to be applicable in the context of 

sustainability. However, Acharya & Gupta’s (2016) study design is of qualitative nature and 

does not present empirical evidence to support their findings. Therefore, the internal validity 

and reliability of their extended model can be questioned.  

Extensive criticism on Aaker’s Big Five model was also drawn upon its external validity. The 

construct is believed to lack cross-cultural stability, as it was observed that the five dimensions 

do not provide consistent results when applied to different cultures (Kumar, 2018; Geuens, 

Weijters & De Wulf, 2009; Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003). As a result, many scholars adapted 

Aaker’s model to be applicable for specific cultures, which resulted in numerous extended 

versions for the Big Five model. For example, Bosnjak, Bochmann, and Hufschmidt (2007) 

made the framework relevant for the German culture, Caprara, Barbaranelli and Guido (2001) 

did so for the Italian culture, and Milas and Mlačić (2007) for the Croatian culture, to name but 

a few. However, all these new models inherited the same problems. They were culture-specific, 

thus, lacking even more cross-cultural stability and restricting their geographical applicability. 

This problem was finally addressed by Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf (2009), who developed a 

new brand personality scale, consisting of twelve items under five dimensions, (1) activity, (2) 

responsibility, (3) aggressiveness, (4) simplicity, and (5) emotionality. The empirical evidence 

indicated high test-retest reliability for the scale, and cross-cultural validity. According to 

Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf (2009), the model was tested in the US and nine other European 

countries, and concluded that “the scale can be used for studies on an aggregate level across 

multiple brands of different product categories, for studies across different competitors within 

a specific product category, for studies on an individual brand level, and for cross-cultural 

studies” (p. 106). However, their brand personality scale is constructed based on quantitative 

data gathered mainly from Belgian respondents, with the model researched extensively in 

Belgium on multiple brands. This was not the case when the model was tested in other 

countries, as it was used a single brand, and far fewer respondents. Because of this, the 

framework’s applicability across multiple brands can be questioned, as well as the extent to 

which it can be applied to other cultures. Moreover, the authors included the “responsibility” 

dimension within the model, in an attempt to encompass the increasing importance of 

sustainability among consumers and the brands’ corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

activities. However, Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf’s (2009) research does not test in any way 
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how a brand’s CSR activities relate to the “responsibility” dimension, thus, the model cannot 

be considered suitable to be applied in sustainability contexts.  

Despite that, Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf’s (2009) brand personality scale can be considered 

one of the most relevant models available for uses in cross-cultural contexts, especially in 

European countries, since the model’s cross-cultural validity was determined using mainly 

European respondents.  

2.2. Sustainability Marketing 

Businesses use marketing to influence consumers’ attitudes and perceptions, with the ultimate 

goal of selling more products (Sun, Kim & Kim, 2014). As such, marketing activities are 

essential in helping customers understand the products and intentions that a company has. 

However, over time, the focus of marketing has shifted from the simple “how to sell stuff” 

towards meeting customers’ needs and creating relationships.  

Over the past two decades, the global community has faced many obstacles such as, 

overpopulation, increased energy demands, the impacts of climate change, and loss of bio-

diversity due to pollution. These challenges have given rise to the concept of sustainable 

development (Williams, 2012). Although this concept is typically understood intuitively, 

researchers found it difficult to operationalize and define it concretely. However, it is 

universally accepted that the idea of sustainable development focuses on the developments that 

cater to the needs of the present generations, without compromising the needs of the future 

generations (WCED, 1987). Furthermore, is it widely accepted that corporate sustainability is 

classified via the concept of the three-bottom line: (1) corporate financial responsibility, (2) 

corporate social responsibility and (3) corporate environmental responsibility (Fuller, 1999; 

Williams, 2012; Russo, 2008).  

The sustainable marketing concept has been developed as a consequence of the emergence of 

corporate sustainability. Its aim is to help businesses communicate and connect to consumers 

by fostering both cleaner production and sustainable consumption. As a result, sustainable 

marketing falls under the same classification (in terms of social, environmental, and economic), 

and is defined by Fuller (1999, p. 4) as “the process of planning, implementing and controlling 

the development, pricing, promotion, and distribution of products in a manner that satisfies the 

following three criteria: (1) customer needs are met, (2) organizational goals are attained, and 

(3) the process is compatible with ecosystems”. This implies that marketing has evolved from 
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just meeting customers’ needs to making an impact beyond the individual consumer, thus 

focusing on doing greater good by addressing problems related to ecosystems. This evolution 

is captured by Belz & Ken (2012, p. 17), as seen in Appendix 1, and it can be observed that 

sustainable marketing has a very broad scope, by catering societal/planet’s needs, and a 

relationship-based focus. Nevertheless, for the purpose of this study, only the environmental 

dimension of sustainability will be examined, thus focusing on environmental sustainability 

marketing.  

The environmental dimension of sustainability embraces the ecosystem’s wellbeing. This is 

defined by to Prescott-Allen (2001, p. 7) as a “condition in which the ecosystem maintains 

diversity and quality, its capacity to support all life, and its potential to adapt to change to 

provide future options”. Businesses support this condition by reducing the consumption of 

natural resources, waste generation, pollution, or other contaminants of air, water, or land. 

Furthermore, by reducing their environmental impact companies need to optimize their 

resource usage, a process which is linked with several benefits such as prevention of fines, 

decreased risk of compensation to other parties due to environmental hazards, and maintenance 

of reputation (Sun, Kim & Kim, 2014). Furthermore, consumers pay increasing attention to 

companies’ sustainable activities and perceive these actions as a driver that can have positive 

effects on purchase intentions and strengthen corporate reputation (Sun, Kim & Kim, 2014; 

Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017). As a result, companies that communicate environmental 

sustainability marketing elements to consumers could influence their brand image positively. 

2.2.1. Environmental Sustainability Marketing 

The concept of environmental sustainability marketing is subject to a variety of definitions and 

is used interchangeably with other similar terms such as “green marketing”, “ecological 

marketing”, “eco-marketing”, “sustainable marketing” or “enviropreneurial marketing” 

(Rettie, Burchell & Riley, 2012; Fuller, 1999, Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017). This can be an 

indicator of the concept’s evolution over time, however, because the terms are so tightly 

related, they are to be considered as synonyms in this paper. Furthermore, the plethora of 

definitions available for the concept try to explain it in extensive detail, however, a breakdown 

of the literature on this topic done by Dangelico & Vocalelli (2017) reveals that majority 

express the same idea using similar terms. The American Marketing Association simple and 

clear definition fits the scope of this paper, by defining green marketing as “the development 

and marketing of products that are presumed to be environmentally safe (i.e., designed to 
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minimize negative effects on the physical environment or to improve its quality)” (AMA, 

2020). 

Green marketing’s evolution has been documented by Dangelico & Vocalelli (2017) and the 

authors identified three distinct ages of green marketing. The First Age is considered to be the 

“Ecological” Green Marketing, which is associated with traditional methods of advertising 

through use of promotions in which certain environmental problems are specified. In this era, 

green marketing has a narrow scope as it addresses very specific environmental problems. It is 

considered to be a subcategory of the traditional marketing and is sparingly adopted by 

companies as it is thought to have an insignificant impact on consumers.  

The Second Age is entitled “Environmental” Green Marketing. This era is characterized by 

consumers becoming increasingly aware of global environmental problems, such as climate 

change, and by companies’ realization that tackling environmental issues may also lead to 

competitive advantage. A move towards “clean technology” was seen among companies, and 

an increase in awareness towards broader global problems, such as loss of biodiversity and 

poverty (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017). As a result, green marketing’s scope extended beyond 

consumers’ needs and company goals, to satisfy the ecosystem sustainability.  

The Third Age is called “Sustainable” Green Marketing. It encompasses the marketers’ pursuit 

to create a sustainable economy by meeting the full environmental costs of both consumption 

and production. This entails “moving from product ownership to product use, from products to 

services, from linear to closed-loop supply chains, from global distribution chains to re-

localization of supply systems” (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017, p. 1267). This stage is currently 

under process, as industries around the world are trying to adopt these changes under increasing 

pressure.  

Despite the fact that green marketing incorporates all the activities of a company and can have 

a significant impact on the natural environment, many companies misinterpret this concept as 

a way to promote green features of their products or communicate to consumers that the 

company is green in some way or another (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017). This phenomenon in 

which companies aim at utilizing the benefits of green marketing in an unjustified manner, is 

called “greenwash” (Rettie, Burchell & Riley, 2012; Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017). The term 

was cleverly chosen to represent manipulation of belief, similar to the well-known term 

“brainwashing”. According to Dangelico & Vocalelli (2017), greenwashing is achieved by 



Page 21 of 82 
 

employing several techniques, such as misleading with words or visuals/graphics, through 

vagueness in claims, exaggeration or failing to provide helpful information. This superficial or 

insincere concern shown through marketing activities towards the environment by companies, 

led to consumer skepticism, which increasingly sees green products as more expensive and less 

effective (Rettie, Burchell & Riley, 2012). However, as consumers become increasingly aware 

of the greenwashing phenomenon, companies’ communications efforts need to not only be 

consistent but also credible (Belz & Ken, 2012), as it could potentially affect corporate 

reputation in the long term, as well as brand image. 

The green consumer segments needed to be identified by businesses to efficiently target green 

consumers and communicate their environmental efforts. In doing so, businesses were able to 

optimize their position within the consumer marketplace. As a result, scholars began analyzing 

attitudes and behaviors towards environmental issues, describing the green consumer market 

more comprehensively, based on criteria such as socio-demographics, psychographic or 

behavioral (Awad, 2011; Finisterra do Paço, Barata Raposo & Filho, 2009; Park & Lee, 2014). 

However, for the purpose of this study, only the ‘age’ variable will be explored in the context 

of environmental sustainability. 

