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TYPES OF CONSUMERS ACCORDING TO THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF
BRANDS’ ENVIRONMENTAL FRIENDLINESS IN BRAND COMMUNICATIONS

The article presents the results of the research on the peculiarities of Ukrainian consumers’ perception of brands’
environmental friendliness in brand communications. Brand communications are a set of specific actions in social in-
teraction process (interpersonal, intergroup, mass-scale) that affect the opinions, motives, attitudes and behaviour of
consumers towards certain companies, their products and (or) services. The result of brand communications is the
image of a brand as a social object. The effectiveness of brand communications results in the formation of consumers’
loyalty as an attitude, which is developed dynamically and motivates individuals to buy and consume a certain product
(service). There have been presented the results of empirical research that outline the types of consumers according to
their perception of brands’ environmental friendliness in brand communications. Besides, there have been identified
statistically significant differences in categorization of consumer types, depending on a number of socio-demographic
and professional factors; the impact of brand equity on loyalty as a socio-psychological mechanism of effective brand
communication for food products. The prospects of further studies involve the determination of psychosocial mecha-
nisms and factors of effective brand communications, theoretical justification, development and testing of social and
psychological training programs for future managers, marketing specialists, advertising sector employees aimed at

developing brand communications skills.
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Introduction

The ongoing social and economic transformations
result in currently changing attitudes in the minds of indi-
viduals towards a greater social responsibility in human
relations with the environment. One of the things proving
it is a growing consumers’ demand for environmentally
friendly products and, accordingly, the emergence of eco-
marketing, aimed at the development of the methods of
promotion and selling of such products or services (N.
Golechyan [5]).

Environmental friendliness gradually becomes a part
of the mandatory perceptions of a brand, affects the for-
mation of a positive attitude towards it. Thus, in case a
product is given the reputation of environmentally friend-
ly, it is about stimulation of not only economic, but also
moral intentions of consumers. Because eco-friendliness
assumes changes in perception of a brand in the context of
impact on the environment in general and each individual
in particular. Appealing to environmental awareness of an
individual, brand communicator encourages him/her to
think not only about of his/her own and his/her family’s
safety, but also about the future, other people and the state
of our planet in general (Yu.Brovkina [4], G. Felser
[10]).

In this regard, special attention is paid to studying
the peculiarities of brand perception by individuals in the
process of brand communications, taking into account
their influence on the environment and the livelihood of a
particular individual.
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It should be noted that various aspects of brand
communications have already been the subject of re-
searchers’ attention, in particular, they studied various
psychological aspects of the formation and functioning of
a brand (G. Andreieva [2], J. Gabay [16] and others),
among other things from the management positions
(D. Aaker [1]and other); brand communications as a psy-
chosocial phenomenon (Yu. Brovkina [4], F. Sharkov
[13] etc.).

On the other hand, some researchers have been deal-
ing with ecological approach in the psychology of percep-
tion (V. Barabanschikova [3] and others); environmental
principle as the basic one in the environmental psycholo-
gy (A. Liovochkina [6], Yu. Shvalb [14] and other), eco-
logical awareness and modern lifestyle (O. Vernik [14],
O. Harnets [14], A. Liovochkina [6], V. Skrebets [9],
Yu. Shvalb [14] etc.), including in environment-focused
occupation (N. Golechyan [5], O. Palamarchuk [8]).
These studies show the role of ecological compatibility
and environmental awareness principle as important de-
terminants of the mass consciousness, correction of mod-
ern lifestyles, environmental development of production
and development of human relations with the environ-
ment.

At the same time the role of environmental friendli-
ness principle in the context of brand communications
efficiency is not adequately covered. As part of the speci-
fied topic it is possible to single out only research of so-
cial perception of ecological compatibility argument in
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brand communications (Yu. Brovkina [4]) on small sam-
pling of Russian consumers.

Therefore, the relevance and insufficient study of
ecological friendliness phenomenon of brands as a factor
of brand communications efficiency determined the goal
of this research.

The paper aims to investigate and distinguish con-
sumer types according to the features of perceiving the
environmental friendliness of brands in brand communi-
cations.

Research Methods

Brand communications are a set of specific actions in
social interaction process (interpersonal, intergroup,
mass-scale) that affect opinions, motives, attitudes and
behaviour of consumers towards certain companies, their
products and (or) services. The result of brand communi-
cations is the image of a brand as a social object [4; 15].

The effectiveness of brand communications results in
consumers’ loyalty as an attitude, which is developed
dynamically and motivates individuals to purchase and
consume a certain product (service)]; 17, etc.].

