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Abstract

Intergenerational research on sustainable consumption remains scarce, particularly in

relation to which factors may affect the level of intergenerational similarity and the

direction of intergenerational transmission. The present study addresses these gaps and

adds to the growing body of literature in environmental consumer socialization by ex-

amining intergenerational influence on sustainable consumer attitudes and behaviors in a

sample of 146 dyads comprised of mothers and college‐age daughters. In the domain of

intergenerational influence, we study two potential moderating factors suggested in past

consumer research: communication effectiveness and peer conformity. Using the co‐
orientational model and nominal dyad method, we reveal the existence of intergenera-

tional similarity in dyads' sustainable consumer attitudes and behaviors—after accounting

for nominal effects— and show that stronger parent–child communication between

mother–daughter pairs leads to greater intergenerational similarity, whereas stronger

peer influence on daughters reduces intergenerational agreement. Our analysis further

suggests the presence of reverse environmental socialization, in which intergenerational

influence predominantly occurs from daughter to mother. Dyads' subjective knowledge

regarding sustainable consumption provides empirical insights for this co‐orientational
model finding on reverse intergenerational transfer. Overall, outcomes of this study

encourage marketing managers to leverage young‐adult offspring in the process of

communicating sustainable marketing strategies.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

During the last few decades, scholars have investigated the crucial

topic of consumer socialization (e.g., John, 1999; Moschis &

Churchill, 1978; Moschis, 1985; Ward, 1974). Within the context of

consumer socialization, the focus is on understanding how young

consumers, from childhood, acquire resources, knowledge, skills, be-

liefs, and behaviors related to the marketplace while developing their

unique consumer identity and turning themselves into “practicing

consumers” (Ward, 1974). Socializing agents such as family or
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nonfamily institutions like mass media, marketing institutions, schools,

peers, and culture have been identified to be influential in shaping the

consumer socialization process (John, 1999; Moschis, 1985). Among

these, the family, particularly parents, is recognized to be the pivotal

socialization agent in the development of consumption preferences

(e.g., John, 1999; Mandrik et al., 2005; Moore et al., 2002;

Moschis, 1985), as individuals routinely engage in social interactions

within family units during their developmental years.

Under the broader heading of consumer socialization, a phe-

nomenon known as intergenerational influence (IGI) exists within the

family and denotes the transfer of marketplace resources, pre-

ferences, values, attitudes, and behaviors from one generation to

another both directly and indirectly, with an enduring effect that may

span across many generations (e.g., Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009;

Heckler et al., 1989; Mandrik et al., 2005; Moore et al., 2002; Shah &

Mittal, 1997; Viswanathan et al., 2000). The scope of IGI is wide, with

influence observed among family members across a variety of do-

mains. Consumer behavior research has documented IGI in the

adoption of marketplace beliefs and motivations (Carlson

et al., 1994; Mandrik et al., 2005; Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988), shop-

ping and clothing preferences (Francis & Burns, 1992), purchase of

auto insurance (Woodson et al., 1976), brand preferences (Mandrik

et al., 2005, 2018; Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988), brand equity (Moore

et al., 2002), perceived risk (Arndt, 1972), innovativeness (Cotte &

Wood, 2004), skepticism of advertising (Obermiller &

Spangenberg, 2000), and the deal proneness of consumers (Schindler

et al., 2014), among others.

Nonetheless, relatively little intergenerational (IG) research has

been directed towards investigating sustainable (i.e., pro‐
environmental) consumer orientations. Previous research strength-

ens the notion that family is an essential locus for sustainable con-

sumer socialization (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009, 2012, 2017;

Grønhøj, 2007; Matthies & Wallis, 2015; Matthies et al., 2012) and,

in a broad sense, these studies have identified family influence as a

critical driving factor of sustainable consumer attitudes (SCAs) and

behaviors (SCBs) of individuals. Yet this existing research has left

largely unmapped key questions regarding which factors may affect

the level of IGI and the direction of IG transmission when it comes to

sustainable consumption. Undeniably, this growing body of research

in sustainable consumer socialization is still in the early stages and

researchers have called for theoretical and methodological ad-

vancement. As Grønhøj and Thøgersen (2009, p.419) note, “Future

sustainable IG consumer research should systematically focus on

different cultural contexts to uncover the extent to which IG

transfers of sustainable orientations are universal processes.”

Moreover, Leppänen et al. (2012, p.174) call for future investigations

involving only same‐sex and single dyad type—in line with Moschis

(1988)—to enhance the stability of intergenerational effects on

sustainable attitudes, as previous efforts included more than one

dyad type in their samples (e.g., Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009, 2012;

Matthies et al., 2012; Meeusen, 2014).

The current paper answers these calls for IG research aimed at

understanding factors influencing the development of sustainable

consumption habits. We seek to provide empirical evidence for the ex-

istence of IGI on SCAs and behaviors among Turkish mother and college‐
age daughter dyads, incorporating the co‐orientational model framework

(Chaffee & McLeod, 1968) augmented by confirming self‐report mea-

sures and examining parent–child communication (PCC) and peer influ-

ence (PI) as potential influential factors of IGI. The paper also aims to

shed light on the direction of influence in the transmission of SCAs and

behaviors, investigating the role of subjective knowledge to explicate the

transmission process. This study has theoretical, methodological, and

practical implications. Theory is developed by enhancing our under-

standing of the factors that affect IGI in the domain of sustainable

consumption, and to understand more thoroughly conditions for reverse

IGI. Methodologically, the co‐orientational model's predictions are tri-

angulated with a multi‐trait, multi‐method approach, and the nominal

dyad method (Mandrik et al., 2005) is employed to provide a more rig-

orous testing method. Finally, we recognize the heightened role of de-

veloping countries in decreasing global environmental degradation (e.g.,

Singh et al., 2020), particularly consumption patterns of Turkish house-

holds which pose a major barrier to Turkey's 2030 sustainable devel-

opment goals (e.g., Şener & Hazer, 2008), and we offer practical

suggestions based on this study's outcomes. In the remaining sections,

relevant literature is reviewed to provide a conceptual background for

research hypotheses, the method for testing them is explained, and an

empirical study and its results are discussed along with their implications.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 | Background of SCAs and behaviors

We live in a culture of consumption, and consumption is indis-

tinguishably allied to sustainability: current unsustainable consump-

tion modes and their negative consequences for the environment

stand as daunting problems facing humanity. The global consumer

culture has surpassed thresholds of overconsumption, as questions

about which products to buy, how much to buy, and how to consume

goods and services have critical implications for the well‐being of fu-

ture generations (Trudel, 2019). To that end, understanding consumer

attitudes and behaviors related to sustainable consumption becomes a

vital endeavor. Peattie (2010) highlights that attitudes, norms, and

habits of individual consumers are the main determinant factors in the

achievability of sustainable consumption. We define sustainable con-

sumer attitudes and behaviors in line with the basic view of Fishbein

and Ajzen (1977) as the set of beliefs, feelings, and intentions con-

cerning sustainable consumption activities, as well as a consumer's

predisposition to respond favorably or unfavorably with respect to

such activities. Our approach is in parallel with this definition by Luchs

and Mooradian (2012, p. 129): “Consumer attitudes and behaviors

that are influenced by concern for environmental, social and economic

considerations,” defining the sustainability notion to embrace the

“Three Pillars” (i.e., environmental, social, economic) view of the Uni-

ted Nations (2002) and in line with the 1987 Brundtland Report's

sustainability definition (United Nations, 1987).
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Admittedly, sustainable consumer behaviors consist of a wide

range of activities, potentially involved in nearly all spheres of life.

Consumer research exists on various behaviors and activities such as

energy‐saving and water‐saving (Gadenne et al., 2011; Gilg &

Barr, 2006), sustainable product choice (Liang & Guo, 2021; Tanner &

Wölfing Kast, 2003), sustainable dieting (Werner et al., 2019), sus-

tainable giving (Ha‐Brookshire & Hodges, 2009), eco‐clothing (Niini-

mäki, 2010), sustainable transportation (Hartl et al., 2018), and

environmentally oriented anticonsumption of food (Dalmoro

et al., 2020), among others. Nonetheless, research on sustainable con-

sumer attitudes and behaviors is equivocal. On one side, there is evi-

dence supporting the positive link between attitudes and behaviors

(Arslan et al., 2012; Tanner & Wölfing Kast, 2003). On the other side,

some empirical research reports contradictions (Vermeir &

Verbeke, 2006; Young et al., 2010), revealing a gap in which the re-

lationship between attitudes and behaviors is under stress when it

comes to consuming sustainably. This “attitude‐behavior gap” (Luchs

et al., 2010; Peattie & Belz, 2010) exists when consumers embrace

positive attitudes toward sustainable consumption, yet face hurdles in

converting their attitudes into actual marketplace behaviors, such as

green purchasing. Investigating social factors, especially family‐related
ones, may offer myriad insights to better understand the total sus-

tainable consumption process (Matthies & Wallis, 2015) and, thus, shed

light on this attitude‐behavior gap.
Importantly, Peattie (2010, p. 203) explains that a vast amount of

research in sustainable consumption commonly concentrates on three

categories: “housing, transportation, and food choices.” Naturally, all

these consumption categories include family members living in a

household and involve choices made in their daily lives. Further under-

lining the importance for sustainability of studying the family, a com-

parative study with participants from 43 countries revealed how great of

an impact household consumption has on sustainability: household con-

sumption negatively contributes more than 60% to global greenhouse

gas emissions, as well as from 50% to 80% of the material, water, and

land usage (Ivanova et al., 2016). To mitigate the total negative en-

vironmental impacts of households, one needs to investigate how in-

dividuals within family units make decisions and influence each other in

the process of sustainable consumption (Matthies & Wallis, 2015). In

parallel with the view of Peattie (2010, p. 219), we realize that the

development of sustainable consumption patterns may require more

collective consumption behaviors, in which individual consumers may

respond to such patterns as collective decision units (as families or

households). Building our study on these grounds, we next review the

literature on research related to intergenerational influence and sus-

tainable consumption.