2.3. The Generational Cohort Theory 
The Generational Cohort Theory represents a field anchored in sociology which analyses 

groupings of individuals that are born in the same period of time, who experienced the same 

historical, social, cultural, political, and economic events during their formative years 

(Mannheim, 1952; Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017). Every generation typically 

represents a period spanned between 17 to 23 years, and it is argued that individuals from a 

specific generation share common views, values, and behavior as a result of the events that 

they experienced when they were young, producing a shared generational consciousness 

(Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017). Consequently, by being comprised of individuals 

sharing similar beliefs and customs, generational cohorts have access to collective resources 

and can maintain their own cultural identity (Soares, Zhang, Proenca & Kandampully, 2017; 

Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017).  

Research shows that there are significant differences between generations when it comes to 

average level of status consumption, without influence from other demographic variables such 

as gender, income, or education (Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017). As a result, 

companies started focusing on marketing products and services to specific generations, a 
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phenomenon known as “generational marketing”. This type of marketing is believed to be 

much more efficient compared to a simple age-based segmentation, because generational 

cohorts “are liable to provide more in-depth profiles of segments and understanding of their 

buying decisions” (Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017, p. 181).  

The cross-generational literature mainly focuses on three distinct cohorts: The Baby Boomer 

Generation, Generation X, and Generation Y (Gardiner, Grace & King, 2013; Wuest, Welkey, 

Mogab & Nicols, 2008). Literature on Generation Z is rather scarce because this generation 

had only just become of age. Consequently, this particular cohort was not popular among 

researchers until now, as only since they became productive members of society their 

attractiveness for research grew (Su, Tsai, Chen & Lv, 2019).  

Despite the fact that the Generational Cohort Theory is well-established, scholars fail to agree 

on the boundaries of the generations, with only Generation Z being clearly defined, as 

comprised of individuals born 1995 and later. Consequently, a distinct overlap can be observed 

between researchers when it comes to describing the years in which individuals from a 

particular generation are born. For example, Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane (2017) argues 

that generation Y includes individuals born between 1981 and 1995, whilst Gardine, Grace & 

King (2013) contradicts this by considering that the individuals in this generation are born 

between 1977 and 1994. Although this criterion appears debatable, it can be argued that the 

age overlap in these descriptions is insignificant. Consequently, this study will consider the 

generations’ year span as presented by Gardiner et al. (2013).  

2.3.1. The Baby Boomer Generation 

The 1960s and ‘70s saw the birth of the Baby Boomer generation. They grew up within the 

stereotypical family unit and were surrounded by traditional cultural values. (Gardiner et al., 

2013; Wuest et al., 2008). Boomers appreciate honesty and transparency, both in people and 

brands (Gardiner et al., 2013), and focus on products and services that can make their lives 

easier and more convenient, considering that they are at the point where they are transitioning 

from the job market to retirement (Wuest et al., 2008). 

Despite the fact that this generation displays high levels of social concern and positive attitudes 

towards recycling, it does not become particularly involved in addressing issues regarding the 

environment (Wright, Caserta and Lund, 2003, p. 167). In fact, Finisterra do Paço, Barata 

Raposo & Filho’s (2009) findings indicate that they have very negative positions in relation to 
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environmental issues. They possess little knowledge regarding these issues and can be highly 

skeptical of any advertising claims that businesses make. Environmental issues are not a 

concern for this generation, as they believe that their actions cannot improve the environment. 

However, these findings can be questioned in regard to their generalizability, considering that 

the sample representative of this generation mostly comprised of individuals with lower 

educational levels and a low monthly income of up to $1000. Thus, the sample can be 

considered rather limited in these aspects. Nevertheless, Awad’s (2011) study is in keeping 

with previous findings, although describing this generation as environmentally knowledgeable, 

this knowledge is not translated into their purchase behavior. Additionally, they are thought to 

be reluctant to spend money on eco-friendly products due to lower income levels, strengthened 

by the belief that the government is solely responsible of monitoring markets and solving 

problems (Awad, 2011).  

Contrary to Finisterra do Paço, Barata Raposo & Filho’s (2009) sample, Chaney et al. (2017) 

describes this generation as having very high disposable income, making them very attractive 

for marketers. Authors further argue that advertising can be efficient if themes such as vitality, 

action and family are used, as well as relatively young characters. This can be linked to Baby 

Boomers’ upbringings, with traditional cultural backgrounds and family values. 

2.3.2. Generation X 

Individuals belonging to Generation X were born between 1965 and 1979, and grew up in a 

period of many social changes, with high divorce rates, and with more women in the workforce. 

(Gardiner et al., 2013). Their formative years were marked by threating events such as nuclear 

war, economic crises, and the prospect of high unemployment (Chaney et al., 2017). This 

background labeled them as the ‘fear generation’, which shaped them to be generally skeptical 

and pessimistic, but with overall more ambition and drive compared to prior generations 

(Gardiner et al., 2013). According to Chaney et al. (2017), this generation’s skepticism is so 

powerful that marketing is very ineffective, as consumers are much harder to persuade and 

influence. Despite that, these consumers are also considered to be heavy spenders, especially 

on housing, entertainment, clothing, and outdoor dining. As such, they have a reputation of 

being very market savvy, but they also demand honesty, quality, and transparency in brands 

(Wuest et al., 2008). Bathmanathan & Rajadura (2017) argue that they are difficult to reach 

compared to younger generations due to the late development in technology throughout their 
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lives. However, Wuest et al. (2008) considers them to be heavy internet users, and cautious 

shoppers that lack brand loyalty.  

Generation X is particularly concerned about quality of life and economic stability, displaying 

some degree of interest in environmental issues (Severo, de Guimarães, Pinto Brito 

Dellarmerlin, 2018). Finisterra do Paço et al.’s (2009) findings denote that individuals with an 

age between 45 and 54 years old, display favorable attitudes towards environmental aspects 

such as recycling, environmentally friendly buying behavior, or resource saving. However, 

these findings might not be conclusive for generation X, as the sample described as such by 

the authors is also comprised of individuals whose ages ranges from 25 and 34 years old, and 

is generally described as having the highest educational levels, qualified jobs, and earning high 

incomes.  

2.3.3. Generation Y – the Millennials 

Generation Y, also known as ‘N-gen’, ‘Echo Boom’, or ‘Millennials’, includes individuals 

which were born between 1980 and 1994 (Gardiner et al., 2013; Chaney et al., 2017). This 

generation experienced their formation between the ‘90s and the ’00s, a period in which 

technology developed at a rapid pace. This early exposure to technology had significant 

psychological, social and cognitive consequences, that can be seen in their behavior (Chaney 

et al., 2017). Growing up surrounded by computers, they are generally described as media savy 

with exposure to a diverse range of brands since birth. As they are connected 24/7 on multiple 

devices, their communication is shaped by social media and new technologies. Consequently, 

they are not afraid to question the established authority, a feature which makes the traditional 

hierarchical structures ineffective (Chaney et al., 2017). Moreover, according to Wuest et al. 

(2008), this generation has a powerful aggregate spending, making it the most consumption-

oriented generation. They are prone to share their opinions about companies publicly and often 

demand equal-to-equal exchanges when interacting with them, a characteristic which puts 

pressure on the retail services to meet their needs and expectations (Chaney et al., 2017; Wuest 

et al., 2008). They demand the latest trends and perceive consumption as a means of 

communication and self-expression (Zeki, Çımrin & Dogan, 2017). In addition, generation Y 

is considered to be brand loyal, as consumers often associate brand name with a certain quality 

and recognition by peers (Wuest et al., 2008). 

It is believed that their formative years shaped Millennials to be environmentally and socially 

aware (Gardiner et al., 2013). In fact, Hill & Lee (2012) describes this generation as one of the 



Page 25 of 82 
 

most socially, environmentally, and economically conscious of all other generations, trusting 

brands they perceive as authentic, green and often invest in sustainable causes. Because they 

are knowledgeable about the environmental impacts that their purchases have, they make their 

purchase decisions rather carefully, often leaning towards sustainable consumption (Severo et 

al., 2018). Literature on green consumers often agrees that Millennials display high 

commitment towards the environment. Awad (2011) argues that these individuals believe “that 

the purpose of life is to live a life of virtue in agreement with nature.” (p. 67). The authors’ 

study indicates that this generation’s purchase behavior and product choices demonstrate high 

levels of social responsibility and focus towards preserving the environment and its natural 

resources. These findings are also in accordance with those of Finisterra do Paço et al. (2009), 

who named individuals between 25 and 34 years old as “the green activists” (p. 23).   

However, Hume (2010) noticed some contradicting patterns in Millennials, as his study 

concluded that their expressed values do not seem to align with their actual sustainability 

efforts in terms of purchase behavior. The author argues that despite being one of the most 

educated and environmentally aware, generation Y expects organizations to take the lead and 

encourage sustainable practices.  

2.3.4. Generation Z – Zoomers 

Lastly, generation Z, also named as ‘Gen Next’, ‘Gen I’, ‘Echo Bust’, or ‘Zoomers’, is 

comprised of individuals that were born between 1995 and late ‘00s (Chaney et al, 2017; Cho, 

Bonn & Han, 2018). This generation is immersed in the social media environment, making 

them some of the most connected consumers to date, and very educated due to having access 

to more information than any other generation. Chaney et al. (2017) further describes Zoomers 

as “socially conscious, tech-savvy, particularly innovative and permanently looking for 

change.” (p. 182). It is recognized as the first generation that does not know the world without 

internet. According to Cho et al. (2018), individuals belonging to generation Z display a higher 

degree of confidence compared to their predecessors and is also known as the ‘Pluralist 

Generation’ being the group with the greatest ethnic and religious diversity. 