Environmental friendliness of a brand can be such a
motivating factor as the way to persuade consumers in
environmental safety of the products, manufactured under
this brand, for humans and environment, and, consequent-
ly, social responsibility of their manufacturer [4; 6, etc.].

We have conducted an empirical study to examine
the influence of brands’ environmental friendliness on the
efficiency of brand communications.

1000 persons participated in the research, who were
selected using a randomization technique from residents
of all regions of Ukraine. They were subdivided into
groups according to: 1) sex (48.2% of men and 51.8% of
women); 2) age (32.1% of respondents are under 30;
30.1% — from 30 to 40 years old; 37.8% — from 40 to
55 years old); 3) education (secondary education — 10.3%,
vocational education — 20.0%, higher education — 74.2%);
4) place of residence (20.1% — centre; 79.9% — regions);
5) occupation (10.6% of senior and middle managers;
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8.1% of entrepreneurs and farmers; 40.7% of specialists
from different spheres of economy; 7,5% of employees,
including public sector; 3.8% of workers; 3.2% of retired
people; 5.3% of students; 20.8% of housewives and per-
sons without definite occupation); 6) level of income per
family member (46.2% of respondents — below UAH
2000; 40.1% — from UAH 2000 to 5000; 13.7% — over
UAH 5000).

We chose a questionnaire by Yu. Brovkina as the
main research methodology [4], modified by us with
account for specific features of manufacturers present at
the Ukrainian market. The questionnaire consists of two
blocks of questions. The first set of questions is associat-
ed with the understanding of the role of brand’s environ-
mental friendliness in brand communications of different
levels and its influence on the purchase of a certain prod-
uct. The second set of questions is aimed at identification
of common brands represented in the Ukrainian market,
that are environmentally-friendly according to consumers.

The loyalty of the respondents to the brands of cer-
tain goods or services was studied using Net Promoter
Score Method by Fred Reichheld (NPS [11; 18]). The
respondents were offered to assess the probability that
they recommend a brand to their friends and colleagues,
using a scale from 0 to 10. According to the study, re-
spondents were assigned to one of three groups by degree
of consumers’ loyalty: 1) promoters (8-10 points) — high
level of loyalty to a brand; 2) passive customers (3-7
points) — average level of loyalty; 3) detractors (0-2
points) — low level of loyalty.

Data processing was carried out using statistical and
mathematical methods (2 criterion, factor, cluster and
dispersion analysis) using SPSS computer program (ver-
sion 17.0).

Research Results and their Discussion

At the first stage of empirical research the respond-
ents were categorized by their understanding of the role of
brand’s environmental friendliness (Tablel).

Table 1.

Categorization of the respondents by their understanding
of the role of brand’s environmental friendliness

In what situations do you think about eco-friendliness of a brand? Percentage of respondents
When | buy food 45.2
Every time | buy goods 33.3
When | see an eco-label 24.6
When my friends talk about it 17.4
When this topic is discussed in mass media 17.1
When this topic is discussed on the Internet 13.7
When I get to know manufacturer’s reasoning 13.2
When | see this brand advertised 12.2
I don’t think about it at all 17.0

As it comes out of the data presented in Table 1,
most of all environmental friendliness of a brand is asso-
ciated with food products (45.2% of respondents). At the
same time, environmental friendliness of brands plays a
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significant role for any group of goods for 33.3% of the
surveyed consumers; and the presence of eco-labels is
important for 24.6% of the respondents.




Environmental friendliness of a brand is actualized
in case of discussion by consumers’ friends (17.4%), in
mass media (17.1%), in Internet (13.7% of respondents),
etc. One becomes interested in environmental friendliness
of a brand when checking out manufacturers’ reasoning
(13.2%) or an advertising of the product (12.2%). Only
for 17.0% of the respondents environmental friendliness
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of a brand is not a significant factor of brand communica-
tions.

Based on the results of factor analysis of the re-
spondents’ answers we have identified three factors that
determine the significance of brands’ environmental
friendliness in brand communications and cover 61.5% of
the total dispersion (Table 2).

Table 2.
Results of factor analysis of brand’s eco-friendliness importance in brand communications
I think about environmental compatibility of a Factors
brand... 1 2 3

When buying food 0.674
Every time | buy goods 0.704
When | see eco-label 0.483
When my acquaintances talk about it 0.712
When this topic is discussed in mass media 0.720
When this topic is discussed in Internet 0.587
When | get to know manufacturer’s reasoning 0.805
When | see this brand advertised 0.537
I don’t think about it at all -0.766

The first factor (30.2% of total dispersion) includes
respondents’ answers about the awareness of the role of
brand’s environmental friendliness in case it is discussed
in mass media (0.720); by friends (0.712); in Internet
(0.587); in advertising (0,537). This gives grounds to
speak about orientation of these consumers to conven-
tional level of brand communications.