2.2 | Intergenerational influence and sustainable
consumption

Empirical research, both quantitative and qualitative, exists on sus-

tainable family socialization and intergenerational influence across a

wide swath of environmental psychology and education literature

(e.g., Ando et al., 2015; Casaló & Escario, 2016; Gentina &

Muratore, 2012; Gentina & Singh, 2015; Grønhøj & Thøger-

sen, 2009, 2012, 2017; Grønhøj, 2007; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020;

Leppänen et al., 2012; Matthies & Wallis, 2015; Matthies et al., 2012;

Meeusen, 2014; Nakamura, 2003; Singh et al., 2020). However, only

a few researchers examined the topic by adapting the perspective of

consumer socialization theory (e.g., Grønhøj & Thøger-

sen, 2009, 2012; Grønhøj, 2007; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies &

Wallis, 2015; Singh et al., 2020). Not surprisingly, early environ-

mental studies largely focused on developed countries, as issues

related to environmental protection and resource preservation have

been on the political and social agenda for many years. To date, these

studies are generally consistent in identifying the family (mostly

parents and youngsters) as an agent of sustainable socialization,

reporting significant intergenerational transmission of a variety of

sustainable values, beliefs, and practices such as environmental

consciousness (Nakamura, 2003), environmental concern (Casaló &

Escario, 2016; Meeusen, 2014; Singh et al., 2020), recycling and re-

use (Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020; Matthies et al., 2012), waste disposal

(Ando et al., 2015; Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009, 2012), energy con-

sumption (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009; Grønhøj, 2007), water‐saving
(Grønhøj, 2007; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020), and organic buying beha-

viors (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009). This past research reported

stronger correlations between girls and mothers, and girls were

found to be more concerned about the environment compared to

boys (e.g., Casaló & Escario, 2016; Leppänen et al., 2012). They also

reported stronger effect sizes for visible behaviors (e.g., purchasing

sustainable products) compared to invisible ones (e.g., electricity‐
saving), as parents and children may have more opportunities to

learn from each other while engaging in visible behaviors (Grønhøj &

Thøgersen, 2009; Meeusen, 2014). It would be reasonable to assume

that the effect sizes of these studies may differ depending on the

place (i.e., household, school, or work) in which consumption beha-

viors occur (Matthies & Wallis, 2015). Despite these previous efforts,

intergenerational similarities in many other behaviors (e.g., fair trade,

donation, traveling) linked to the sustainable consumption domain

remain as yet uninvestigated.

Taken together, early research has sought to associate IG

transmission of sustainable consumption attitudes and behaviors

with several factors, such as personal values (Grønhøj & Thøger-

sen, 2009, 2012), family norms (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2012;

Matthies et al., 2012), parenting style (Gentina & Muratore, 2012;

Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2017), socialization style (Katz‐Gerro
et al., 2020), family communication patterns (Meeusen, 2014), the

influence of friends (Collado et al., 2017), cultural differences (Ando

et al., 2015; Gentina & Singh, 2015), gender‐specific variations

(Leppänen et al., 2012; Meeusen, 2014), and the age group of a child

(Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2017; Matthies et al., 2012). Overall, this

growing literature stresses the critical argument that the family so-

cialization process of sustainable consumption should embrace

transmission of intentions and impacts, which gives us the motivation

to study sustainable consumer attitudes and behaviors. Table 1

provides detailed information about the general state of research in

ESSIZ AND MANDRIK | 7
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the field. Note that among the many factors investigated as affecting

IGI on sustainable consumption, communication effectiveness and

peer conformity have received almost no direct attention. However,

past research points to them being important moderators of IGI

(Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018; Moore et al., 2002); therefore, we in-

clude them for examination here, yet extend past research by ex-

ploring not only outcome (observed) measures of communication but

self‐reported communication as well. A final gap to note is the

paucity of research investigating possible reverse intergenerational

influence on sustainable consumption—that is, transmission of values

and attitudes from child to parent (see Singh et al., 2020 for an

exception). As reverse IGI may occur in various consumption situa-

tions such as the acquisition of new technologies, visible brands, and

concrete products (e.g., Mandrik et al., 2018; Moore et al., 2002;

Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988; Obermiller & Spangenberg, 2000), it is

reasonable that reverse IGI may exist for the relatively new and

esoteric topic of sustainable consumption, where college‐age chil-

dren may have more perceived expertise (e.g., Shah & Mittal, 1997).

As aforementioned, in the current study we investigate the role of

subjective knowledge as a potential factor in determining direction

of influence.

3 | CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT AND
HYPOTHESES

3.1 | The co‐orientational model

Unlike existing sustainable IG research, we apply a different con-

ceptual model to study IG transmission. As a main method of inquiry,

the framework of this study is based on the co‐orientational model

(Chaffee & McLeod, 1968). This model (see Figure 1) is appropriate

for exploring IGI, primarily fits to dyadic interactions, and it has been

employed in other IG consumer research apart from the sustainable

consumption domain (e.g., Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018; Moore

et al., 2002; Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988). The model includes two key

constructs: (1) agreement is conceptualized as the degree of con-

sistency among cognitions of two people and (2) accuracy, which is

each dyad members' prediction ability to accurately state the cog-

nitions of their partners (Chaffee & McLeod, 1968). In brief, agree-

ment describes whether two people's cognitions (such as their beliefs

or preferences) match with each other, while accuracy shows how

well each dyad partner knows the other person's attitudes and be-

haviors akin to sustainable consumption for our case.

Using the accuracy construct, past research makes inferences about

the communication effectiveness between two people, where higher

prediction accuracy is seen to indicate more effective communication

among dyads (e.g., Chaffee & McLeod, 1968; Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018;

Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988). Moreover, prediction accuracy has been

adapted by researchers as a reliable indicator to predict the direction of

intergenerational influence (e.g., Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018; Moore‐Shay
& Lutz, 1988; Schindler et al., 2014). We will revisit the constructs of the

co‐orientational model later in the paper.

3.2 | Intergenerational influence on SCAs and
behaviors

Earlier research provides evidence regarding the presence of family

influence in the transmission of sustainable consumption (Ando

et al., 2015; Casaló & Escario, 2016; Grønhøj & Thøger-

sen, 2009, 2012, 2017; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020; Leppänen

et al., 2012; Meeusen, 2014). However, this literature used simple

raw agreement or similarity scores between parent and child as the

direct indicator of intergenerational transmission. Undeniably, using

simple agreement scores may overstate the actual effect and even

may show an effect when one does not in fact exist, owing to

background factors that increase the likelihood that both dyad

members hold the same cognitions (Mandrik et al., 2005). Thus, prior

research results may have over‐stated the actual intergenerational

similarity by ignoring the incipient level of similarity occurring be-

tween dyads (for further consideration of this issue, see Mandrik

et al., 2005; Viswanathan et al., 2000). To control for spurious ef-

fects, Mandrik et al. (2005) introduced the “nominal dyad” method,

which in essence creates randomly paired dyads (i.e., nominal dyads)

and a so‐called “nominal effect” similarity score against which to test

the observed similarity score. Given that there has been no direct

test of intergenerational influence on SCAs and behaviors among

mother–daughter dyads accounting for the nominal effect, our first

hypothesis is a fundamental one associated with the presence of

“true” intergenerational influence.

H1: Intergenerational influence on sustainable consumer attitudes and

behaviors exists between daughters and mothers.

3.3 | Family communication

Family communication has been recognized as a pivotal mechanism

in IG transfer of consumption‐related attitudes and behaviors

(Moschis & Churchill, 1978; Moschis et al., 1984; Moschis, 1985;

F IGURE 1 The co‐orientational model (modified from Chaffee &
McLeod, 1968)
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Viswanathan et al., 2000) as it adds explicitly to consumer learning.