According to Su, Tsai, Chen & Lv (2019), generation Z has been introduced early to healthy 

lifestyles, which made individuals belonging to this group very knowledgeable with regards to 

sustainability. The authors further describe them as being more concerned about environmental 

issues compared to other generations, as they display healthy consumption habits and a general 

desire for a higher quality of life. Additionally, they are more inclined to pay a premium for 
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products and services that they perceive to be healthier, compared to all the previous 

generations (Su, Tsai, Chen & Lv, 2019). However, as Generation Z is coming of age, it is only 

just becoming increasingly relevant and popular among researchers (Su, Tsai, Chen & Lv, 

2019). Therefore, literature on this generations’ attitudes towards environmental issues and 

buying behavior in this context is rather scarce. Awad’s (2011) study sees young consumers as 

having predominantly positive attitudes towards environment, describing them as resource 

saving and highly willing to pay premiums overcome environmental issues. On the other hand, 

Finisterra do Paço et al.’s (2009) findings agrees that young people, aged between 18 and 34, 

are knowledgeable about environmental issues, but argues that they display negative attitudes 

towards environmental aspects such as recycling, resource saving or willingness to pay 

premiums to preserve the environment. However, it can be argued that the authors’ sample is 

too large to represent generation Z, since the older individuals belonging to this generation are 

at most 25 years old. Furthermore, certain questions can be raised in regard to the relevance of 

their study in relation to young consumers, as it is now more than a decade old which could 

invoke a misrepresentation of young individuals today.  

2.4. Hypothesis Development 
This sub-section presents a number of hypotheses that were developed based on the theories 

and findings elaborated above.  

The Impact of Environmental Sustainability Marketing  

As consumers become increasingly aware of the destructive effects that climate change has on 

the planet, stakeholders demand businesses to reduce their negative footprint. Thus, to avoid 

reputational damage and please stakeholders, companies began addressing environmental 

concerns by employing the triple bottom line concept (Fuller, 1999; Williams, 2012; Russo, 

2008). As a result, green marketing activities became adopted by many brands to communicate 

progress in the context of sustainability, and ultimately influence consumers’ attitudes and 

perceptions, with a desirable effect (Sun et al., 2014). Consumers have shown that they are 

susceptible to altering their perceptions of brands, if brands portray themselves as 

environmentally friendly ustilising sustainability marketing.  However, the emergence of 

greenwashing, misleading marketing which is used to promote certain “sustainable” products 

or corporate “achievements” (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017), can leave consumers vulnerable 

to the ploys of marketing that these companies make use of.  
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Considering these arguments, it is expected that the consumers will be impacted by green 

marketing, changing their perceptions of brand image. Thus, it is hypothesized that:   

H1: Environmental sustainability marketing will affect consumers’ overall perceptions 

towards brand image.   

Green Marketing Filtered Through Generations 

The literature on Generational Cohort Theory shows that generational cohorts are groups of 

individuals with their own cultural identity (Soares et al., 2017; Chaney et al., 2017). 

Individuals from each cohort have had their attitudes, believes and behaviors formed as a result 

of the historical, social, cultural, political, and economic events that they experienced in their 

teenage years (Mannheim, 1952). It was observed from the literature review that this is 

especially true in the context of sustainability. Certain generational cohorts are believed to be 

especially concerned over climate issues and seek to address them in one way or another, whilst 

other cohorts, show little interest with regards to this issue. Therefore, this paper assumes that 

green marketing will only affect a particular generation if that generation is known to have 

positive attitudes towards sustainability and tackling environmental problems. 

Generation Z is thought to be more concerned about environmental problems than any other 

generation. (Su et al., 2019, p.2). They display this through sustainable living, paying premiums 

for eco-friendly products, and supporting companies that tackle climate change (Su et al., 

2019). Therefore, because generation Z appreciates proactive, sustainable brands, it can be 

assumed that green marketing will have a strong impact on individuals belonging to this group. 

Hence, the subsequent hypothesis can be formed: 

H2: Environmental sustainability marketing will have the strongest impact on brand image in 

individuals belonging to Generation Z. 

On the other hand, The Baby Boomer Generation, unlike other generational cohorts, are not 

particularly concerned about climate change (Wright et al., 2003). Despite being inclined to 

recycle on a regular basis, the individuals from this cohort are described as having negative 

attitudes towards environmental issues (Wright et al., 2003; Finisterra do Paço et al., 2009). 

Moreover, these attitudes are evident in their buying behavior, as they are reluctant to spend 

money on green products (Awad, 2011). Therefore, among the four cohorts being analyzed, 

baby boomers are seen to be the least green generation, which leads to forming the following 

hypothesis: 
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H3: Environmental sustainability marketing will have the weakest impact on brand image in 

Baby Boomers. 

3. Research Gap and Significance 

3.1. Research Gap 

Environmental sustainability activities and their influence on consumers perceptions towards 

a brand is well documented in the literature (Clarkson, 1995; Brown and Dacin, 1997; Sen et 

al., 2006; Mejri and De Wolf, 2012). Furthermore, the concept of generation-sensitive 

consumer behavior has long been established through the examination of consumers’ 

behaviour, especially in regard to their influence on choosing brands and products (Moore, 

Wilkie and Lutz, 2002; Mandrik, Fern and Bao, 2005).  

Despite this, there is a significant lack of attention towards the influence that environmental 

marketing activities have on brand image, across generational cohorts, essentially combining 

these concepts together. Following a thorough literature search, the only study to reveal itself 

as investigating the relationship between the abovementioned three concepts, was made by Wu 

& Wang (2014). Their research identified significant differences in attitudes towards brand 

image between generation X and generation Y, when exposed to environmental corporate 

social responsibility activities. The findings show that generation X value greatly 

environmental corporate social responsibility (CSR), as it has a substantial impact in their 

perceptions towards experiential brand image. However, this study takes the concept of 

environmental sustainability as part of a bigger construct, namely CSR, alongside four other 

dimensions. They, in turn, influence brand image, which is split into three different dimensions, 

which successively influence other concepts (see Appendix 2). As presented, the study design 

links a large variety of sub-dimensions and constructs in an attempt to determine the 

relationship between them. It can be argued that this design lacks clear objectives and focus. 

Furthermore, Wu and Wang (2014) chose to examine only two generational groups, generation 

X and generation Y, omitting generation Z “Millennials” and “Baby Boomers”, two of the most 

distinct generational groups in terms of consumer behavior and attitudes towards 

environmental sustainability.  
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With knowledge of the aforementioned, a research gap has been identified. This research will 

expand from the findings in the literature review in an attempt answer the following research 

question: 

How does the effect of environmental sustainability marketing on brand image vary across 
different generations? 

To help answering the abovementioned research question, the following sub-questions will 

be addressed: 

I. What framework can be used to measure brand image? 

II. How does environmental sustainability marketing affect consumers’ perceptions? 

3.2. Research Significance 
The topic proposed in this paper can have certain implications for brand communication and 

brand image research. By uncovering how various generations perceive brand image after 

exposure to green marketing, brands can focus on purpose-driven marketing, by adding 

meaning in consumption. For certain generations, the environmental issues that the planet is 

facing are of great importance. This is an opportunity for companies to create meaningful 

products and brands that win the “share-of-hearts” of customers, in other words, make them 

feel like they are serving a higher purpose in life. This could mean encouraging consumption 

of environmentally friendly products whilst educating consumers about the ethical and moral 

dilemmas involved when making purchase decisions. In doing so, brands can position 

themselves as a blend of a functional and emotional entity that can be perceived as trustworthy 

by its consumers. Displaying such characteristics allows companies to represent interests that 

go beyond the brand itself, which can bring additional symbolic value, e.g. reputation and brand 

image. Grubor & Milovanov (2017) consider this to be a “core strategic resource and most 

powerful invaluable asset” (p.80).  

Additionally, this paper places emphasis on the compassionate characteristics of brand 

personality. In recent years, consumer interest in environmentally friendly alternatives has 

risen, therefore, a brand’s sustainable attributes have become an important criterion for 

valuation of brands (Grubor & Milovanov, 2017). Because of that, linking brand image with 

sustainability concerns can be an important differentiating factor in an industry. Therefore, it 

is imperative for brands to know which characteristics can be associated with a brand in the 

context of sustainability practice, and how consumers rate these characteristics after exposure 

to green marketing.  
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4. Research Aim and Objectives 
This research is based on the motivation to put forward an analysis of the consumers’ sensitivity 

towards green marketing. As consumers increasingly demand responsibility and sustainable 

practices from businesses, brands need to be able to communicate their achievements more 

efficiently, to differentiate themselves from brands that are uninterested in pursuing this 

agenda. This paper aims to add to the academic field of brand communication by adapting a 

brand personality framework to effectively measure consumers’ perceptions of brand image 

after exposure towards environmental sustainability marketing. This research shall be 

conducted with a specific focus on the differences between generational cohorts, and will use 

academic literature and surveys to achieve this aim.  

The objectives of this paper are the following: 

• Identify the relationship between brands, green marketing and generational cohorts, by 

studying the current literature on these concepts  

• Design a Brand Personality Scale (BPS) capable of measuring brand image in the 

context of green marketing  

• Apply the BPS through surveys conducted with consumers that have been previously 

exposed to green marketing, to identify generational differences in terms of perceptions 

of brand image 

• Analyse and present the results of the survey 

• Discuss the implications of the results and draw practical insights.  
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CHAPTER III – METHODOLOGY 
5. Theoretical framework 
This section will introduce the Updated Brand Personality framework, together with the 

choice of theories used to adapt the model, and the motivation behind. The framework will 

measure brand image to help answer the research question.  