The second factor (20.5% of total dispersion) is bi-
polar and highlights the features of brand communications
from the consumer’s prospective, when the environmental
friendliness gains personal meaning for him/her: | think
about environmental friendliness of a brand every time |
purchase goods (0.704) or when purchasing food products
(0.674) and the opposite pole is “I do not think of it at all”
(-0.766).

The third factor (10.8% of the total dispersion) char-
acterizes environmental friendliness based on brand im-

age created by a manufacturer: | think about environmen-
tal friendliness of a brand when | get to know the manu-
facturer’s reasoning (0.805); when | see eco-labels
(0.483).

The obtained results are consistent with socio-
psychological model of brand communication developed
by Yu. Brovkina, which has the following components:
1) conventional meaning, determined by the influence of
mass media; 2) personal meaning, dependent on personal
characteristics of an individual, that are shown in the
decision making process when choosing a particular
brand; 3) brand image created by a manufacturer [4].

According to the results of cluster analysis based on
factor analysis, there are 4 types of consumers by percep-
tion of brand’s eco-friendliness in brand communications
(Table 3).

Table 3.

Types of consumers by perception of brand’s eco-friendliness
in brand communications (based on the results of cluster analysis)

Types Percentage of respondents
Focused on personal significance of brand’s eco-friendliness 43.7
Not focused on eco-friendliness of a brand 30.1
Focused on brand image created by a manufacturer 11.8
Focused on conventional level of brand communications 14.4

The first cluster involves 43.7% of the respondents,
they are focused on personal significance of brand’s envi-
ronmental friendliness. The second cluster (30.1%) con-
sists of the respondents, who are basically not focused on
environmental friendliness of a brand. The respondents
belonging to the third cluster (11.8%) are mostly focused
on a brand image created by a manufacturer. The fourth
cluster (14.4%) consists of the respondents, for whom the
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environmental friendliness of a brand becomes relevant in
case of conventional level of brand communications.

At the same time, we have detected statistically sig-
nificant difference in distribution of consumer types,
depending on a number of socio-demographic and profes-
sional factors. For instance, according to y? criterion we
have found statistically significant differences in categori-
zation of consumer types based on sex: women are fo-




cused on personal significance of brand’s eco-friendliness
more than men (48.8% of women; 38.2% of men), while
men show their non-focus on brand’s environmental
friendliness slightly more than women (33.8% of men;
26.6% of women (p < 0,01).
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Moreover, we have discovered age characteristics of
consumers’ perception of brand’s environmental friendli-
ness in brand communications (Table 4).

Table 4.

Age features of the types of consumers according to the perception
of the brand’s environmental friendliness in brand communications

Types of consumers by perception of brand’s environmental friendliness in brand communica-
tions, percentage of respondents
Age groups Focusgd on the per- Not focused on eco- | Focused on the brand Focused on conven-
sonal significance of . ; . .
, . friendliness of a image created by a tional level of brand
brand’s environmen- .
. . brand manufacturer communications
tal friendliness
Under 30 35.8 33.3 11.8 19.1
From 30 to 40 42.2 31.2 11.3 15.3
From 40 to 55 51.6 26.4 12.2 9.8

As it comes out of Table 4, with aging the consum-
ers’ focus on personal significance of brand’s environ-
mental friendliness increases; at the same time, the
younger respondents mostly are focused on the conven-
tional level of brand communications or not focused on
environmental friendliness of a brand as a regulator for
customer behaviour (p < 0,01).

Similar tendency was noticed with regard to the level
of the respondents’ education: if among the respondents
with primary or incomplete secondary education there are
20% of those focused on personal significance of brand’s
environmental friendliness, the same opinion among the
respondents with higher education is shared by 46%. But
also among the respondents with primary or incomplete
secondary education there are more of those, who are
focused on brand image created by a manufacturer (40%),
while there are only 12.7% of them among the respond-
ents with higher education (p < 0,05).