Moschis and Churchill (1978, p. 607) describe the intra‐family

communication as “overt interactions between children and parents

about goods and services.” The effectiveness of interactions—parent‐
child communication—is established by three elements: “frequency,

pattern, and intent” (Moschis et al., 1984). These elements influence

a child's learning process while interacting with other information

sources as consumers. Hence, it is plausible to presume that parents

and children who participate in more frequent and active commu-

nication about each other's consumption habits are likely to exhibit

greater intergenerational similarity (e.g., Moschis, 1985).

Regarding sustainable consumption, many topics including energy‐
water consumption, household waste, organic buying, recycling, and en-

vironmental concern may be pertinent features of family life, prompting

family members to discuss these issues. Communicating more about the

environment tends to make sustainable consumer behaviors more ex-

plicit (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2012), and as families talk more about the

source of environmental problems, children may be more likely to build

personal norms and consciousness to augment their sustainable beha-

viors, such as paper re‐use (Matthies et al., 2012). Building on this issue,

Mead et al. (2012) document the positive relationship between family

communication and information‐seeking behaviors of adolescents on

global climate change, while Meeusen (2014) shows the strong positive

influence of family communication patterns on intergenerational trans-

mission of environmental concern.

Apart from this environmental research, other IG studies in the

general consumption domain support the positive influence of family

communication on the IG similarity of brand preferences, product

and store choices, and numerous consumption values of offspring

(Heckler et al., 1989; Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018). For example, using

Chaffee and McLeod's (1968) co‐orientational model as a basis,

Mandrik et al. (2005) showed communication effectiveness was po-

sitively related to mother–daughter similarity of brand preferences

and five consumption orientations, such as value consciousness

(Lichtenstein et al., 1990), prestige sensitivity (Lichtenstein

et al., 1993), and convenience orientation (Mandrik, 1996). Based on

this past research, we expect a greater intergenerational similarity

between daughters and mothers with an increase in communication

effectiveness and state the following hypothesis:

H2: Communication effectiveness between mothers and daughters is

positively related to intergenerational influence on sustainable

consumer attitudes and behaviors.

3.4 | Peer influence

Peers are considered one of the key socialization agents in the

consumer socialization process (John, 1999; Moschis &

Churchill, 1978). Research documents that peers play prominent

roles in the development of sustainable consumer identity, affecting

their friends' recycling activities (Chawla, 2009), purchase intention

of organic products (Gotschi et al., 2009; Salazar et al., 2013),

sustainable attitudes (Collado et al., 2017; Duarte et al., 2017), and

behaviors (Collado et al., 2019). Collado et al. (2017) showed the role

of peers as positive agents of environmental socialization, revealing

that peers significantly explained their counterparts' environmental

attitudes, with larger effects for older children than younger ones. In

a follow‐up study, Collado et al. (2019) demonstrated that peers may

in fact exert normative influences, shaping adolescents' self‐reported
sustainable behaviors and assisting them to develop moral respon-

sibility towards the environment through direct influences. In sum,

the literature generally supports the influence of peer‐based re-

ference groups on offspring's sustainable consumption habits.

Past consumer socialization studies indicate that children spend

more time with their friends and devote less time to their parents as they

grow up (Bearden & Rose, 1990; Meyer & Anderson, 2000; Ward, 1974).

Moreover, children willfully engage in more regular communication

patterns with their peers, who may help them to establish social motives

for consumption (Moschis & Churchill, 1978). In this respect, it follows

that individuals who are more prone to social influence should follow

their peers' lead and show less parental similarity in their consumption

preferences. This moderating effect of peer influence on IG similarity has

been found for the consumption orientation prestige sensitivity (Mandrik

et al., 2005), as well as for brand preferences (Mandrik et al., 2018). The

latter research also supported the proposition that the attenuating in-

fluence of peers on IGI varies between cultures.

From the perspective of culture, the Turkish sample studied here is

considered highly collectivistic, based on the cultural dimensions of

Hofstede (Hofstede Insights, 2021; Hofstede, 1984): “We” is important

for our subjects as individuals in collectivistic cultures commonly exhibit

more attachment to in‐group members' goals. To that end, younger

children firmly depend on parental influence, while older children rely

more on their peers to attain socially important consumption cues

(Moore et al., 2002; Moschis & Moore, 1979). Earlier, Lee (2010, 2014)

documented the role of PI as a factor predicting green purchase beha-

viors of consumers in a collectivistic society (Hong Kong), where young

adult consumers more often sought advice from peers when engaging in

sustainable consumption practices. In light of the preceding review, we

recognize that daughter participants in this study live apart from their

families and are surrounded by their peers in the college environment.

Immersed among their peers and subject to their influence, daughters

may acquire different sustainable consumption knowledge, preferences,

attitudes, and behaviors from mothers, which may weaken the true in-

tergenerational similarity. It thus may be expected that stronger PI would

attenuate the mother–daughter similarity for SCAs and behaviors, which

leads to the following hypothesis:

H3: Peer influence on daughters is negatively related to intergenera-

tional influence on sustainable consumer attitudes and behaviors.

3.5 | The direction of intergenerational influence

Vital elements of intergenerational influence emanate from sociali-

zation theory. John (1999) indicated that social interactions may lead

10 | ESSIZ AND MANDRIK
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to the synchronization of consumption‐related beliefs to some de-

gree within family members, occurring by happenstance from par-

ents to children. However, it is also understood that children may

attempt to influence their parents, showing them the way in the

adoption of new consumer skills, knowledge, and attitudes, a process

recognized as reverse or reciprocal consumer socialization (e.g.,

Ekstrom et al., 1987; Ekstrom, 1995, 2007; Singh et al., 2020). Cor-

respondingly, reverse IGI denotes the influence of children on

parents.

As aforementioned, in the college environment, students may be

exposed to information on new high‐tech products associated with

some forms of information technologies (e.g., smartphone apps, so-

cial media, computer software). For these product types, it would be

logical to imagine that children may influence their parents' choices

to a greater extent than their parents do, so perceived expertise on

the consumption topic (Shah & Mittal, 1997) may be seen as a pre-

dictor of the direction of influence. But would such expectations hold

in the transmission of sustainable consumption‐related attitudes and

behaviors? Unfortunately, very little research attention has been

paid to enhancing our understanding of the reverse socialization

process of consumers (Easterling et al., 1995; Ekstrom et al., 1987;

Ekstrom, 1995, 2007; Mandrik et al., 2018; Moore et al., 2002;

Moschis, 1988; Singh et al., 2020). In fact, most sustainable IG re-

search has assumed that influence flows from parents to children

(e.g., Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009; Leppänen et al., 2012;

Meeusen, 2014) due to its compatibility with social learning theory

(Bandura & Walters, 1977) and characteristics of Western culture;

however, this research does not totally reject the possibility of re-

verse transmission. Upon closer examination, their forward IGI

findings were attributed to the lower importance given to environ-

mental commitment by the younger generation of their studied

sample. Also, only basic correlations were reported to show the di-

rection of influence intuitively; no specific methodological ap-

proaches were undertaken to demonstrate the direction of influence

empirically.

Taken together, forward IGI expectations of earlier research

may not always hold true. For example, Schlossberg (1992) demon-

strated that young children provide environmental cues to their

parents and lead the way in shifting their shopping behaviors. To

present a conceptual model, Easterling et al. (1995) examined the

topic of “ecological consumer resocialization,” signaling that young

adult children may potentially influence their parents' environmental

learning process—and specific sustainable behaviors (e.g., recycling

actions)—based on the availability of appropriate resources, such as

favorable family communication patterns and environmental knowl-

edge. Later, a qualitative study provided support for the existence of

reverse socialization among young adult children in the context of

everyday household activities, involving recycling, water, and elec-

tricity consumption in Denmark (Grønhøj, 2007). Most recently,

Singh et al. (2020) provided empirical evidence for reverse sustain-

able socialization among 352 parent–adolescent dyads in a non‐
Western culture (India), revealing how adolescents' environmental

concerns may influence parents' intentions to behave in a

pro‐environmental way. In sum, these efforts provide testimony re-

garding the presence of reverse transmission in the domain of

sustainability.

In the existing literature, the age group of a child (e.g., teen,

young adult, mature) is seen as a factor related to reverse inter-

generational influence, with older children expected to exert greater

influence than younger ones (e.g., Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2017;

Mandrik et al., 2018; Matthies et al., 2012; Moore et al., 2002).

Additionally, cultural differences and development levels of coun-

tries may also affect the direction of influence for sustainable con-

sumption preferences (Ando et al., 2015; Casaló & Escario, 2016;

Gentina & Singh, 2015; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020; Singh et al., 2020).