5.1. The Brand Personality Scale  
Measuring brand image using a brand personality scale (BPS) is achieved by adapting an 

existing list of brand associations, and by measuring the strength of these associations 

(Chandon, 2003). Aaker (1997) first initiated the use of a scale to measure a set of relevant 

associations, known as the Big Five model (see Appendix 3), and it became one of the most 

popular frameworks in brand personality research. However, as previously mentioned in 

chapter two, the framework was criticized for its lack of cross-cultural stability, as well as its 

failure to represent brand associations in the context of sustainability (Madrigal and Boush, 

2008; Kumar, 2018; Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf, 2009; Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003). 

However, for this study it is important that the framework fulfills these objectives as the 

primary focus relates to sustainability and the data will be gathered without the consideration 

of a specific culture. Furthermore, it can be argued that Aaker’s model is outdated as it 

originates in 1997, with both the academic and business landscape greatly changing since then. 

CSR and sustainable behavior have seen tremendous growth in the field of business and 

economics, and among consumers (Bathmanathan & Rajadurai, 2017).  

 

Nevertheless, after an extensive literature search, no framework that was discovered fulfilled 

the requirements for this study. Many brand personality frameworks have been adapted in 

numerous ways in order to address various contexts, but fail to represent cross-cultural validity 

and sustainability. For this reason, a brand personality framework had to be adapted to fit the 

purpose of this paper. 

 

The study carried out by Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf (2009) will be used as the basis for the 

new model. Their research addressed the criticism of Aaker’s Big Five model in regard to its 

cross-cultural validity and suggested a BPS with five key facets (or dimensions). Each facet is 

measured using two or three adjectives (or items), for a total of twelve adjectives (see Figure 

1). The model was tested using a G theory analysis to determine whether the framework 



Page 32 of 82 
 

contains a sufficient number of items, and if is cross-culturally relevant. Geuens, Weijters & 

De Wulf (2009) concluded that “(1) that the items represent the brand personality factors well; 

(2) that the scales can be meaningfully used to differentiate the way individual consumers view 

a brand's personality; and (3) that the items are cross-culturally equivalent.” (p. 106). This 

shows that the BPS proposed by them can be a practical instrument for research in branding, 

to assess brands’ personalities in any cultural context.  

 
Figure 1 - Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf (2009, p. 103): The new brand personality measure 

 

However, Geuens, Weijters & De Wulf’s (2009) model does not integrate values representative 

of the brands’ CSR activities, needed to achieve the aim of this study. For this reason, their 

model will be adapted by incorporating a set of extra dimensions that entail values revolving 

around the context of sustainability. This will be achieved with support from Acharya & 

Gupta’s (2016) research, whose findings indicate that the dimensions of Sincerity and 

Excitement from Aaker’s (1997) Big Five model are valid and reliable in the context of 

sustainability. Moreover, the authors found an additional two dimensions, Security and 

Compassion, that can be applied to green consumers. These two new dimensions are further 

divided into sub-adjectives, with Confidence and Protection representing Security, whilst 

Concern and Humanity are divisions of Compassion (Acharya & Gupta’s, 2016, p.1539). Since 

the four dimensions presented by the authors are considered to be highly relevant in the context 

of sustainability, they will be added to the base model, to form the Updated Brand Personality 

framework. The resulting framework comprises of nine key facets, which encompass 25 

distinct sub-adjectives. A graphical representation of the model is displayed in Figure 2 below. 

 

However, Acharya & Gupta’s (2016) findings are based on semi-structured interviews and 

group discussions with consumers that value environmental sustainability efforts. Therefore, 

their research is based solely on qualitative data and does not determine whether the newly 

identified dimensions meet the internal validity and reliability standards. For this reason, it was 



Page 33 of 82 
 

imperative that the two previously mentioned dimensions were modified. Firstly, the Security 

dimension was renamed to become Assuring, and the additional sub-adjective, Reassuring was 

added. Secondly, the sub-adjective, Selfless was added to the Compassion dimension. These 

adjectives are derived from the big five personality traits in psychology, specifically from 

Agreeableness, which is tightly related to altruism, sympathy, and assurance – and 

Conscientiousness, which is connected to care, selflessness, and consciousness (Rothmann & 

Coetzer, 2003). It was necessary to include the addition of these sub-adjectives to test the 

strength of the two dimensions, Assuring and Compassion. By adding a third sub-adjective to 

them, the tests for internal validity and reliability are expected to yield better results. The 

findings are presented in the Quality Assessment section of this chapter.  

 

 

Figure 2 - Updated Brand Personality Framework 

 

Nevertheless, only the two previously mentioned dimensions are tested for quality in this study, 

as the Updated Brand Personality framework is constructed based on frameworks from peer-

reviewed literature, that have previously tested the other dimensions. Excitement and Sincerity 

found in Acharya & Gupta’s (2016) study, have been extracted from Aaker’s’ (1997) research 

and are known to have high reliability and, yield good validity results. Similarly, Geuens, 

Weijters & De Wulf’s (2009) model showed highly satisfactory results in the quality 

assessments.  

5.2. Overlapping Theories  

This research will investigate the influence that environmental sustainability marketing has 

over brand image across different generational cohorts. As it can be seen in Figure 3, the 

theories used in this research are interconnected. Firstly, the environmental sustainability 

marketing aspect is solely controlled by brands, thus is taken as an independent variable. The 
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brands employ their mixed marketing strategies with the aim to create the desired perceptions 

of brand image in consumers’ minds.  

However, green marketing is assumed to be screened differently as it impacts each generational 

group. This is because each generation perceives environmental sustainability efforts according 

to their specific beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors acquired during their formative years (Soares, 

Zhang, Proenca & Kandampully, 2017; Chaney, Touzani & Ben Slimane, 2017). Therefore, 

the Generational Cohort Theory, represented in this study by the four generational cohorts (the 

Baby Boomer Generation, Gen. X, Gen. Y, Gen Z), is taken as an intermediary moderator 

variable. 

Brand image is the resulting effect from the interaction between green marketing and the four 

generations. Represented by the Updated Brand Personality Framework, and measured using 

the 25 items found under the nine key facets, brand image is influenced by the ability of green 

marketing to affect consumers’ perceptions and attitudes.  For this reason, the concept is taken 

as a dependent variable.  

 
Figure 3 – Overlapping Theories 
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6. The research Onion 
To effectively demonstrate the methodological choices of this paper, an adaption of the 

Research Onion Model from Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill (2016, p. 124) will be used (See 

Figure 4). 

 

 
 

Figure 4 – Methodological Choices. Based on the Research Onion Model from Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, Research methods for business students (2016, p. 124) 

 

6.1. Research Philosophy 

The ‘Research Onion’ model begins with the research philosophy. Depending on the type of 

research philosophy chosen, it is possible to develop a systematic and methodological approach 

to studying the information acquired. The researcher’s perception of reality, in terms of 

ontology, epistemology and axiology, ultimately determines the choice of research philosophy. 

Therefore, from an ontological perspective, the researcher must ask itself “what is the nature 

of reality?”, from an epistemological perspective it needs to answer, “how can we know what 

we know?”, and lastly, axiology refers to the role of values and ethics, posing the question 

“what is the role of values in research?” (Saunders, et al., 2016).   

The answers to the aforementioned questions give rise to the discovery of the appropriate 

research philosophy for this study. Firstly, the researcher finds the nature of reality to be real, 
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external and, independent. Secondly, the knowledge is understood by observable and 

measurable facts. Lastly, the values of this study are driven by the researcher’s ability to 

maintain an objective stance, where one is detached, neutral and, independent of what is 

researched. The answers given by the researcher to the three types of research assumptions, 

ontology, epistemology and, axiology, describe a typical positivism philosophy.    

The positivism philosophy allows the researcher to put an emphasis on empiricism, by creating 

knowledge based on observations and through testing of theories. This philosophy gives the 

researcher the freedom to use existing theories to develop and test new hypotheses, a process 

which in turn leads to further theory development to add to the academic field. Additionally, it 

enables the researcher to undertake research in a value-free way, where it is completely 

detached from the process of data collection, and thus, avoids influencing the findings and 

reduces the risk of bias (Saunders et al., 2016).  

The next layer of the Research Onion Model refers to the approach to theory development. In 

developing this research paper, a deductive approach has been used for theory development, as 

it is supported by the previously chosen positivist research philosophy. The deductive approach 

focuses on applying theories to data, as it seeks to explain causal relationships between 

concepts and variables. Therefore, throughout this study, the subsequent steps are used to build 

the research process (see Figure 5 below).  

Figure 5 – Stages of Deductive Approach 

 

The process begins with deducing a hypothesis from theory which is subsequently followed by 

testing it with the application of relevant quantitative methods. Following testing, the outcome 

is examined which leads to either the hypothesis being confirmed or refuted (Saunders, Lewis, 

& Thornhill, 2016, p.146). Nevertheless, the deductive approach has been criticized for lacking 

clarity, as people tend to endorse invalid inferences. This is a phenomenon which became 

known as the belief-bias effect. It states that “people will abandon their assessment of logical 

validity when an expedient answer is readily available” (Krawczyk, 2017, p. 204). However, 

this weakness of deductive reasoning has been addressed by using the positivism research 
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philosophy. Throughout the process of information and data gathering for this study, the 

researcher has maintained an objective stance. Moreover, to avoid possible belief-bias effect 

in the collection of quantitative data, participants in the survey have not been informed that this 

study is done in the context of sustainability. Consequently, their task was done without 

forming prior misconceptions, ensuring a high level of reliability for the data.  

6.2. Methodological choice 

The third layer of the “Research Onion” model refers to the choice of methodology. This 

research can be characterized as a mono-method quantitative study. Quantitative research is 

the primary method utilized to match the appropriate theories. Although a mixed methods 

research, using both quantitative and qualitative methods, is generally believed to yield a better 

understanding of the uncovered relevant themes, this study seeks to offer reliable, repeatable 

and consistent results under randomized conditions. Furthermore, having a mono-method 

quantitative approach allows for a rapid data collection that can be done remotely, and the 

possibility of generalization of the findings, minus the potential bias that comes with qualitative 

research, as it is known be subjective to research influence, in comparison to the objective 

information attained from quantitative data (Saunders et al., 2016).  