It is noteworthy that by occupation, place of resi-
dence and level of income we have detected no significant
differences in categorization of consumer types by per-
ception of brand’s environmental friendliness in brand
communications. This is only about the slight tendency (p
= 0,187) regarding the respondents’ occupation: among
senior and middle managers and retired people there are
more of those focused on personal significance of brand’s
eco-friendliness (48.1% and 56.3% respectively) com-
pared to other categories of the respondents. However, a
significant number of the surveyed workers (36.8%) are
scarcely focused on environmental friendliness of a brand
compared to other groups of the respondents.

At the next stage of our empirical research, we catego-
rized the respondents by assessment of eco-friendliness
among brands of different groups of goods and services
(Table 5).

Table 5.
Categorization of the respondents according to assessment of environmental friendliness of a brand
Brand Percentage of the respondents
Nasha Ryaba (chicken meat) 36.8
Roshen (sweets) 25.4
Chernihivske (beer) 21.4
Molokiya (dairy products) 18.9
Samsung 18.5
PrivatBank (bank) 14.9
MTS (GSM provider) 14.3
Toshiba 9.0
Louis Vuitton 8.0
Coca-Cola 4.1
Lush 2.7
Lukoil (oil company) 1.7
None of the brands are selected as eco-friendly 6.9

As it comes out of table 5, environmental friendli-
ness of a brand in consumers’ perception is associated
with food products, especially (“Nasha Ryaba” (36.8%),
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“Roshen” (25.4%), “Chernihivske” (21.4%), “Molokiya”
(18.9%)), which is consistent with the results from previ-




ous studies on the environmental friendliness of food
product brands [4].

At the same time, attention is drawn to changes in
perceptions of consumers, who find environmental friend-
liness of a brand significant for some non-food items:
Samsung (18.5%) or services: PrivatBank (14.9%), MTS
(14.3% of respondents).
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At the final stage of empirical research, based on the
results of dispersive analysis, we discovered peculiarities
of the respondents’ loyalty to a certain brand depending
on the assessment of its environmental friendliness.

In particular, we have detected statistically significant
differences in loyalty towards food group of goods depend-
ing on the environmental assessment of their brand (Fig.1).

3.5+

45—

Loyalty of a brand in scores
Lh
|

yes

no

Brand’s environmental friendliness

Fig. 1. Peculiarities of customers’ loyalty to “Roshen” brand depending on their
assessment of its environmental friendliness (based on results of dispersion analysis).

As can be seen from Fig. 1, in case “Roshen” is rec-
ognized as an environmentally friendly brand, the con-
sumers’ loyalty to it increases (p < 0,01).

Similar results have been obtained about other groups
of goods as well. Therefore, the peculiarities in perception of
brand’s environmental friendliness in brand communications
among Ukrainian consumers have been confirmed.

Conclusion

Based on the results of the scientific literature re-
view, it has been determined that brand communications
are a set of specific actions in social interaction process
(interpersonal, intergroup, mass-scale) that affect opin-
ions, motives, attitudes and behaviour of consumers to-
wards certain companies, their products and (or) services.
The result of brand communications is the image of a
brand as a social object.

Based on the empirical research outcomes it has been
confirmed that environmental friendliness of a brand is an
important factor of brand communications’ efficiency.

The results of cluster analysis based on factor analy-
sis has made it possible to single out 4 types of consumer
perception of brand’s eco-friendliness in brand communi-
cations: focused on personal significance of brand’s eco-
friendliness, focused on brand image created by manufac-
turers, focused on conventional level of brand communi-
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TUIA CIIOKUBAYIB BIJAMOBIIHO 10 CHIPUMMAHHSA
HUMHU EKOJIOT'TYHOCTI BPEHAY B BPEH/I-KOMYHIKAIISIX