Arguably, compared to developed countries and individualistic cul-

tures, it may be more likely to see the reverse transfer in developing

countries and collectivistic cultures (e.g., Singh et al., 2020). Using the

co‐orientational model, Mandrik et al. (2018) provided empirical

evidence for this stance, showing that daughters in PRC (a highly

collectivistic developing country) transfer more to their mothers

compared to their US counterparts (a highly individualistic developed

country). Based on the preceding discussion, we expect that reverse

intergenerational transfer is more likely for the sample studied here:

university‐age women in a collectivistic culture in a developing

country like Turkey, and propose the following hypothesis:

H4: Intergenerational influence on sustainable consumer attitudes and

behaviors is greater from daughters to mothers than from mothers

to daughters.

3.6 | Role of subjective knowledge: A research
question

There may be other reasons behind reverse IG transfer in this do-

main, yet it remains unexplored in prior research. One factor, in

particular, can be the role of subjective knowledge in IGI. Subjective

knowledge may be seen as self‐rated or perceived knowledge, which

refers to what consumers think they know on a particular topic, as

opposed to objective knowledge, which is what a person actually

knows (Brucks, 1985; Park et al., 1994). Subjective environmental

knowledge is positively associated with environmental motivations

(e.g., Egea & de Frutos, 2013; Pagiaslis & Krontalis, 2014), and its

greater impact, compared to objective knowledge, has been dis-

tinguished on environmental beliefs (Pagiaslis & Krontalis, 2014),

behaviors (Ellen, 1994), and on specific practices such as organic

food consumption (Pieniak et al., 2010). Considering the wide

availability of information sources in the college environment (e.g.,

the internet, seminars, courses, voluntary initiatives, student clubs)

about sustainable consumption, it can be expected for daughters to

report higher subjective knowledge concerning sustainability than

mothers. Indeed, it is likely that daughters may be more informed on

the concept, hence they may both directly or indirectly influence

their mothers' attitudes and behaviors by initiating discussions about

it. Additionally, because mothers may be somewhat out of touch with
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new social movements, they may see their daughters as possessing

higher expertise in the sphere of sustainability and be open to in-

fluence from their daughters (e.g., Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Park &

Lessig, 1977). Based on this reasoning, subjective knowledge may

provide a clue as to the direction of IGI on SCAs and behaviors, in

that IGI should flow from the dyad member with higher subjective

knowledge. Although not an explicit hypothesis, we raise the fol-

lowing research question:

RQ: Does subjective knowledge of sustainable consumption play a

part in determining the direction of intergenerational influence?

4 | METHODOLOGY

4.1 | Survey designs

Similar to prior IG consumer research conducted through the lens of

consumer socialization theory (e.g., Francis & Burns, 1992; Mandrik

et al., 2018; Moore et al., 2002; Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988), we used

the parallel survey methodology. In line with the parallel survey

method, we prepared two different but nearly identical ques-

tionnaires for each dyad: one for daughter and one for mother. The

daughters' survey was administrated via the traditional paper and

pen method, as they were living on or near campus, while an online

survey tool was used to administer the mothers' questionnaire, as

mothers lived in their hometowns. The rationale for this approach

was twofold: to reduce the use of resources (e.g., paper, printing,

shipping) and to secure effective response rates, reducing non-

response bias; similar (but offline) approaches were used in earlier

efforts (Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018; Moore et al., 2002), where re-

searchers obtained home addresses from on‐campus daughters and

sent printed questionnaires with prepared return envelopes to mo-

thers, securing high response rates. Question items appearing in both

questionnaires were simply rephrased to match the participant. As

an example, an item to measure self‐reported communication be-

tween daughters and mothers can be read as “There has been open

communication between my mother and me over time” in the

daughter's questionnaire, while the parallel item was phrased as

“There has been open communication between my daughter and me

over time” in the mother's questionnaire. Additionally, participants

were asked to predict the other dyad partner's attitudes and beha-

viors related to sustainable consumption. The following is an ex-

ample of a prediction question from the daughter's questionnaire:

“My mother would limit her use of energy such as electricity, natural

gas, or fossil fuel consumption to reduce her harm on the

environment.”

Questionnaires were first designed in English to maintain the

originality and consistency of measurement scales, then Turkish

versions of questionnaires were created. Following the parallel back‐
translation method (e.g., Buil et al., 2012; Malhotra et al., 1996), both

instruments were translated and back‐translated separately by two

Turkish‐English bilinguals, then the back‐translated versions

compared. Any differences were resolved through discussions among

the translators and principal investigators to maintain uniformity

between the two language versions and to ensure the translated

versions would be correctly understood by the Turkish sample.

4.2 | Sample selection, survey procedure, and
sample composition

Although intergenerational influence may be observed among all

family members in dyadic relations, such as mothers‐daughters,
fathers‐daughters, mothers‐sons, and fathers‐sons, focusing on spe-

cific dyads may improve the reliability of research, as it limits

background diversity among respondents (Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988;

Moschis, 1985, 1988). Moschis (1988) highlights the need to study

specific dyad types, to understand various consumer behaviors and

how they are acquired through interpersonal interactions. Same‐
gender dyads tend to share a higher degree of interest and similarity

in the development of consumption‐relevant preferences (e.g.,

Carlson et al., 1994; Francis & Burns, 1992; Mandrik

et al., 2005, 2018; Moore et al., 2002; Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988).

And, although their influence is likely to depend on factors such as

household environment (Moore et al., 2002), communication pat-

terns (Meeusen, 2014), environmental knowledge (Singh et al., 2020),

culture (Mandrik et al., 2018), and consumption domain, among

others, mothers are broadly considered to be the most influential

parent in socializing their children (e.g., Bakir et al., 2006; Carlson

et al., 1994; Francis & Burns, 1992; Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018;

Moore‐Shay & Lutz, 1988; Moschis, 1985; Xu et al., 2004). Based on

these grounds, we chose to survey the sampling unit of a

mother–daughter dyad.

After obtaining ethics board approval, a convenience sample of

152 Turkish university‐age women studying at a large state uni-

versity in North Cyprus was recruited (using announcements

in online student communities and in classrooms, and via a stand in

the student common area) to participate in the research in

exchange for a small gift (a cafeteria meal ticket). As one of the

selection criteria for the sample, each daughter participant was

requested to provide her mother's email address, and an email in-

vitation with a link to the online version of the questionnaire was

emailed to the mother. To secure high response rates from mothers,

reminder emails were sent once a week if they had not yet com-

pleted the questionnaire. Out of 152 invitations, 146 completed

questionnaires were returned from mothers, resulting in a response

rate of 96.05% and 146 mother–daughter dyads (a total of 292

individual responses).

While filling out the questionnaires, first participants indicated

their level of agreement on 5‐point Likert scales (1 = “Strongly dis-

agree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”) to questions regarding SCAs and be-

haviors, as well as subjective knowledge. Next, they were asked to

predict their partners' level of agreement for the same questions.

Finally, they filled out questions related to PI (only completed by

daughters), self‐reported communication (completed by daughters
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 15206793, 2022, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/m

ar.21540 by C
entral E

uropean U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [16/06/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



and mothers), control variables, demographics, and they were

thanked for participation.

For daughters, 71.2% were 18–23 years old, with the remaining

28.8% ranging between 24 and 30 years old; 88.4% of daughters

were studying for a bachelor's degree, and 11.6% were graduate

students. Among mothers, 49.3% were in the range of 40–49 years

old, and 44.5% were high school graduates. Additionally, 68.5% of

mothers had at least two or more children. Both for daughters and

mothers, the modal annual family income (45.2%) ranged from

50,000 to 100,000 TL (approximately 5800–11,600 USD).

4.3 | Measures

4.3.1 | Dependent variables

The agreement between daughters and mothers on the topic of SCAs

and behaviors is the main dependent variable and is treated as the

degree of intergenerational similarity (i.e., proximity) across daugh-

ters' and mothers' responses. We calculated the raw agreement level

as the absolute value of differences between the daughter's response

and the mother's response. Subsequently, we generated agreement

scores for every dyad by summing the absolute value of differences

acquired from each scale item. Next, we summed agreement scores

of each dyad and divided it into the sample size to estimate a final

raw mean agreement score for both constructs: SCAs and SCBs.

Logically, lower raw means signify higher IG similarity, working with

absolute differences in line with Chaffee and McLeod (1968).