6.3. Research Strategy and time horizon 
The next layer of the “Research Onion” refers to the strategies used to collect the data needed. 

In this study, a mixed method is employed, as the collection of primary data is done through 

use of surveys with support of real-life brand.  

Time horizon represents the fifth layer of the “Research Onion”. To fit the limitations of this 

study, a cross-sectional approach will be used, as it is of a shorter time-horizon. This implies 

studying the occurrence of a phenomenon at a particular point in time (Saunders et al., 2016).  

6.4. Data Gathering 
The process of gathering primary and secondary data has been carefully evaluated to ensure 

that the research arguments are supported with high quality sources throughout this study.  

6.4.1. Primary Data - Surveys 

Surveys are one of the most common methods adopted in quantitative research, because of 

their convenience and predisposition to generalizing outcomes (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 

2016). As such, a survey was developed and made available via online social media channels 
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to anyone willing to participate. The aim of the survey was to measure participants’ perceptions 

of a brand, by rating certain attributes. The survey was developed with the knowledge that for 

this study to be conceptually consistent, it was fundamental to only measure relevant factors 

and avoid contamination by collating unnecessary information (MacKenzie, 2003). 

The questionnaire began with an introduction explaining clearly and concisely its purpose, 

what the respondent’s task is, and highlighting that the data will be collected and processed 

anonymously (see Appendix 4), to be in compliance with GDPR. The participants were then 

asked to consider the Carlsberg brand as if it was a person and rate each personality adjective 

on a seven-point Likert scale, 25 in total, as exemplified in Chandon (2003, p. 3). The scale 

ranged from 1 - completely disagree to 7 - completely agree (see Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6 – Question Format 

Th survey continued to ask participants if they were aware of any of Carlsberg’s promotional 

campaigns related to environmental sustainability, having the option to answer with a yes or 

no. This will determine whether the participants have been exposed to Carlsberg’s marketing 

activities prior to filling out the questionnaire, essentially allowing the data to be split into a 

control group (those whose answered with ‘No’) and an experimental group (those who 

answered with ‘Yes’). The question was asked after the evaluation of brand personality 

adjectives, in order to avoid any possible bias. In addition, respondents were asked to 

approximate how often they buy sustainably made products, having the option to choose from 

1 - I don’t know, 2 – Sometimes, 3 – About half the time, 4 – Most of the time, up to 5 – 

Always. The aim of this was to explore a possible link between purchase behavior and 

sustainability perceptions of a brand.    

Finally, the questionnaire followed with demographic questions to better describe the sample. 

Information was gathered about gender, age group, employment status and location (regional). 

The questionnaire was aimed towards consumers of beer over the age of 16, both male and 

female, as drinks with alcohol up till 16,5 %, i.e. beer, are legally sold in some European 
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countries, like Denmark, to consumers aged 16 or more. The survey was distributed online, via 

different social media platforms, such as Reddit, Facebook and LinkedIn. On Reddit, the 

survey was posted on several subreddits that were assumed to be familiar with the Carlsberg 

brand or beer products in general, such as r/Denmark, r/beer, r/soccer, r/festivals, and, on 

subreddits created specifically for survey sharing, such as r/samplesize and r/takemysurvey. 

Unfortunately, moderators did not allow for the survey to be active on subreddits other than 

those mentioned. Ultimately, to further expand the variety of respondents across age groups, 

friends and others were encouraged to pass on the questionnaire to their parents. 

Brand Selection – Carlsberg 

To provide a greater understanding of the research topic and bring valuable insights into the 

phenomenon studied in a real-life context, a brand was selected for contextual support for the 

survey. Dubois & Gadde (2002) argue that a phenomenon is best understood when it interacts 

with its context. Thus, this research uses the Carlsberg brand as support, to gain insights into 

how consumers perceive green marketing activities employed by the company and help answer 

the research question.  

Carlsberg S/A will be used due to its apparent fit with the scope of this research study. The 

Carlsberg Group is a global company, established in Denmark, and is one of the leading 

brewery groups in the world today. At the time of writing this paper, the company is operational 

in more than 100 countries worldwide and employs a number of 41.151 people (Carlsberg 

Breweries A/S, 2020). Additionally, the company has a long presence in the beer industry, 

being active now for 172 years, since 1847 ("About the Carlsberg Group", 2020). This legacy 

comes with a certain benefit for this research paper, which is high brand awareness among 

consumers. It can be assumed that a well-established company like Carlsberg is very well-

known in the markets it operates in, as a result of decades of marketing efforts. This argument 

is strengthened by the fact that the company has high market shares in Western Europe, 

especially in Scandinavia, with over 50% market share in countries like Denmark and Norway 

(Statista, 2020). Consequently, it is expected the brand to be known among broad consumer 

demographics, across regions and cultures, thus facilitating the ability of this study to test 

perceptions of marketing activities across generations.  

Moreover, the company displays strong dedication towards sustainable practices. Carlsberg 

has launched a series of commitments to fight climate change, aiming to align their business 

practices in accordance with the Paris Agreement. As such, the company pledged to address 
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seven of UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), by establishing a sustainability 

programme for the business, marketed as “Together Towards ZERO”. The programme presents 

the company’s strategy to move forwards by highlighting four main ambitions it has to fight 

climate change: zero carbon footprint, zero water waste, zero irresponsible drinking and, zero 

accidents culture (Carlsberg Group Sustainability, 2019). As a result, in 2019 Carlsberg 

launched a marketing campaign for the Snap Pack, plastic-free six-packs of beer cans, an effort 

which already reduced the company’s plastic usage by 76%. Moreover, the company is 

currently working on a 100% recyclable wood fiber beer bottle, which is currently being 

researched and expected to be released in the near future (Carlsberg Group Sustainability, 

2019). These environmental sustainability actions have been made public for over two years 

and been promoted to some degree in different markets. As a result, it can be assumed that a 

significant portion of Carlsberg’s consumers are aware of the company’s efforts to tackle 

climate change.  

Considering the abovementioned arguments, the Carlsberg brand presents itself as an ideal 

support brand to determine the degree to which consumers’ perceptions are influenced by 

environmental sustainability marketing, especially since the company’s broad consumer 

demographics allow the opportunity to assess the possible generational differences. 

6.4.2. Secondary Sources 

To ensure the quality and reliability of the paper, and avoid bias, the secondary sources were 

collected from various data bases and other peer-reviewed sources.  

• As result, data has been obtained by accessing online search engines, databases and the 

library, such as Copenhagen Business School (CBS) Libsearch. A range of various 

combinations of search terms have been used, such as sustainability, Carlsberg, beer 

industry, green marketing, generational cohorts, brand personality, etc. in order to find 

relevant peer reviewed articles, journals, statistics, and reports. The research was 

focused on newly published literature to ensure relevance and quality of the study.   

• This study also used materials made available online by the Carlsberg Group, such as 

annual reports, sustainability reports and achievements. This data allowed for more 

comprehensive insights into the company’s efforts to tackle climate change, at an 

operational level.  
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• In addition, information and data has been collected from online newspapers, 

announcements and magazines. Some examples of websites used are Washington Post, 

Vox or Greenbiz. However, these sources are viewed with critical eyes, since not all 

publications are peer-reviewed or reliable. Filtering when using public search engines 

is considered to be of great importance.  

6.5. Ethical Considerations 
Saunders et al. (2016) presented several ethical considerations for researchers to guide 

themselves during the research process, such as objectivity, voluntary participation, right to 

withdraw, informed consent, confidentiality and, anonymity. The objectivity of this study has 

been strengthened through a systematic examination of the literature, honesty and, critical 

thinking in presenting the data throughout the study. The survey used for data collection has 

been made available online, for anyone interested in taking part, thus this form of mutual 

collaboration between the researcher and participants could not be possible without voluntary 

participation. Additionally, the respondents were informed that data will be processed in 

complete anonymity and confidentiality, while the format of the survey allowed them to 

withdraw at any point.  

 

6.6. Quality Assessment 

According to Saunders et al. (2016), the quality criteria in quantitative research includes (1) 

internal validity, (2) content validity, (3) external validity, and (4) reliability. Validity is the 

degree to which a test measures what it is supposed to measure.  

More specifically, internal validity in a questionnaire-based survey is established when a set 

of questions in the questionnaire are shown to be statistically associated, by using an analytical 

factor or outcome (Saunders et al., 2016). Content Validity of a questionnaire refers to the 

extent to which the questions used are clear, concise and provide adequate coverage of the 

research question. This can be determined by using a panel of respondents to assess whether 

the contents of the questionnaire are easily understood and readable. External validity, 

according to Saunders et al. (2016), answers to the question “can a study’s research findings 

be generalized to other relevant settings or groups?” (p.231). This is achieved by selecting an 

appropriate sample from within a population, that accurately represents that specific 

population. The measurement of reliability refers to the consistency between findings from 

data collection and analysis. It is considered the ability of a scale to produce a consistent result 
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if repeated measurements are taken (Yin, 2014). The reliability of a questionnaire can be 

assessed using the Cronbach α and correlation coefficients representative of the questions.  

The survey used in this study, evaluates nine brand personality dimensions, which are formed 

by measuring a total of 25 subdimensions, on a 7-point Likert scale. However, as previously 

mentioned in chapter three, only the two dimensions, Assurance and Compassion will be 

assessed for quality criteria, such as internal validity and reliability.  