VY craTTi HaBeJEHO PEe3yNbTATH JIOCIIIKEHHsT OCOOIMBOCTEH CIpUIMaHHS yKpalHCBKUMH CHOXKMBA4aMH €KOJIOTTYHOCTI
OpeHIy B OpeHI-KOMYHIKAIliSX. bpeHn-koMyHikaris siBisie cOO0 KOMIUIEKC TIEBHUX il Y TPOIIeci COIiabHOI B3aeMOIT (Mi-
YKOCOOHCTICHOT, MDKTPYIIOBOI, MacoBoi), sIKi BIUIMBAIOTH HA JTyMKY, MOTHBH, YCTAHOBKH, TTOBE/IIHKY CITOKUBAYIB MO0 MEBHUX
KOMIIaHiH, X IPOIYKTIB i (1) mociyr. PesynbTaToM OpeHA-KOMyHiKaIii € 00pa3 OpeHmy sk comiaabHoro 00’ekty. I1po edexru-
BHICTh OpeHI-KOMYHIKaIlii HACTHCS Y BUIMAIKY, Kol c(hOpMOBaHHIT 00pa3 OpeHTy (GopMye JIOSITHHICTD CIIOKHBAYIB SIK aTHTEO],
0 AWHAMIYHO PO3BHBAETHCS | MOTHBYE IHAMBINIB IO MPHAOAHHS Ta CIIOKMBAHHS BIITOBITHOTO MPOIYKTY (TIOCIYTH). 32 pe-
3yNbTaTaMH EMITIPUYHOTO JIOCHIJDKEHHSI KOHCTATOBAHO, 110 €KOJIOTTYHICTh OpEeH/ly € BarOMHUM COLIAJIEHO-TICHXOJIOTIYHIM Me-
XaHI3MOM €(DeKTHBHOCTI OpEHI-KOMYHIKaIli. 3a pe3yibTaTaMy KJIaCTEPHOTO aHaji3y BUOKPEMIICHO 4 THIIM CIIOXKHBAYiB 3a
CIPUKMaHHSM €KOJIOTIYHOCTI OpeH/ly B OpeH/I- KOMYHIKAI[isIX: «OPIEHTOBaHI Ha OCOOMCTICHY 3HAYYIIICTh €KOJIOITYHOCTI OpeH-
Jly», «Opi€HTOBaHI Ha 00pa3 OpeHIy, 110 CTBOPIOE BUPOOHHK», «OPIEHTOBAHI HA KOHBCHIIIHHMIA PIBEHb OpEHI-KOMYHIKAITii»,
«HE OpIEHTOBaHI Ha EKOJIOTIYHICTh OpeHmy». BUSBIEHO CTATUCTUYHO 3HA4YYIl BIAMIHHOCTI Y PO3MOJLI THIIB CIOXHBaYiB
3aJIKHO BiJ psiy coliaibHO-aemMorpadiuHux Ta opraHizaiiiHo-npodeciiiHnx uynHHUKIB. Tak, 30KpeMa, JKIHKH OubLIe, HDK
YOJIOBIKM OPIEHTOBAHI HAa OCOOMCTICHY 3HAYyIICTh €KOJIOTYHOCTI OpPEeH Ty, HATOMICTh Cepe;l YOJIOBIKIB JICIIO OUIbIIIa IIPE/ICTaB-
JIEHICTh TAKHMX, 1110 B3araji He OpiEHTOBaHI Ha eKOJIOTTYHICTh OpeHyty. Cepell MOJIOAIINX 3a BIKOM CIIOXKHBAUIB OUIBIIE THX, XTO
OpIEHTOBAaHMH Ha KOHBEHLIMHMI piBeHb OpeHI-KOMyHiKallii a00 B3arali He OpiEHTOBAHMI Ha EKOJIOTIYHICTH OpEeHIy B SIKOCTI
peryssitopa crioskuBarpkoi nosetinku (p< 0,01). 3a pe3ynbratamu JucHepciiiHOro aHasizy BU3HA4€HO OCOOIMBOCTI JIOSIBHOCTI
CIOKMBAYIB 3AJISKHO BiJ| CIIPUHHATTS HUMH €KOJIOTIYHOCTI OpeH/Ty SIK OIHOTO 13 COLIaJIbHO-TICHXOJIOTTYHNX MEXaHI3MIiB e(eK-
THBHOI OpeH/I-KOMYHIKallii JUIsl TOBapiB MPOAOBOJIEYOI rpyIH. [lepCrieKTHBY MOANIBIINX JOCIIPKEHB MOJISTaloTh y BU3HAYEHH]
CYKYITHOCTI COIIaJbHO-TICUXOJIOTIYHAX MEXaHI3MiB 1 YMHHHKIB €(peKTUBHUX OpeHI- KOMyHIKallii, TEOpEeTHIHOMY OOIPYHTY-
BaHHIO, PO3POOIICHHI Ta ampoOartii COIiaTBHO-TICHXOIOTTYHIX HPOrpaM ITiITOTOBKA MaWOyTHIX MEHEDKepiB, MapKeTOJNOTIB,
TpaIiBHAUKIB peKiaMHoi chepr 10 epeKTHBHUX OpeHI-KOMyHIKAIlil TOIIO.

Kniouosi cnosa: 6penn, obpa3 OpeHay, €KONOTIUHICT, OpEHY, aTUTION, OPEH/-KOMYHIKAIIisl, ICUXOJIOTisT CIIOXKH-
Baua, JOSUIbHICTb.
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