We infer the direction of IGI as follows. For a given item in

constructs of attitudes and behaviors, we calculate the item predic-

tion accuracy score for each dyad member by taking absolute dif-

ferences between the participant's prediction (i.e., predicted

response) and partner's answer (i.e., real response). We then sum

item prediction accuracy scores to have the total prediction accuracy

score (TPAS) and divide it into the sample size to get the mean TPAS

for attitudes and behaviors. By switching prediction positions of

dyads and applying the same process, we obtain two different mean

TPAS: one for the daughter's prediction accuracy, and one for the

mother's, with lower mean scores indicating higher accuracy (as

scores are based on absolute value differences). For each dyad, we

then examine the ratio of daughter's TPAS to mother's TPAS. If the

ratio is greater than one, we infer that IGI occurs from daughters to

mothers, as recommended by the co‐orientational model. If the ratio

is less than one, the model suggests that influence occurs from

mothers to daughters. In other words, the person who can more

accurately state her dyad partner's cognitions is presumed to have

been the recipient of the stronger influence. As a validity check on

the co‐orientational model's inference regarding the direction of

influence, we asked participants whether they wish to follow their

dyad partner's lead while engaging in sustainable consumption.

Our two constructs on SCAs and SCBs include items related to

themes of sustainable transportation, sustainable giving, fair trade,

sustainable product labels, green purchasing, water‐air pollution,

energy conservation (e.g., electricity, natural gas, fossil fuel), waste

reduction, recycling, reuse, and environmental concern. To cover this

broad domain, fifteen items were adapted and modified. Items were

adapted from various scales developed in prior research: socially

responsible consumption behaviors scale (Antil, 1984), ecologically

conscious consumer behavior scale (Roberts, 1996), fair trade sub-

scale (Tanner & Wölfing Kast, 2003), socially responsible purchases

and disposal scale (Webb et al., 2008), the GREEN scale (Haws

et al., 2014), perceived consumer effectiveness on climate‐friendly
purchasing subscale (Feucht & Zander, 2017), and sustainable fash-

ion consumption behaviors subscale (Song & Ko, 2017).

4.3.2 | Independent variables

Parent‐child communication is the first independent variable. We

assess the communication between daughters and mothers both

objectively (observed communication) and subjectively (self‐reported
communication). Observed communication effectiveness relies on

outcome measures of the communication between dyad members,

using evaluation metrics such as the accuracy construct of the co‐
orientational model, to indicate the effectiveness of communication.

Self‐reported communication effectiveness relies on participant self‐
assessment, using scale items, to rate their perceived interpersonal

communication in a dyadic relationship. Recognizing that learning

may occur through indirect (e.g., observation, modeling) and direct

processes during the course of interaction, and that communication

may be both intentional and unintentional, we chose to employ both

measurement approaches, in line with Moschis (1988) and Mandrik

et al. (2018). Moreover, by measuring self‐reported communication,

we attempt to validate the co‐orientational model's prediction

accuracy‐based construct.

For observed communication, prediction accuracy scores of

daughters and mothers were summed to create an overall observed

communication measure. According to the co‐orientational model,

higher prediction accuracy indicates that dyad partners know more

about what the other thinks, suggesting that some form of effective

communication must have taken place between partners. To mea-

sure subjective communication, a self‐report scale comprised of four

items was used, based on the parent–adolescent communication

scale (Barnes & Olson, 1985) and the subjective communication scale

(Mandrik et al., 2018). An overall subjective communication score for

the dyad was processed by adding the daughter's and mother's

subjective communication scores.

Peer influence is the second independent variable. We study the

PI construct by examining a personality trait of daughters linked to

peer conformity, as in previous empirical research (Mandrik

et al., 2005; Meyer & Anderson, 2000). Accordingly, we used six

appropriate questions from the attention to social comparison in-

formation (ATSCI) scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). ATSCI reflects the

extent to which people look to others for cues on how to behave. In

the context of this study, we note that peers are the relevant others

for college‐age daughters living away from their families.
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Lastly, subjective sustainable consumption knowledge (SSCK)

was assessed by modifying four items from Flynn and Goldsmith

(1999). The original subjective knowledge scale created by Flynn and

Goldsmith (1999) includes adaptable measures for assessing knowl-

edge of different types of consumer behaviors. In our modified

version, both daughters and mothers were asked to indicate their

agreement level to items such as “I think I know enough about green

products to feel confident when I make a purchase.” A summary of

measures used in this study appears in Appendix A.

5 | RESULTS

5.1 | Validity and reliability

IBM SPSS Statistics and AMOS V25.0 were used to code and analyze

the current data. To test the validity of constructs, confirmatory

factor analysis (CFA) was performed originally. We conducted CFA

to see the overall fit between our data and measurement model as

well as to lay the foundation for testing discriminant and convergent

validity. Every construct was treated as a separate measure in the

CFA and each observed variable was connected to its respective

latent variable. We formed two hypothetical measurement models

simultaneously: one for daughters and one for mothers. Overall fit

indices of daughters' model were as follows: GFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.93,

RMSEA = 0.016, χ2/df = 2.93, p > .05. For mothers, these same were:

GFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.019, χ2/df = 2.90, p > .05. Results

indicate a good fit between data and two measurement models.

Furthermore, all standardized factor loadings were found to be

higher than the threshold limit of 0.60 (Hair et al., 2010) and were

significant at p < .001 for both models. This denotes that observed

variables located in daughters' and mothers' models significantly

explained the variance of their respective latent constructs.

Following the recommendations of Awang (2014), discriminant

validity was tested, where covariance paths were drawn between

latent variables to show correlations between two exogenous con-

structs. For both models, correlations between any two constructs

did not surpass the cutoff limit of 0.85 and ranged between (−.21,

.64), indicating that our constructs did not suffer from serious re-

dundancy and multicollinearity problems. Next, standardized factor

loadings obtained in CFA models were used to assess the convergent

validity and composite reliability (CR). As a rigorous measure of the

convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) scores

were computed in parallel with Fornell and Larcker (1981). For all

constructs, the AVE scores of daughter participants (N = 146) ranged

between 0.51 and 0.74, and CR scores varied from 0.80 to 0.92.

Similarly, mothers' (N = 146) AVE scores fluctuated between 0.53

and 0.82 and CR scores were in the range of 0.82 and 0.94. These

results show the convergent validity and CR of all constructs at an

adequate level, exceeding the minimum limits of AVE ≥ 0.50 and

CR ≥ 0.70, suggested by Hair et al. (2010).

Further, we performed an attention check using a control

question that measures the importance of sustainability for

participants. We examined if it positively correlates with our atti-

tude and behavior constructs. Our analysis showed that this mea-

sure was positively associated with participants' self‐reported SCAs

and SCBs. Strong effect sizes observed both for daughters (r = .470,

p < .01) and mothers (r = .383, p < .01). Taken together, these find-

ings help us to establish an appropriate nomological network, giving

us confidence that our constructs are represented with reasonable

validity by our measures.

In total, five multi‐items scales were used in this study. To assess

internal consistency, Cronbach's α was reported for each scale. For

daughters, α values were as follows: SCAs(αD): 0.84, SCBs(αD): 0.85,

SSCK(αD): 0.79, PCC(αD): 0.90, PI(αD): 0.90. For mothers, α values of

SCAs(αM): 0.85, SCBs(αM): 0.86, SSCK(αM): 0.81, PCC(αM): 0.93 were

observed, respectively. All α coefficients were found to be higher

than the cutoff value of 0.70 for each construct, showing an accep-

table level (Nunnally, 1978).

5.2 | Common method and nonresponse bias

Common method bias can lead to Type I and II measurement errors

by inflating the relationship among constructs in survey research

(e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2012). Since variables were measured from

parent–child dyads (i.e., different type of respondents), the possibility

of a common method bias was significantly reduced in this study as in

Singh et al. (2020, p. 114). Nonetheless, we accounted both for the

common latent factor technique and Harman's one‐factor test

(Harman, 1976) by following the recommendations of MacKenzie

and Podsakoff (2012) to assess if common method bias exists. Em-

ploying the common latent factor approach, all measures were

combined into a single factor to run CFAs for both daughters data

(CFI = 0.64, GFI = 0.71, RMSEA = 0.22) and mothers data (CFI = 0.54,

GFI = 0.62, RMSEA = 0.17). These poor fit index results indicate no

threat for common method variance, as hypothesized models do not

fit the data. For both datasets, we also ran CFAs with and without

the presence of common latent factors by comparing differences in

standardized regression weights. The differences were too small, not

exceeding the 0.20 threshold (Cohen, 1988), which indicates no

evidence of common method bias with this approach. In addition,

Harmon's one‐factor test was checked by running two exploratory

factor analyses with unrotated factor solutions. All variables were

loaded into a single factor to identify the common method variance.

This single factor explained total variance of 0.25 for daughters data

set and 0.34 for mothers, showing no risk of common method bias, as

the total variance did not exceed the cutoff limit of 0.50 (Hair

et al., 2010).

For nonresponse bias, only mothers posed a risk, as data was

gathered from them in multiple waves during one month (daughters

data were collected all at once). Potential nonresponse bias was

checked using Levene's homogeneity of variance test. We classified

96 mothers as “early participants” who responded within one week,

and 50 as “late participants” who responded from one to four weeks

later. Levene's test for all constructs was not significant (p > .05),
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indicating homogeneity of variance in measures, and no significant

differences were observed between means of early and late parti-

cipants. This outcome shows no existence of nonresponse bias for

mothers.