6.6.1. Internal Validity 

A factor analysis was performed to determine the internal validity of the dimensions Assurance 

and Compassion, which were used in the questionnaire (see Table 1). To satisfy the standard 

criteria, the extracted factor eigenvalue has to be higher than 1.0, all the factor loadings need 

to be higher the 0.5, and lastly, the cumulative explained variations need to be higher than 0.5 

(Kerlinger 1978; Kaiser, 1958). The results reveal that with eigenvalues of 1.305 for Assurance 

and 1.314 for Compassion, the criteria are met since both values are higher than the minimum 

required value of 1.0 for eigenvalue. In terms of factor loadings, four of the subdimensions had 

strong loadings with values higher than 0.5, Protective (0.605), Reassuring (0.917), Humane 

(0.715), and Selfless (0.828). The remaining two subdimensions, Confident and Concerned, 

yielded a weak factor loading result of 0.313 and 0.341 respectively, thus, they failed Kaiser’s 

(1958) standard requirement value of 0.5 for factor loading. However, by following the advice 

of Field (2013, p. 692) which recommends ignoring factor loadings with an absolute value of 

0.3, none of the items tested in this study has to be discarded. Ximénez (2009) argues that weak 

factor loading results can occur due to small sample sizes (N=100), and that the medium to 

large sample sizes (N=300 and 500 respectively) are indicative of improved factor loadings. 

Therefore, the samples size of N=104 in this study might have played in the weak factor loading 

results of subdimensions Confident and Concerned.  

The cumulative percentage of 43.595 for Assurance and 43.785 for Compassion, fail the 

standard requirements of 0.5 suggested by Kaiser (1958). Tinsley and Tinsley (1987) stated 

that often “less than 50% of the total variance is explained by a factor solution” (p. 421). 

Therefore, it is highly probable that in this case the two weak factor loadings previously 

mentioned, 0.313 for Confident and 0.341 for Concerned, explain the total variance of 43.595. 

Furthermore, Tinsley and Tinsley (1987) fail to provide a required minimum percentage that 

can be considered “acceptable” but argue that an amount of less than 30 to 40% can be 
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considered alarming. Therefore, the cumulative percentage results of 43.595 for Assurance and 

43.785 for Compassion can be considered acceptable.  

In conclusion, the internal validity of two main dimensions used in the questionnaire, 

Assurance and Compassion, proves to be good. 

6.6.2. Content Validity 

The questionnaire was pilot tested prior to its release to assess its content validity. Given that 

the questionnaire was rather short, comprising of 34 questions in total, only 8 subjects were 

chosen for this test. For the feedback to be representative of each generational cohort, the 

respondents were selected based on their age to cover every age group studied in the 

questionnaire. The objective of the test was to determine the questionnaire’s time to complete, 

whether the instructions and questions were clear and the layout attractive. Overall, the 

respondents’ feedback was positive, describing the survey as short, simple and straightforward, 

however, two difficulties were brought to the foreground.  

Firstly, two participants asked for a ‘back’ button to be added. One of them in particular failed 

to understand the task completely, indicating that he was unsure what to answer when asked if 

Carlsberg was responsible, attaching contexts such as ethics, finances, or investments.  Later 

the respondent revealed that he opened the questionnaire initially but completed it at a later 

stage and could not go back to see what the task at hand was. As a consequence, a back button 

was added at every stage of the survey.   

Secondly, another participant indicated that many of the adjectives attributed to Carlsberg in 

the questionnaire seemed similar or complementary, and also, mostly positive. This caused an 

instinctive rush through and lose of focus when completing the survey. Based on this feedback, 

a trap question was later added to the survey which would ensure that all the respondents are 

thoroughly reading each question. The trap question was placed in the second half of the survey 

and was made to look very similar to the other ones, having the last word in ‘bold’ (see Figure 

7 below).  
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Figure 7 – Trap Question 

6.6.3. External validity 

According to Saunders et al. (2016), external validity refers to the extent to which the research 

results of a particular study can be generalized to a greater domain or research field. The sample 

size used in this study can be a factor that may affect the external validity. In support of this, 

Faber & Fonseca (2014, p. 29) argue that “very small samples undermine the internal and 

external validity of a study”.  

The findings in this paper are based on the responses of 104 people. However, since this study 

seeks to analyze cross-generational perceptions, the sample had to be divided by age groups. 

As a result, the Post Xers generational cohort comprised of only 12 participants. Therefore, the 

chances of assuming a false premise as true in this case, can be considered high. Hence, the 

findings related to the Post Xers may not be representative or generalized for that generation.  

6.6.4. Reliability  

To test reliability, this study uses the Cronbach α and correlation coefficients. As shown in 

Table 1, all the tested questions have an item-to-total relational coefficient of 0.6 or more, and 

a Cronbach α value between 0.6 and 0.7 for both dimensions. According to Kerlinger (1978), 

the acceptable value for the item-to-total correlation coefficient is 0.5 or more. Furthermore, 

the internal consistency measured by the Cronbach α is considered acceptable for values above 

0.7 (Nunnally, 1978). The Cronbach α values of 0.611 and 0.641 representative of two 

dimensions used in this study, “Assurance” and “Compassion”, are to be considered 

questionable. However, only values that are less than 0.6 are considered poor or unacceptable 

(Nunnally, 1978). Therefore, the questionnaire’s results for correlation coefficients and 

Cronbach α can be considered acceptable within the standard and demonstrate overall good 

reliability.   
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Table 1 – Analysis of Reliability and Validity 

7. Limitations  
Due to the complex nature of this project, a plethora of limitations have been identified that 

should be addressed in future research.  

For one, there is a limited sample size utilized to gather information to test the hypotheses. In 

particular, the generational cohorts representing individuals aged 40 years old and over, were 

only comprised of 12 respondents in total. The data collection method used, represented by an 

online survey, did not target efficiently respondents with an age of 40+ years old. This was 

expected to some degree, because individuals from the Generation X and Baby Boomer 

generation are not particularly active on social media channels. However, the unique 

circumstances posed by COVID-19 did not allow for physical collection of data, a method 

which could have been much more efficient in attaining respondents from these age groups. 

By working with a small sample, the power of the between-generation tests could have been 

greatly influenced.  

Additionally, the methodology of this paper proposes a mono-method quantitative study. 

Mono-method research can be considered weak in providing comprehensive results, and it only 

allows for theory testing and not theory building. Arguably, a more suitable methodological 

approach for this study could have been the use of a mixed-method approach, by gathering 

qualitative data through interviews with representatives from Carlsberg, and through the use of 

a case study. This would have allowed for the triangulation of data, capable of yielding a more 

comprehensive understanding of the phenomena studied.  

Further, the Updated Brand Personality framework used in this paper to measure brand image, 

plays a central role in this research. The framework is based on Geuens et al.’s (2009) research 
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and adapted with findings from Acharya & Gupta’s (2016) paper. This created the newly 

designed model both cross-culturally stable and relevant in the sustainability context. However, 

extensive research needs to be done in order to determine whether the updated model can be 

generalized and applied in this form. Both Geuens et al. (2009) and Aaker (1997) conducted 

meticulous studies when developing their brand personality models to ensure that the 

dimensions used are stable and relevant.  

Finally, using the Carlsberg brand as support for the survey may have created certain 

implications. Carlsberg is a positive example of a brand that communicates concern towards 

the environment and the use of sustainable practices. However, it can be assumed that 

Carlsberg’s products are mainly consumed by men. According to (Mäkelä et al., 2006, p. i16), 

when it comes to the type of beverages “there are pronounced gender differences for beer in 

particular and also for spirits, with men drinking these beverages more frequently, in larger 

quantities per drinking day, and in higher volumes”. Because of this, there could be some 

differences in brand familiarity between the two genders, which could lead to differences in 

perceptions of brand image when it comes to this particular brand. Perhaps that using a brand 

which products aimed equally at both genders, could have yielded more accurate results.  

CHAPTER IV – ANALYSIS 
8. Analysis 

8.1. Sample Description 
The survey was completed by a total number of 129 respondents. Prior to describing the 

sample, the data was cleaned to remove any invalid responses. As result, 25 respondents were 

identified and discounted from the data to avoid contamination, resulting in an effective 

recovery rate of 80.6%. The main cause of invalid responses came from failure to answer the 

trap question correctly. This indicates that these respondents were not attentive to the questions 

in the survey.  

A preliminary analysis reveals that from the remaining 104 respondents, 40% were male, 57% 

were female, and 3% preferred to not answer this question. In relation to geographical location, 

the majority of the answers came from Western Europe (43%), followed by Northern Europe 

(29%), and Eastern Europe (12%). The remaining responses were split between North 

America, South America, Asia and ‘Other’, with 3%, 4%, 4% and 5% respectively. 

Additionally, respondents were predominantly either employed (56%) or, students (33%).  
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With regards to age groups, the largest shares of respondents were between 16-25 years old 

and 26-40 years old, with 45% and 43% respectively. The age groups of 41-55 years old and 

56-74 years old, each compromised of 6% of the total responses. Thus, the remaining age group 

of 74 and over had no respondents. As this paper seeks to analyze the differences in perceptions 

between generations, it is important to have a sufficient number of respondents for each age 

group. Based on the data collected, a valid comparative analysis can only be made generation 

Z and generation Y. Therefore, to allow for a broader research analysis, the age groups 41-55 

years old and 56-74 years old were merged together. For convenience, the newly formed group 

was named “Post Xers”, as they represent everyone that belongs to generation X and beyond, 

comprising 12% of the sample.  

Furthermore, respondents were asked whether they have seen any of Carlsberg’s marketing 

activities related to sustainability. From the total number of respondents, 65% answered with 

“no”, which allows for this segment to be used as a control group. Consequently, the remaining 

35% will be used as the experimental group. A breakdown of marketing exposure per age group 

reveals that generation Y is best represented from this perspective, whilst overall, Post Xers 

are worst represented as a group (see Figure 8).  

 
Figure 8 – Marketing Exposure by Age Groups 

 

A chi-square test performed on the generational groups to determine whether they are 

significantly different in their responses, yielded a p-value of 0.0637. This value is not lower 

than the accepted standard of p<0.05, thus, there is not enough evidence to conclude that the 

generational groups are significantly different in their target population.  

8.2. Results 
This study used the Analysis Pack Tool provided by Microsoft Excel, to perform a comparative 

analysis using t-tests and ANOVA tests. T-tests are used to determine how significant the 
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differences between two groups are, and whether these differences have happened by chance. 

Similarly, the ANOVA test is used to find statistical differences, but only between populations 

of three or more groups. The hypotheses of this study are tested against a p-value of 5%, as it 

is generally accepted that p-values of equal or lower than 0.05 are representative of a significant 

difference and show that the sample data did not occur by chance (Field, 2018).  

This analysis used the age groups provided in the survey to categorize the generational cohorts. 

Generation Z (or Zoomers) is comprised of respondents between 16 and 25 years old, 

generation Y (or Millennials) describes those between 26 and 40 years old, and lastly, 

generation X and Baby Boomers are merged to form the Post Xers, representative of those 

which are 41 years old and more.  

To test the first hypothesis (H1), a comparative analysis using a t-test was performed on those 

who have been exposed to Carlsberg’s sustainability marketing and those who have not, 

regardless of the generational cohort they belong to. As it can be seen in Table 2, there were 

significant differences between all but two brand personality dimensions, the Aggressivity and 

Simplicity. In fact, dimensions Responsibility, Activity, Emotionality, Compassion and 

Excitement have p-values of 0.0019, 0.0023, 0.001, 0.001 (p<0.01), and 0.00024 (p<0.001) 

respectively, which shows a very strong and positive impact of Carlsberg’s marketing activities 

on consumers. However, significant differences were also found for dimensions Sincerity, 

Assurance and Compassion, with p-values (p<0.05) of 0.024, 0.03, and 0.001 respectively. 

From the total of nine dimensions used in the framework, seven dimensions recorded 

significant differences, five out of them being representative of the sustainability context 

(Responsibility, Sincerity, Excitement, Assurance and Compassion). These results are 

indicative of the fact that Carlsberg’s environmental sustainability marketing have greatly 

improved consumers’ perceptions towards the brand, thus confirming H1. 

Dimensions Aggressivity and Simplicity, with p-values of 0.249 and 0.074, did not record 

significant differences between exposure and non-exposure to green marketing. This could be 

due to the fact that these two particular dimensions do not contain sub-adjectives that denote 

positivity. The dimension Aggressivity, with the measured sub-adjectives Aggressive and 

Bold, can be considered rather negative. Similarly, dimension Simplicity, with sub-adjectives 

Ordinary and Simple, although can be used with positive connotation in specific contexts, they 

do not convey positivity in this particular instance.  
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Table 2 – Marketing Exposure Comparative Analysis 

Subsequently, the sample was divided between generational cohorts to gain a broader insight 

into how the marketing exposure impacted each age group. The results show that Carlsberg’s 

marketing efforts have been most effective on the Millennials and Post Xers. Amongst the 

Millennials, three brand personality dimensions recorded a p-value of less than 0.05. 

Comparatively, the Post Xers responded with greater appreciation of two alternate dimensions, 

with a p-value less than 0.01. This illustrates that Carlsberg’s sustainability marketing activities 

did not impact consumers homogenously, as different brand personality dimensions are found 

to be appreciated across generations. For instance, the Post Xers have shown the greatest 

positive impact in dimensions Responsibility and Compassion, whilst the Millennials 

appreciated dimensions Activity, Emotionality, and Excitement (see Table 3). This is in 

accordance with the cross-generational literature (Mannheim, 1952; Soares et al., 2017; 

Gardiner et al., 2013), as it indicates that generational cohorts have different views, values and 

beliefs. As a result, sustainability marketing can be perceived differently by consumers, 

depending on their age.  

 
Table 3 – Marketing Exposure Comparative Analysis within Generations 
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The analysis continues with an ANOVA Single Factor test, which was performed on all three 

generational cohorts studied in this paper. However, the generational cohorts in this test will 

only be comprised of respondents which have been exposed to environmental sustainability 

marketing, in order to obtain the suitable results to verify the remaining hypotheses.  

The results from this analysis of variance showed that the significant difference between the 

three generational groups only applies to two brand personality dimensions, Emotionality 

(p<0.05) and Compassion (p<0.01) (see Table 4). This indicates that the three generational 

groups have significantly different perceptions towards Emotionality and Compassion, as a 

result of environmental sustainability marketing exposure.  

 
Table 4 – ANOVA test 

 

However, the ANOVA test poses some limitations, as it does not indicate which groups are 

different from each other. To address this limitation, t-tests assuming equal variances were 

performed on pairings of each two generational cohorts, for each brand personality dimension 
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(see Table 5). The results reveal that there is a significant difference between Zoomers and Post 

Xers for the Emotionality dimension, and between Millennials and Post Xers for the 

Compassion dimension. Additionally, Millennials and Post Xers recorded a p-value of 0.025 

(p<0.05) for the Emotionality dimension. However, the significance value was adjusted for 

these tests, to avoid inflated error rates (Field, 2018). Therefore, a Bonferroni corrected post-

test t-test, with a new p value of 0.0167, indicates that Post Xers’ perceptions are significantly 

higher than those of Zoomers and Millennials on the Emotionality and Compassion 

dimensions, respectively.  

 
Table 5 – T-tests between Generations 

 

As a result of the previous analyses, both H2 and H3 are rejected. It can be observed that there 

is not a significant difference between generations’ perceptions of brand image after exposure 

to environmental sustainability marketing. The fact that a significant difference has been found 

over two brand personality dimensions, cannot be considered sufficient to confirm the 

hypothesis. In addition, according to these results, Carlsberg’s environmental sustainability 

marketing had a positive impact on Post Xers, as their perceptions towards the brand are the 

highest across all brand personality dimensions, a finding that is contrary to H3.    

Because the Post Xers group was formed by merging the Generation X with the Baby Boomer 

generation, the perceptions representative of this group might have been altered, potentially 

resulting in misalignment with this paper’s H3. By findings from the literature, Generation X, 

as opposed to Baby Boomers, is found to display favorable attitudes towards sustainability and 

environmental issues. This might explain the results of this paper, by rejection of H3.  
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CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION  
9. Discussion 
The theoretical considerations together with the results of the analysis performed in this paper 

presents multiple implications, which are further discussed in this section. Furthermore, the 

findings of this study are used to answer the research question proposed: 

RQ: How does the effect of environmental sustainability marketing on brand image vary across 
different generations? 

Sub-questions: 

I. What framework can be used to measure brand image? 

II. How does environmental sustainability marketing affect consumers’ perceptions? 

The findings of this paper are indeed very interesting to discuss. Firstly, the brand personality 

model used to measure brand image performed very well. Many tools and methods have been 

developed to measure this concept (Cian, 2011), however, the brand personality framework 

allows consumers to seek compatibility with brands (Haigood, 1999). This is particularly 

important considering the environmental sustainability context of this paper. One can 

hypothesize that if consumers display sustainability practices in their buying behavior, then the 

effects of green marketing will have a greater impact on them, as they seek alignment between 

their personalities and the brand in question. Nevertheless, the results of the analysis indicate 

that green marketing has indeed impacted consumers across all brand personality dimensions, 

with significant differences found in seven out of nine dimensions. Furthermore, all five 

personality dimensions representative of a brands’ sustainable practices and concern over the 

environment (Responsibility, Sincerity, Excitement, Assurance, and Compassion), have 

recorded significant differences in consumers perceptions. This leads to suggest that the 

framework managed to strongly capture Carlsberg’s sustainability efforts communicated to 

consumers through green marketing. From a managerial perspective, a brand personality 

framework that successfully represents sustainable efforts, could be used as a key performance 

indicator (KPI) to measure the efficiency of green marketing campaigns.   

The seven dimensions that have recorded significant differences in consumers’ perceptions, 

also indicate that these differences have positive connotations. These findings suggest that 

environmental sustainability marketing can create consistent positive perceptions among 

consumers, and thus, improve brand image. This is in accordance with literature that 
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recommends linking brand image with sustainability attributes to enhance brand value and 

reputation (Grubor & Milovanov, 2017). Chen (2009) proposed several reasons for which 

businesses should develop sustainable marketing: “compliance with environmental pressures; 

obtaining competitive advantage, improving corporate image; seeking new markets or 

opportunities; and enhancing product value” (p. 307). Consequently, the findings of this paper 

further encourage marketers to employ green marketing activities whenever possible, but only 

by use of honest claims and achievements, to avoid greenwashing.  

Furthermore, this paper shows that Post Xers is the generational group that has been impacted 

the most by green marketing. Contrary to the H3 proposed in this paper, significant differences 

in perceptions over Carlsberg’s brand image have been found for dimensions Emotionality (vs. 

Gen Z) and Compassion (vs. Gen Y). By cross analyzing these findings with the existing 

literature, it can be observed Compassion mostly corresponds with values of love, kindness, 

empathy, or sensitivity, and it is a process that involves both feeling and action (Atkins & 

Parker, 2012). It can be argued that Post Xers, being comprised of the Baby Boomer generation, 

inherited traditional cultural values, where kindness and love towards family prevails, and traits 

related to honesty and transparency are exercised (Gardiner et al., 2013; Wuest et al., 2008). 

As a result, it is likely that Carlsberg’s marketing campaigns portrayed those values at some 

point, which resonated with this generation and developed their positive perceptions of brand 

image. For example, Carlsberg’s campaign “The Danish Way”, portrays the famous Danish 

actor Mads Mikkelsen, mentioning key words such as “happy” and “hygge” whilst cycling next 

to a family dinner through Copenhagen (Campaign, 2017). Moreover, Carlsberg’s global 

advertisement “Snap Pack”, links the Danish design, a traditional value for which Denmark is 

known, with the redesign of beer cans that help reduce plastic waste. These elements could 

have also been perceived as sentimental or romantic by Post Xers, which caused them to rate 

the Emotionality dimension much higher compared to Gen Z.  

Overall, these findings show that environmental sustainability marketing does not affect 

generations’ perceptions of brand image differently. Although, Post Xers rated the brand 

personality dimensions consistently higher compared to the other two generational cohorts, it 

was only in two instances in which the results yielded were statistically significant. This 

evidence can be considered insufficient to claim that green marketing has had a considerable 

effect on a particular generation over another. 
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By these findings, marketers should tailor their green marketing campaigns without 

consideration of the values, beliefs, and attitudes that specific generations have. Green 

marketing activities are bound to produce the desired effects over consumers’ perceptions, 

regardless of the generational cohort that individuals exposed belong to.  

CHAPTER VI – CONCLUSION AND FURTHER 
RESEARCH 
10. Conclusion  
Sustainability marketing has become a necessity in today’s world, for businesses to efficiently 

communicate their achievements in regard to their sustainable practices. However, it is 

imperative that generations, despite the differences in their cultural identity, come to appreciate 

businesses for finding solutions at operational level to address climate change issues.  

After carefully reviewing the current literature on green marketing effects over brand image, it 

was observed that research was scarce on the impact that environmental sustainability 

marketing has on the perceptions of brand image of generational cohorts. Consequently, this 

research gap was addressed in this paper by answering the following research question: 

How does the effect of environmental sustainability marketing on brand image vary across 

different generations? 

To answer the research question, two sub-questions were created. First, it was necessary to 

identify a suitable brand personality framework to measure brand image. This led to the first 

sub-question: What framework can be used to measure brand image? 

This sub-question was answered after a thorough literature research on how the concept of 

brand personality has been operationalized and applied in the context of measuring brand 

image. It was determined that a Brand Personality framework had to be extended to fit the 

purpose of this study. These findings led to constructing the Updated Brand Personality 

framework, by adding four additional personality dimensions, Sincerity, Excitement, 

Assurance, and Compassion, to an existing framework, to better represent a brand’s 

sustainability efforts. Thus, the resulting Brand Personality Scale was comprised of nine 

dimensions measurable by 25 sub-adjectives, and was considered to be relevant in the 

sustainability context and valid from a cross-cultural standpoint.  
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To answer the second sub-question and find out how environmental sustainability marketing 

affects consumers’ perceptions, the previously mention Brand Personality Scale was applied 

using a survey, in which the Carlsberg brand was used to provide contextual foundation for the 

quantitative study. In doing so, this paper addressed the concept of environmental green 

marketing and how it affects the perceptions of generational cohorts of brand image. By using 

a Brand Personality framework to measure brand image, this paper brings forward the 

importance in which brands require an association between themselves and human personality 

traits. Management can use this concept as a strategic instrument that strengthens brand image 

and ultimately improve brand equity. On the consumer side, they come in contact with a 

brand’s personality with each direct or indirect interaction they have with a brand. Aligning a 

brand’s positive personality attributes with a consumer’s own personality through associations, 

can be a powerful connection that leads to positive buying behavior. However, applying this 

strategic instrument in managerial settings can be very challenging. There can be difficulties 

with measurability, replicability, and consistency of findings. Especially so when analyzing 

complex consumer segments such as generational cohorts.  

Nevertheless, this paper provides concrete evidence to support the fact the green marketing 

does indeed influence consumers perceptions over brand image. The effects have found to be 

positive, with the majority of the personality dimensions being rated higher by consumers after 

exposure to Carlsberg’s green marketing. Therefore, the outcome of this quantitative research 

provides theory-confirming elements by approving the effectiveness of green marketing. 

However, there was not enough evidence to support that green marketing is perceived 

differently depending on the generational cohort. The results indicate that all the generations 

have been impacted rather similarly, with slight exception of the Post Xers group which 

reported marginal statistical improvements compared to the other two generations. Building on 

these insights, this study indicates that brand messages can be communicated at a global level 

through green marketing, if they adhere to the right sustainability values.  
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11. Further Research 
From a brand management perspective, it can be argued that one is still challenged by how to 

apply brand personality framework as an instrument that can be used in a working environment 

context. The concept is applied vaguely in existing literature and because of that, it is 

challenging to draw conclusions in regards to its managerial implications. Future research 

should take the concept of brand personality a step further, and focus on the implementation of 

it at a business level, to help managers in a concrete way, by allowing for an effective measure 

of brand personality to drive brand image and reputation.  

This paper focuses solely on the age demographic by studying green marketing impact on 

generational cohorts. However, further insights can be drawn for brand communication 

research, by studying the green marketing impact on other classifications of consumers. 

Questions to ask are whether consumers’ gender or educational level play a role on the 

effectiveness of green marketing to create positive perceptions of brand image? Are consumers 

that practice sustainable buying behavior more receptive to the effects of green marketing?  

Furthermore, the findings of this paper indicate that generations are not affected differently by 

green marketing, however, the study was carried out in a cross-cultural context. The 

Generational Cohort Theory suggests that generations are comprised of individuals that formed 

similar beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors as a result of the events they experienced together in 

their formative years. However, Hofstede & McCrae’s (2004) research indicates that cross-

cultural differences can be rather significant. Thus, it can be argued that, for example, 

individuals from Asia have different attitudes and behaviors compared to individuals from 

Northern Europe, regardless if they belong to the same generational group. For this reason, 

further research on green marketing impact over generations’ perceptions of brand image could 

be tapered to consider the generational cohorts of a single country, or region. 

This paper measured consumers’ perception of the Carlsberg brand. As previously mentioned 

in the “Limitations” section, the nature of the brands and the products sold could impact the 

results of the analysis. Further research can account for this by introducing the Brand 

Familiarity concept, to ensure more accurate conclusions.  Furthermore, it can be argued that 

this mono-method quantitative study does not provide a clear enough picture. A mixed-method 

approach using a case study and qualitative data from interviews, could provide more holistic 

insights over the phenomenon studied that are otherwise impossible to gain. 
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Appendix 
Appendix 1: The Evolution of Sustainability Marketing 

 
Source: (Belz and Peattie, 2012, p. 17) 

 

Appendix 2: Wu and Wang’s Research Framework 

Source: Wu and Wang (2014, p 48) 
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Appendix 3: Aaker Brand Personality Model 

 

Source: Aaker (1997, p. 352) – A Brand Personality Framework 
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Appendix 4: Survey 
Start of Block: Introduction 

Thank you for participating in this survey. 
 
My name is Christian Luca and I am a MSc student at Copenhagen Business School. As part 
of my master thesis, I am conducting research on how consumers of beer perceive the 
Carlsberg brand. Your answer will help me complete my master thesis, for which I am very 
grateful. 
 
The questionnaire should take less than 5 minutes to complete and your responses are 
completely anonymous.  
 
If Carlsberg was a real person, to what extent would the following personality traits 
describe it. Rate your answers on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 = strongly disagree, and 7 = 
strongly agree)  
 

 
Start of Block: Responsibility 

I think Carlsberg is down-to-earth 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is stable 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is responsible 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Start of Block: Activity 

 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is active 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is dynamic 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is innovative 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 

 

Start of Block: Aggressiveness 

I think Carlsberg is aggressive 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is bold 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 

 

Start of Block: Simplicity 

Overall, I think Carlsberg is ordinary 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is simple 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 

 

Start of Block: Emotionality 

Overall, I think Carlsberg is romantic 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is sentimental 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 

 

Start of Block: Sincerity 

Overall, I think Carlsberg is wholesome 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is honest 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is cheerful 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Start of Block: Excitement 

Overall, I think Carlsberg is daring 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is spirited 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is imaginative 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is up to date 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Start of Block: Assurance 

 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is confident 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is protective 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is reassuring 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
 
Please select 'strongly disagree' as your answer 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Start of Block: Compassion 

 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is concerned 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 
Overall, I think Carlsberg is humane 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
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Overall, I think Carlsberg is selfless 

o Strongly disagree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  

o Somewhat disagree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat agree  (5)  

o Agree  (6)  

o Strongly agree  (7)  
 

 

Start of Block: Exposure to Carlsberg's Marketing 

 
Have you seen any of Carlsberg's marketing activities (e.g. advertisements, banners, etc) 
done in the context of environmental sustainability?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
 
 
Are you familiar with any of Carlsberg's sustainability commitments announced in recent 
years?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
 
 
Are you familiar with any of Carlsberg's recent efforts to protect the environment?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
 
 
 



Page 81 of 82 
 

 
 

Start of Block: Green Consumers 

Approximately how often do you buy sustainably made (or fair trade, ecological, etc) 
products?  

o I don't know  (1)  

o Sometimes  (2)  

o About half the time  (3)  

o Most of the time  (4)  

o Always  (5)  
 

 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 
What is your age? 

o 16-25 years old  (1)  

o 26-40 years old  (2)  

o 41-55 years old  (3)  

o 56-74 years old  (4)  

o 74 and over  (5)  
 
What is your gender? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

o Prefer not to say  (3)  
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What is your employment status? 

o Student  (1)  

o Employed  (2)  

o Self-employed  (3)  

o Unemployed  (4)  

o Retired  (5)  

o Other  (6)  
 
 
Location Where do you currently live? 

o Northern Europe  (1)  

o Western Europe  (2)  

o Eastern Europe  (3)  

o North America  (4)  

o South America  (5)  

o Asia  (6)  

o Other  (7)  
 

 