5.3 | Hypothesis testing

5.3.1 | Normality tests and testing Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 deals with the existence of intergenerational simi-

larity on SCAs and behaviors. To examine this hypothesis, we tested

the raw level of IG similarity between daughters and mothers

against the nominal effect via the nominal dyad method (Mandrik

et al., 2005). This method is an advancement in IG analysis of

consumer attitudes and behaviors, specifically suitable for dyadic

analysis. Used in previous IG research (Mandrik et al., 2005, 2018;

Schindler et al., 2014), it creates a mean agreement score

(i.e., nominal effect) of randomly paired daughters–mothers, which

essentially represents the background similarity that may arise

from reasons unrelated to IGI. This study is the first to use the

nominal effect as a benchmark for testing the scope of IGI on

sustainable consumer attitudes and behaviors.

As a first step, following the approach of Mandrik et al. (2005),

nominal dyads were constructed via a macro tool in Excel, and 250

iterations of random pairings were performed to create grand means

of nominal effect values of the SCAs and SCBs. Afterward, two

normality tests were conducted for each construct to analyze if

nominal effects are normally distributed (detailed results appear in

Appendix B). Kolmogorov Smirnov normality tests were not sig-

nificant (p > .05) for both constructs and kurtosis/skewness values

fell within acceptable limits of normality: (−2,2) (George, 2011) and

remained relatively small. This indicates that distributions of nominal

effects should be regarded as normal, verifying our randomization

results to be applied in further hypothesis analysis.

To test Hypothesis 1, an analysis of variance was carried out in

an attempt to compare differences among nominal effects and raw

similarity mean scores (see Table 2). Significant differences between

nominal effects and raw means were observed, for SCAs, t(145)

=2.95, p < .01, as well as for SCBs, t(145)=3.14, p < .01. Therefore, as

the raw intergenerational agreement between daughters and mo-

thers was significantly greater than the nominal effects for both

constructs, Hypothesis 1 is supported. To compare levels of

mother–daughter similarity for individual sustainable consumption

attitudes and behaviors used in our summary SCA and SCB mea-

sures, we also report descriptive statistics and correlations on an

item‐by‐item basis (see Table 2). Significant effect sizes were ob-

served for each item after accounting for nominal effects, providing

convincing evidence for the presence of intergenerational similarity.

Notably, correlations were stronger for behaviors such as caring for

air pollution by utilizing sustainable transportation modes, recycling

actions, energy conservation, and paying attention to fair trade

labels.

As in previous research (Mandrik et al., 2005), we additionally

tested nominal effects against zero to demonstrate the value of using

the nominal dyad method. It was revealed that nominal effects were

significantly greater than zero for both constructs (t(145)SCAs =

451.09, p < .00; t(145)SCBs = 675.43, p < .00). In light of previous re-

search that used zero as a reference point while testing IG similarity

(Heckler et al., 1989; Woodson et al., 1976), these results clearly

demonstrate that the nominal effect is a more robust baseline for

measuring IGI.

5.3.2 | Testing Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 2 predicts that intergenerational agreement between

daughters and mothers is positively related to communication ef-

fectiveness, and Hypothesis 3 expects that this intergenerational

agreement is negatively related to PI on daughters. To test these

hypotheses, we ran two multiple regressions with the enter method

using raw similarity and prediction scores in both regression models

for the sake of simplicity (as in Mandrik et al., 2005). In the first

model (F(3,145)=18.46, p < .00), mother–daughter similarity of SCAs

was the dependent variable and PI, self‐reported communication,

and observed communication were explanatory variables, with 26%

(R2) of the variance in SCAs captured by the three explanatory

variables. In the second model (F(3,145)=42.98, p < .00), the

mother–daughter similarity of SCBs was the dependent variable,

with the same explanatory variables as in the first model. Compared

to the first model, three explanatory factors were far better at

predicting the dependent variable, SCBs, with an R2 of 46%. Multi-

collinearity was not an issue in either model, as collinearity toler-

ances were greater than .80 and VIFs varied between 1.02 and 1.26,

within acceptable limits (Hair et al., 2010).

For the effect of daughter–mother communication, both self‐
reported and observed communication was positively related to IG

similarity of SCAs (β = .20, t‐value=2.55, p < .01self‐reported communication;

β = .33, t‐value=4.55, p < .00observed communication) and SCBs (β = .20,

t value=3.06, p < .00self‐reported communication; β = .59, t‐value = 9.62,

p < .00observed communication). These findings demonstrate that greater

communication effectiveness leads to a higher level of IG similarity

between daughters and mothers and, hence, Hypothesis 2 is sup-

ported. Further, PI was negatively related to mother–daughter simi-

larity for SCAs (β = −.23, t‐value = −2.99, p < .00) and SCBs (β = −.18,

t‐value = −1.99, p < .05), indicating an adverse effect of peers on IGI,

and providing support for Hypothesis 3. Details of regressions are

presented in Table 3.

5.3.3 | Testing Hypothesis 4 and supporting the
research question

Hypothesis 4 concerns the existence of reverse IGI, occurring from

daughter to mother. Initially, pairwise differences of the

mother–daughter dyad were checked after accounting for normality
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assumptions. Paired sample t‐tests for the SCA and SCB scales

showed that daughters had more favorable attitudes (MD = 4.18,

SD = .52 vs. MM = 4.03, SD = .63) (t(145)=2.21, p < .02) and behaviors

(MD = 3.84, SD = .59 vs. MM = 3.66, SD = .67) (t(145)=2.43, p < .01)

than mothers, displaying an initial signal of reverse flow. To test

Hypothesis 4, we conducted t‐tests, comparing TPASs of daughters

and mothers for SCAs and SCBs independently. The t‐test results for
both SCAs, t(145)=7.02, p < .001 and SCBs, t(145)=6.14, p < .001

were significant. Noticeably, mothers have higher prediction accu-

racy (lower mean) scores than daughters for both constructs. Ac-

cording to the co‐orientational model framework, this indicates that

IGI is mainly happening from daughter to mother. Results are shown

in Table 4.

To further investigate this result, we performed an alternative

analysis in a post‐hoc fashion, depicted in Figure 2, in which we

compared differences between three group means, each indicating

the percentage of cases where prediction accuracy scores of

daughters are larger than, equal to, or lower than mothers (D <M,

D =M, D >M). This group comparison reaffirms that daughters are

less able to predict the mother's cognitions regarding SCAs and

SCBs, with the difference in proportions (72.6% vs. 22.6%) is sig-

nificant (Z = 8.55, p < .001), providing support for Hypothesis 4.

Next, we analyzed two control questions of the study to hy-

pothetically justify the co‐orientational model's inferences regarding

the direction of influence. Mothers indicated a greater wish to follow

their daughters' lead in the sustainable consumption context (MM =

4.13, SD = .84) than daughters' wishing to follow their mother's lead

(MD = 2.72, SD = 1.24), with the difference in means significant, t(145)

=11.37, p < .00. This result shores up the previous findings and pro-

vides a validity check on the co‐orientational model approach.

A final insight into Hypothesis 4 is derived from the research

question posed earlier: Does subjective knowledge of sustainable

consumption play a part in determining the direction of inter-

generational influence? To investigate this question, we developed a

novel match/mismatch approach (see Table 5), demonstrating the

role of subjective knowledge. Our analysis was stimulated by the

idea of data triangulation (Carter et al., 2014) most often used in

social science research. Triangulating across different quantitative

approaches helped us to complete the nomological network sup-

porting the co‐orientational model constructs.

As in Table 5, we calculated total subjective knowledge scores of the

mother and daughter for each dyadic relationship and obtained three

different outcomes in which daughters have higher knowledge scores,

mothers have higher scores, and both have equal scores (D>M, D=M,

D<M) and listed these outcomes under Case 1.While in Case 2, we used

the TPAS of the mother and daughter and generated three different

outcomes (i.e., cases in which daughters have larger, equal, or lower

prediction scores than mothers). Afterward, we checked whether Cases 1

and 2 report the same outcomes: (“(D >M) = (D>M)”, “(D =M) = (D=

M)”, “(D <M) = (D<M)”). If both cases report the same result, we verified

it as a match (1); if not, we labeled it as a mismatch (0). Ultimately, 86

matches (58.9%) and 60 mismatches (41.4%) were uncovered in the

current dyadic data. The difference between proportions of matches and

mismatches (58.9% vs. 41.4%) is significant, Z=3.04, p< .01, indicating

that the direction of IGI is predominantly from the dyad member with

higher subjective knowledge. Findings are congruent with a t‐test, where
daughters (MD =3.78, SD= .72) reported greater subjective knowledge

scores than mothers (MM=3.35, SD= .77), t(145)=4.92, p< .00. All in all,

we conclude that subjective knowledge plays a role in determining the

direction of IGI.

6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

6.1 | Intergenerational similarity on sustainable
consumption

This study adds to the growing body of research in sustainable con-

sumer socialization. It is the first to demonstrate the existence of IGI

on sustainable consumption among Turkish consumers (i.e., mothers

and young‐adult daughters). Additionally, it goes beyond early litera-

ture efforts (e.g., Ando et al., 2015; Casaló & Escario, 2016; Grønhøj &

Thøgersen, 2009; Matthies et al., 2012; Meeusen, 2014) by doc-

umenting intergenerational effects on a wider set of SCAs and beha-

viors. In the ambit of sustainable consumption, the present study also

TABLE 4 The direction of intergenerational influence

Constructs (#

of Items)
TPAS(D) TPAS(M)

Difference

TPAS(D) versus

TPAS(M)

Mean (SE) Mean (SE) t‐value Sig. (p)

SCAs (7) 5.85 (.30) 3.17 (.22) 2.68 7.02 .00

SCBs (8) 7.54 (.34) 4.82 (.27) 2.72 6.14 .00

Note: TPAS indicates total prediction accuracy scores; Lower mean scores

imply higher prediction accuracy for a given construct as mean scores are

based on the absolute value of differences; N = 146 (unit of analysis:

dyads).

F IGURE 2 Prediction accuracy comparisons for attitudes and

behaviors

18 | ESSIZ AND MANDRIK

 15206793, 2022, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/m

ar.21540 by C
entral E

uropean U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [16/06/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



advances past efforts by employing a more valid quantitative measure

of actual intergenerational similarity which controls against stereotype

accuracy (Cronbach, 1955) and other extraneous effects on measured

similarity, rather than simply reporting observed raw effects which

tended to overstate IGI (Mandrik et al., 2005; Moore et al., 2002;

Viswanathan et al., 2000). However, it must be noted that both the

nominal and simple agreement methods are subject to measurement

error and psychological biases which may affect responses of both

generations, potentially causing an underestimation of IGI.

Comparable to past studies (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009, 2012;

Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020; Leppänen et al., 2012; Meeusen, 2014)

which generally reported small to moderate effects, we found rela-

tively larger IG effect sizes both for attitudes and behaviors. Strictly

speaking, intergenerational agreement between dyad partners was

significantly higher for attitudes. Additionally, overall mean attitudes

of mothers and daughters were significantly higher than mean be-

haviors. From these findings, it appears that dyads are less likely to

influence each other's actual behaviors in the attitude‐behavior
translation process. This might signify a generational gap as in

Grønhøj and Thøgersen (2009) and the existence of other influential

factors. Nonetheless, PCC and PI constructs were successful in ex-

plaining a significant amount of variance in attitudes and behaviors.

6.2 | PCC and intergenerational influence

In this study, both self‐reported and observed PCC strengthened the IG

transfer and had positive explanatory power, yet effect sizes of observed

communication were much stronger than self‐reported communication.

As opposed to attitudes, it appears that PCC about actual behaviors has

greater positive effects on IG similarity. This finding is in line with

Meeusen's (2014) study in which stronger communication patterns in-

creased the effectiveness of IG transmission in Belgian families, nearly

doubling the explained variance in the test model. However, Meeusen

(2014) measured intra‐family communication about the environment

using a single item, so low content validity may limit its ability to capture

the entire communication construct. We overcome this limitation by

benefiting from the added validity of a multi‐trait, multi‐method

approach. Among other things, this is the first demonstration of a

triangulated result that supports the communication effectiveness con-

struct of the co‐orientational model in this domain.

Innately, the curiosity of family members related to sustainable

consumption may not be equally distributed. At first glance, one may be

more concerned or involved in the topic than the other. In our case, it

seems daughters, possessing greater knowledge of sustainability, are

perhaps more likely to communicate their positions with mothers, either

directly or indirectly. Of course, this may differ depending on the cohe-

sion and connectedness between them. A comprehensive examination is

still necessary to determine which factors may play a role in the initiation

of PCC about sustainable consumption. In future investigations, speci-

fying measures of self‐reported communication by including additional

assessment items such as “amount of time daughters and mothers spent

together” may provide superior insights into how communication fre-

quency affects IG similarity.

6.3 | PI and intergenerational influence

Past studies (Grønhøj & Thøgersen, 2009, 2012; Meeusen, 2014) in-

itiated this line of inquiry, inviting researchers to investigate other

possible socialization agents in the transmission process of sustainable

consumption. We answered this call by examining PI, demonstrating

that peer conformity on daughters is negatively associated with

mother–daughter IG similarity. This is in parallel with Meyer and

Anderson (2000) and Mandrik et al., (2005, 2018) who observed that

parental influence decreases with the increasingly prominent role of

peers in young adult daughters' lives. Even though not directly reported

at this juncture, our data was also signaling a positive association be-

tween peers' and daughters' sustainable behaviors. Therefore, it is

plausible to assume that they may share some common interests

(Collado et al., 2017) in the development of pro‐environmental con-

sumer identity. In that sense, peers may directly encourage—or even

discourage—them to engage in specific sustainable consumption beha-

viors (e.g., Moore et al., 2002). As Thøgersen (2006) highlights, peers

may even try to put social pressure on their counterparts. Indeed, this

commonality may derive from the existence of sustainability‐related

TABLE 5 Comparison of subjective knowledge and total prediction accuracy scores

ID of dyads MSSCKscore DSSCKscore Case 1 −
MTPASSCAs SCBs −

DTPASSCAs SCBs Case 2

Matches

(Case 1 = Case 2)

Mismatches

(Case 1 ≠Case 2)

Dyad 1 11 16 D >M 17 9 M>D 0

Dyad 2 12 17 D >M 10 11 D >M 1

Dyad 3 14 19 D >M 12 14 D >M 1

Dyad 4 12 19 D >M 12 10 M>D 0

Dyad 5 15 20 D >M 10 4 M>D 0

… (cont.) … … … … … … … …

Dyad 146 13 15 D >M 5 17 D >M 1

Percentage of matches and mismatches 58.9% 41.1%
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facilities in the college environment which contribute to the learning

process of sustainable consumption acts between peers and their

counterparts, such as participation in sustainability clubs, a relatively

common fixture on campuses around the world. From this angle,

daughters may choose to imitate their peers more than their mothers, a

speculation congruent with White et al. (2019), which confirmed the

positive effect of pro‐environmental ingroups on sustainable actions of

individuals.

6.4 | Reverse intergenerational influence

This study makes unique contributions to our understanding of en-

vironmental reverse socialization. As aforementioned, early literature

suffered from using raw correlation measures alone to ascertain the

direction and called for methodological enhancements (Grønhøj &

Thøgersen, 2009, p. 419). The traditional co‐orientational model fra-

mework helped us to quantify IG effects and provided a clear demon-

stration that IGI in the sustainable consumption domain is not

necessarily always from parents to children. In the present study,

daughters were shown to exert a greater influence on mothers. Keeping

methodological and theoretical differences aside, these findings are

consistent with Ekstrom's (2007), Grønhøj's (2007), Gentina and Mur-

atore's (2012), and Singh's et al. (2020) empirical efforts on reverse

socialization. Notably, reverse influence in the sustainability domain has

been illustrated mostly by qualitative approaches; however, the current

study helped to substantiate their findings in a quantitative setting. To

our knowledge, the triangulation of quantitative results is a first effort

to validate the co‐orientational model's predictions in IG research.

From our findings, it would be logical to presume that daughters

had greater exposure to sustainable consumption topics in their campus

living environment. In parallel with Gentina and Singh (2015), this may

be understood as resulting from the availability and frequent use of the

internet, new media tools, peers, student clubs, course curricula, vo-

luntary initiatives, and other situational affordances contributing to the

adoption of sustainability knowledge present in their surroundings.

During the course of interaction, mothers should see their daughters as

an essential information source in sustainable consumption. This is

reasonable to suggest, as the family is a dynamic social entity in which

parents and children may mutually learn from each other (e.g.,

Easterling et al., 1995). In line with Şener and Hazer (2008), lack of

environmental consciousness, inadequate sustainability education, and

missing structural facilities among older generations in Turkey may

explain why mothers are deficient in sustainability‐relevant knowledge
and choose to follow their daughters' vision. At this stage, these are just

speculations, demanding attention in future investigations.

6.5 | Managerial implications

Intergenerational influence is a real marketplace phenomenon that

warrants closer interest by practitioners, to take advantage of

transmission effects (Moore et al., 2002). Documenting IG

mother–daughter similarity and reverse influence, marketers wishing

to promote sustainable behaviors or sustainable brands may be well

advised to consider a pull strategy approach via children to attract

attention of parents. Indeed, daughters should be prioritized in the

process of targeting and communicating sustainable marketing

strategies as this may help not only to develop habits at early life

stages, but to open a gateway to other household members. Loca-

lized exploratory surveys or zip clustering efforts may be used to

identify environmentally responsible IG‐prone dyads and most re-

levant trade regions or outlets to use green promotional strategies

and develop sustainable product offerings, per the suggestion of

Moore et al. (2002). To encourage sustainable consumption, retailers

might consider offering special discounts on items (e.g., green cos-

metics, ethical clothing) of interest to daughter–mother pairs to

stimulate intra‐family communication about intergenerational shop-

ping. And while producers, such as organic farmers, help to promote

environmentally oriented anticonsumption practices and alternative

consumption systems (Dalmoro et al., 2020), they should keep in

mind the important role played by younger generations in changing

the consumption patterns of older ones.

It is recognized that millennial consumers (our sample group)

progressively engage with social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, In-

stagram) as a primary tool to gather information about sustainability

initiatives and environmentally friendly products (e.g., Bonera

et al., 2020). Most recently, Güney and Sangün (2021) have shown the

positive influence of the pandemic on sustainable consumption habits

(e.g., organic food consumption, green buying, waste reduction) and

environmental awareness of individuals in Turkey. Thus, the current

swing towards online presents an opening for local marketing strate-

gists to capitalize on intergenerational effects. It may therefore make

sense to consider buzz marketing and umbrella branding strategies via

digital channels to increase word of mouth and communication among

youth, their friends, and their parents. And in the COVID‐19 era of

lockdowns around the globe, where the rising trend of en-

vironmentalism finds its place in digital settings (e.g., Chiu et al., 2020),

marketers should mainly target young adult daughters through online

channels, as social media marketing strategies gain prominence.

Young Turkish female consumers are more competent (as op-

posed to males) while engaging in sustainable consumption (Bulut

et al., 2017), which further underscores the importance of targeting

daughters for online pro‐environmental campaign strategies. Ulti-

mately, marketers should make efforts to explore the contexts in

which certain products or brands are more prone to influence from

either daughters to mothers or mothers to daughters, and which are

more susceptible to PI. Such efforts may assist them to determine

how much weight should be placed on peer versus parental influence

(or reverse IGI) in developing marketing strategies.

6.6 | Limitations and future research

As in all survey research, the present study is not without limitations

which provide abundant avenues for future research. One shortcoming
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of our study lies in the specific age group of our daughter samples. IG

effects and direction of influence may vary according to different age

groups of daughters or mothers. As John (1999, p. 186) suggests,

children go through different life stages (perceptual (3–7 years), ana-

lytical (7–11 years), and reflective (11–16 years)) in terms of cognitive

development and information processing while growing to be a mature

consumer. It is likely that both level and pattern of influence diverge

along with these life phases. Furthermore, our data were cross‐sectional
and daughter subjects were selected from a specific university, which

may lead to a self‐selection bias. It should be noted that attitudes,

behaviors, or even PI may vary among college students from different

locales and with different backgrounds.

Still, the relatively substantial means of nominal effects: 4.42

(SCAs), 6.41 (SCBs) leave the door open for other constructs that may

contribute to the sustainable consumer socialization process. From

this perspective, future research may incorporate other socialization

agents (e.g., mass media, school, religious groups, cultural groups, in-

formation technologies) and replicate this study to see whether IGI

exists or differs according to regional variations, background differ-

ences (e.g., gender, education level, socioeconomic strata), or different

dyad types in families. Certainly, longitudinal IG studies with larger

sample sizes are needed to examine transmission effects on other

sustainable orientations over extended periods. Even if there are

several salient examples of cross‐national sustainable IG research (e.g.,

Ando et al., 2015; Casaló & Escario, 2016; Katz‐Gerro et al., 2020),

more empirical dyadic studies in similar developmental settings, in-

corporating the nominal dyad method and the co‐orientational model

as a basis of comparison are called for. More critically, future research

should focus on the IG transmission of specific behaviors which have

been until now somewhat neglected (e.g., sustainable giving, fair trade,

sustainable transportation choices). This may add to the robustness

and generalizability of our empirical results.

Although we documented the role of subjective knowledge here,

more detailed qualitative (e.g., in‐depth interviews, focus groups)

(Moore et al., 2002) and quantitative efforts are needed to shed light

on other factors behind the process of reverse transfer. As one po-

tential avenue, it would be fruitful to conduct a detailed systematic

review of research with meta‐analytic methods to pinpoint possible

reasons behind the variation of IG effect sizes. As a departure point,

a meta‐analysis study may offer windows of opportunity to draw

theoretical boundary conditions that delineate reverse influence in

consumer behavior.

Collectively, the findings here are encouraging in that they point

out the role of intergenerational cooperation in a developing country

in which youth are playing a lead in helping to achieve a more sus-

tainable society. Although we identify young adult Turkish daughters

as potential change agents in the sustainable consumption domain,

we should not leave all responsibility to them. Rather, negotiations

between generations and the directive vision of private and gov-

ernmental entities are necessary and must play central roles in the

development and implementation of sustainable consumption

initiatives.
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APPENDIX A

Factor loadings are located in parentheses.

*Items reverse coded.

Sustainable Consumer Attitudes (SCAs) (7 items) (1 = strongly

disagree; 5 = strongly agree)

1. It is important for me to decrease my consumption (use less or

avoid buying products) to minimize impacts on the environment

(.79D, .64 M).

2. It is important for me that products I use do not harm the en-

vironment (.73D, .78 M).

3. I am concerned about wasting the resources of our planet

(.81D, .79 M).

4. I show a serious effort to consume less to preserve our resources

for future generations (.65D, .68 M).

5. I would describe myself as an environmentally responsible person

(.72D, .71 M).

6. I feel a sense of responsibility for small growers and workers in

lower‐income countries that produce the things I buy

(.64D, .74 M).

7. I believe it is a good idea to introduce labels indicating the

climate‐friendliness of products (.82D, .82 M).

Sustainable Consumer Behaviors (SCBs) (8 items) (1 = strongly

disagree; 5 = strongly agree)

1. I limit my use of energy such as electricity, natural gas, fossil fuel

consumption to reduce my harm on the environment (.80D, .76 M).

2. I avoid buying products that pollute the water (.74D, .75 M).

3. I recycle the materials I use (metals, papers, and plastics)

(.63D, .86 M).

4. I normally make a conscious effort to buy products from recycled

materials (.78D, .66 M).

5. I ride a bicycle or use public transportation to reduce the impact

of air pollution (.82D, .70 M).

6. I donate to charities clothes that I no longer wear (.73D, .62 M).

7. I am willing to pay a higher price to buy environmentally friendly

or sustainably sourced products (.64D, .77 M).

8. When buying foods, I pay attention to “fair trade labels” indicating

that people growing and working in food production are treated

fairly (.71D, .72 M).

Subjective Sustainable Consumption Knowledge (SSCK) (4

items) (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree)

1. I am familiar with the concept of ‘'sustainability’' (.64D, .69 M).

2. I think I know enough about green products to feel confident

when I make a purchase (.71D, .78 M).

3. I do not feel knowledgeable about sustainable consumption

practices and sustainability overall* (.77D, .72 M).

4. Compared to most other people, I think I know less about sustain-

able consumption practices and sustainability overall* (.74D, .73M).

Parent–Child Communication (PCC) (4 items) (1 = strongly

disagree; 5 = strongly agree)

1. I can discuss my consumption‐related beliefs with my mother

without feeling restrained or embarrassed (.86D, .88 M).

2. My mother and I really understand each other well (.87D, .93 M).

3. Over the years, my mother and I have established good com-

munication (.90D, .96M).

4. There has been open communication between my mother and me

over time (.81D, .85 M).

Peer Influence (PI) (6 items) (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly

agree)

1. My behavior often depends on how I feel others wish me to

behave (.72D).

2. It is my feeling that if everyone else in a group is behaving in a

certain manner, this must be the proper way to behave (.81D).

3. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the

behavior of others for cues (.90D).

4. If I am the least bit uncertain as to how to act in a social situation,

I look to the behavior of others for cues (.93D).

5. It is important to me to fit into the group I am with (.67D).

6. I try to pay attention to the reactions of others to my behavior to

avoid being out of place (.70D).
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Control Questions

1. Overall, I believe sustainability is extremely important.

2. I like to follow my mother's lead in the way she practices sus-

tainable consumption.

3. I like to follow my daughter's lead in the way she practices sus-

tainable consumption.

APPENDIX B

F IGURE B1 Histograms of nominal effects: Normality tests for SCAs and SCBs

26 | ESSIZ AND MANDRIK

See Figure B1 for Histograms of nominal effects.

 15206793, 2022, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/m

ar.21540 by C
entral E

uropean U
niversity, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [16/06/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense




