

  sustainability-14-01090




sustainability-14-01090







Sustainability 2022, 14(3), 1090; doi:10.3390/su14031090




Article



Evaluation Expediency of Eco-Friendly Advertising Formats for Different Generation Based on Spanish Advertising Experts



Isabel Palomo-Domínguez 1[image: Orcid] and Vaida Zemlickienė 2,*[image: Orcid]





1



Department of Creative Communication, Faculty of Creative Industries, Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Trakų str. 1, 01141 Vilnius, Lithuania






2



Department of Creative Communication, Faculty of Creative Industries, Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Trakų str. 1, 01141 Vilnius, Lithuania









*



Correspondence: vaida.zemlickiene@vilniustech.lt; Tel.: +370-6995-2163







Academic Editors: Leonidas Hatzithomas, Christina Boutsouki and Silvia Sanz-Blas



Received: 31 October 2021 / Accepted: 13 January 2022 / Published: 18 January 2022



Abstract

:

The advertising industry is also responsible for promoting a sustainable future for our planet. Besides launching messages of environmental respect, it is essential to choose and use advertising tools that will leave the lightest footprint in the environment. While environmental issues are indeed relevant, in any way, the need remains to spread the word about the products/services and make rational decisions that will maximize the reach of potential consumers. In other words, support measures are needed to reach the target market more effectively. Based on the above considerations, the article presents the research results of evaluating the expediency of eco-friendly advertising formats to different generational cohorts in the Spanish media scene. The MCDM method defined the structure of the research and was used to summarize the results of the expert study. This method’s choice is based on motive related to the purpose of the evaluation and the applicability of the research results in practice. Research results are helpful guidelines for decision-makers of advertising agencies or their clients in the campaign planning process. They show that generational differences are a determining factor for reaching the target market.
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1. Introduction


The circumstances that have influenced the evolution of the audiovisual media landscape and its advertising formats are varied. Some of them are the digitization and increased number of communication channels, the global crisis in the advertising sector, or the phenomenon of hybridization, which mixes commercial messages with entertainment or fiction content [1,2,3,4,5]. These are factors present in the Spanish scenario but equally applicable from a world perspective [6]. However, if desired, for the advertising industry to play an effective and committed role in the challenge of sustainability, it is necessary to find out which eco-friendly advertising tools are the most appropriate to reach the desired target audiences. This transformation would not refer to visual pollution, widely studied in the impact that outdoor advertising generates in cities [7]. The change to a more sustainable industry should come from developing advertising formats that do not use polluting and waste-generating products. Paper, ink, and plastic are heavily used in above the line (ATL) media, such as the daily press and magazines and outdoor advertising, as well as in below the line (BTL) communications, like merchandising [8,9]. The energy consumed to produce these formats, the polluting nature of these industries, the materials used, and the generation of waste support the worrying reflection that the environmental cost of producing these forms of advertising is too high [10]. In this sense, using other advertising formats, eco-friendly ones, could make a significant achievement in pursuing the sustainable development objectives (SDO) that all countries, industries, and societies must fulfill [11]. In short, the challenge is to find eco-friendly advertising formats that, in addition to offering a more sustainable alternative, continue to meet the promotional objective of reaching the target audience.



This idea would link with the growing concern that consumers and producers in various industries express about the environmental issue. Sustainability has become a factor that generates added value; it is relevant for consumers and pursued by producers [12]. This research transfers this approach to the advertising sector, where the audience can better accept eco-friendly advertising formats if we make them aware of their sustainability. In turn, advertisers and agencies have the opportunity to exercise their responsibility and take full advantage of the role that sustainability plays in organizations as a lever that drives innovation [13].



In a landscape in which advertisers have numerous opportunities to showcase their brands, they must make rational and scientifically valid decisions to choose the most appropriate option for their specific case [14]. In practice, media planners use different types of mathematical tools and metrics obtained from the results of previous campaigns. They estimate the performance results that each media and format has achieved and assess expediency based on these data. However, in the scientific literature, these data are presented very fragmentarily. In other words, there is a need to make rational decisions that maximize the reach of potential consumers; there are needed tools to reach the target market more effectively. So far, in scientific literature, the methodical basis designed for the expedient selection of advertising media is insufficient and immature for its practical use in business. Given this shortcoming, this article presents research results evaluating the expediency of nine eco-friendly advertising formats to six generational cohorts in the Spanish media scene. Based on the MCDM (Multi–criteria decision–making) method, a panel of seventeen experts were surveyed. The research results will help ad agency decision-makers answer the question: which advertising format is most appropriate for a particular generation? The research results will be helpful guidelines for decision-makers of advertising agencies or their clients in the campaign planning process and show that generational differences are a determining factor for reaching the target market.




2. Literature Review


Media planning is a field that belongs to the discipline of advertising. Its mission is selecting the media and formats to broadcast adverts most effectively and efficiently. That means the campaign must reach the target audience, and the budget invested to achieve this objective must be the minimum possible [14]. In this sense, media planners consider the interaction of different factors and decide how to distribute the advertiser’s budget among the diverse media channels and formats in the market [15].



Traditionally, media planning works in terms of reach and budget optimization. In other words, it is considered that the expediency of advertising media and formats depends on their capability to reach the highest percentage of the target audience and at a lower cost. Media planners use different types of mathematical tools (arithmetic, linear algebra, differential equations, algorithms) and metrics obtained from the results of previous campaigns. They estimate the performance results that each medium and format has achieved and assess expediency based on these data [4,16,17,18]. There are other methodologies based on reliability. The experimental project developed in Ukraine to make decisions about the expediency of advertising media in the pharmaceutical sector’s campaigns is worth mentioning. In this case, a complex statistical methodology was proposed, which combined “methods of content analysis, monitoring, system analysis, logical generalization, cluster analysis, discriminant analysis and Ward’s method” [19].



Torres-Romay and García-Mirón (2020) [20], and Sánchez-Blanco (2010) [21] highlight that numerical methods determine the formats’ expediency based on their predicted performance results estimations. However, these authors claim that to know the formats’ expediency is also necessary to analyze their effect on the audience. At this point, it would reopen a topic with a long tradition in the scientific study of advertising, that of the effects it generates on the audience. It has been studied from the Frankfurt School’s perspective [22] and, at present, with particular relevance from the neuromarketing field [23] and the research on the audience’s emotions [24].



In the current scenario, the media planning process is increasingly complicated: a greater variety of media, audience fragmentation, and transmedia communication are just some of the challenges that advertisers face. Therefore, media planners need to be more creative when looking for tools that help them measure the expediency of each medium or format. Above all, they have to know the audience’s interests and motivations in greater depth. “They need more than a calculator or good software. They need good judgment, a solid thought process, and imagination” [25] (p. 247). Even in digital media planning, where mathematical tools and metrics become more precise and sophisticated every day [26], the need to have complementary information sources is appreciated when deciding on the expediency of each medium or format. In the Spanish scenario, Perlado-Lamo-de-Espinosa et al. (2019) [27] argue that the role of the experts is indispensable since they have a global vision of the media market and the audience. Hence, experts’ opinion is a worthy complement to enrich the numerical information. Prvulović et al. (2008) [28] developed a hypothetical case to test the validity of a technique inspired by the MCDM method to measure the convenience of four advertising media: press, posters, e-mail, and television. The hypothetical nature of their research, without a description of the geographic settings or audience segments, left new avenues of research open to reach more concrete conclusions. Moreover, it would be an innovative approach in advertising, as the scientific literature provides little evidence on applying this methodology. On the other hand, the MCDM method has proven its usefulness when approaching researching projects related to the inclusion of sustainability as one of the key factors in industrial management and reconciling it with other more traditional ones such as quality, time, cost, and performances [13]. Both the support of the researchers’ opinion for the use of expert opinions for advertising planning decisions; the modest use of MCDM methods in this field; as well as the prevalent use of MCDM methods to address the sustainability issue [13] and solve management [29,30], economics [31], construction [32,33], and other scientific subjects, became the motive for adopting the MCDM method for decision-making by choosing eco-friendly advertising formats.



With the help of a literature analysis, some eco-friendly advertising formats were selected (see Table 1), and a description of each of them is provided below. All ad formats listed in the table were used for the research.



Search engine marketing (SEM) presents a differential characteristic compared to the traditional nature of marketing actions: in SEM, the advertisement responds to a previous search query of a user. Imagine that Paul lost his home keys and he needs to call a locksmith. When he searches “locksmith near me” on the Internet, some brands appear in the first positions of the browser, labeled with a sign saying “advertising” [42]. For these brands that have paid the browser for being in this preferential position, “it is vital to know which business-related keywords people type while searching” [46] (p. 69). Nevertheless, some authors warn that getting the first positions is not a synonym for maximizing the brand’s sales [38,60].



Online behavioral advertising (OBA) is a specific sort of target advertising. Thanks to the cookies, our navigation on the Internet can be tracked. That means that the browser and the advertisers know our interests and needs. For this reason, after searching for information about flights to Lisbon, numerous banners promoting flights or hotels in Lisbon started to appear [42,61]. This segmentation strategy raises controversial opinions among the public and the experts. On the one hand, thanks to online behavioral advertising, the users receive advertisements that match their interests and needs. On the other hand, their privacy is at risk since this technique monitors their behavior [35]. Following the European legislation, Spain deployed a broad legislative framework around this form of advertising to protect users’ privacy. It is mandatory to get the users’ informed consent about cookies’ existence. On the other hand, this format cannot address minors without parental authorization [36,53].



Advertising in applications usually include ads, with a higher prevalence in free ones [50]. Some of these ads are personalized according to the interests expressed by the user. For example, if Sally has an app with a music quiz, this app will learn about her music likes, and the app will show Sally ads promoting her favorite groups and singers [42]. It is an advertising business model with two parties involved: the app developer, who sets the price for the app, and the platform owner, who sets the sale price to the advertiser and establishes the developer’s profit percentage [45].



Location-based services (LBS) are very well described in this promotional action with a very clarifying example: “Robin is walking down Oxford Street and receives a push notification on her cell phone exclaiming, ‘Hi Robin! You are near Starbucks on Oxford Street. Currently, there is 50% off on Your favorite drink: Vanilla Latte!’” [39] (p. 677). As we can see in this case, location-based services work with situational variables and directly impact users through their smartphones. They are used regularly in shopping centers, congresses, or places of tourist interest, among other types of venues and events [62].



Today, product placement on TV is a widespread format on television, either on traditional channels or video on demand (VOD) platforms. Product placement consists of inserting a brand in a movie, series, or television program. For example, a character drinks a Coca-Cola; walks along a street where the sign of a McDonald’s restaurant is visible; or uses a Nespresso coffee machine. The brand looks contextual, but its appearance is not casual since it has paid for being shown [37,42]. Due to this supposed naturalness of the placement into fictional content, the audience tends to be more receptive; in turn, advertising brands benefit from this significant permeability manifested by the public [43].



The terms video-masked advertising and hybrid messages describe the frequent practice of some advertisers paying an individual or influencer to upload videos that refer discreetly to their brands. For example, Disney pays a father to upload a video showing his family watching the latest Disney movie to YouTube. It is not considered as an ad and does not include the Disney logo. Nevertheless, it has an advertising purpose [42]. In this type of advertising, YouTube plays a determinant role. It has changed negotiation and media planning rules as a platform for the mass consumption of audiovisual content, moving numerous advertisers to design new strategies [37].



It is a widespread format among YouTubers to test products and offer advice to their followers. Even minors upload their videos playing with certain toys and acting as prescribers of the brands [48,49]. These videos show a hybridization strategy since they mix messages of different types and intentions, generally informative or entertainment content with advertising interests [34,51,56]. Spanish normative establishes the obligation of including an explicit warning about the advertising content in these videos. Otherwise, we would face a case of covert advertising, an illegal practice in the Spanish and European media arenas [44,48,64]. Prevention against covert advertising is not only carried out from the regulatory framework or public institutions. The role of self-regulation in the industry is decisive. AUTOCONTROL is the Association for the Self-Regulation of Commercial Communication in Spain. Its Advertising Code of Conduct insists on the obligation to include a particular indication in the communications of influencers where the advertising nature of the content is not clear, manifest, and evident, with text labels that warn of advertising content [54].



The primary purpose of advergames is to promote a particular brand. As a result, the brand becomes a main character in the game and its logo’s relevant appearance is guaranteed. For example, a brand of cereals launches a game consisting of eating as many bowls of cereals as possible [42,58]. The success of these formats lies in the hybridization between the commercial interest and the playful content, composing a whole where it is difficult to isolate the advertising component from the rest. This lack of definition gives rise to debate on the ethical nature of this format, especially since children and young people are its core target [59].



In-game advertising (IGA)—this type of advertising places brands in video games, more often in video games played online. For instance, in Sega’s racing games, the cars have visible brands, including Marlboro billboards in the race circuit [41,42]. We are not only referring to the incorporation of brands through an accurate representation of their logos. In recent years, the brands’ visual identities present in video games have tended to become more flexible and adopt slight modifications adapted to the nature of each game, acquiring a more ludic role, but without renouncing to being recognized by the public [40]. Placing the brand next to crucial elements in the game’s narrative or choosing moments in which the action is not too fast can contribute to favor the reception of the message of advertising intention in the users [52].



Merchandising of famous figures in a virtual world: some games inspired in a virtual world include famous actors or media figures. These celebrities also appear in TV programs, amusement parks, or merchandising products [42]. An example is the game Call of Duty: Infinite Warfare, where some famous faces appear, among them Kit Harington, Brian Bloom, and David Hasselhoff [55]. It is an increasingly implanted practice that is not exempt from legal conflicts between the right to advertise and the personality rights of these famous people [47].



Different factors influence the expediency of an advertising format, and one of these factors is generational differences. The generational profiles define a generalized behavior of people who have lived the exact historical moment, influenced by the same events, social responses, and technological advances. From the perspective of research, it is of particular interest to know how they react to specific advertising tools and eco-friendly advertising formats.



With the help of a literature analysis, six generational profiles were detected and selected (see Table 2). A brief description of each of them is provided below.



The Silent Generation was born between 1925 and 1945 and felt the influence of dramatic historical events, such as the Great Depression, the First World War, the Korean War, and even the beginning of the Vietnam War. It is a generation with conventional solid values. Most of them married very young and worked hard to raise their families. Their access to information technology (IT) is minimal. People in this generation are more familiar with traditional media, such as the press, radio, or television [66].



The Baby Boomers were born between 1945 and 1964 and grew up in the flourishing development after World War II. People in this generation felt committed to changing the world into a peaceful place with a positive lifestyle [70]. Regarding technology, Baby Boomers witnessed a revolutionary change. Nowadays, they have more technical skills than the Silent Generation, but still few compared with the younger generations. For example, their typical smartphone use is only for making calls; however, they seldom send text messages or e-mails and download data [68].



Generation X was born between 1965 and 1979 and borrowed this cohort name from Generation X: Tales for an Accelerated Culture, a Douglas Coupland novel [69,70]. Their shopping behavior tends to be planned and rational, and they are responsive to conventional advertising media [65]. However, they are also used to digital marketing, mainly e-mail marketing and questionnaires about their lifestyle and consumer interests [70]. Their loyalty to brands is lower than in older generations, so Generation X is sensitive to price promotional campaigns that encourage brand switching [69].



Generation Y was born between 1980 and 1994 and grew up with broad access to IT during the transformation from analogical to digital [70]. People in Generation Y consider consumption as a leisure and social activity. Moreover, they are interested in collecting others’ opinions about brands since this point is relevant in their decision-making when buying. For this reason, social networks influence them more than traditional advertising media [65].



Generation Z was born between 1995 and 2009 and are considered the tech-savvy generation since their relationship with technology is more fluent and fruitful than in all the previous cohorts [70]. For Generation Z, IT is the means to solve every kind of task as a source of instant gratification. They have replaced traditional TV with VOD platforms and have become heavy consumers of audiovisual content. Apps are also a strategic medium to reach this segment of the target [67].



Generation Alpha was born in 2010. Technology “is important and intrinsic” to the life of children in Generation Alpha [70] (p. 76). They are digital natives, often multitasking, who learn faster and with enthusiasm. They have swapped books and boards for smartphones and tablets. They usually use chatbots and will be fond of artificial intelligence. However, their favorite medium is still television, although they watch it on VOD platforms and use their gadgets, as their tablet on which they can also play video games.



Due to their age, children of the Alpha Generation are a particularly vulnerable target, considering their inability to differentiate commercial interest in entertainment content on digital media [71]. Hence, instruments for parental control are promoted [72]. Moreover, legislation tries to be more protective with them; in the case of the Spanish one, it emphasizes prohibiting formats of covert advertising [63].



On the other hand, it is difficult to limit their access to specific advertising formats since minors usually consume content that exceeds children’s programming classification, such as movies, series, or entertainment programs that include product placement, a format that, according to the General Law of Audiovisual Communication of Spain, is prohibited in children’s programming [57]. Nevertheless, not only the formats are relevant but also the contents. Experts warn about the risk in gambling advertising [49] or in the promotion of unhealthy eating products that cause childhood obesity [73].




3. Materials and Methods: The Determination Process, the Concordance of Data, and Expediency of Advertising Formats


MCDM methods can be adequate tools for decision-making processes [74] and are a branch of operations research [75]. The selection of the MCDM method was established by the motive related to the goal of evaluation—quantify the expediency of eco-friendly advertising formats for different generations and measure the significance of nine eco-friendly advertising formats for six generational cohorts in the Spanish scene.



The set of elements, in this case a set of ad formats, is the foundation to establish the significance of formats using the MCDM methods [29]. The set of formats were developed based on a literature review dedicated to the advertisement formats and six different generational profiles were identified by the same principle (Table 1 and Table 2). Afterwards, the set of ad formats were used as the research tool to establish the significance (alternative concept—weights) of these formats for different generational profiles based on expert opinions [76]. For the determination of the significance of the elements, experts are considered professionals who have extensive experience in relation to the research object and, based on this experience, are able to determine the cause-and-effect relationship. The surveyed experts were selected considering: (1) practical and academic experience (minimum 10 years) in the media planning and control process; (2) taking into account the geographic factor—work experience in Spain. With reference to the developed set of advertising formats, an expert evaluation questionnaire was designed, providing concept explanation for every format. Questionnaires were sent to the experts by e-mail, and they were subsequently contacted by phone to explain the details of the study in detail. In the next step, the experts expressed their positions on the significance of the formats in a set of advertising formats for each generational profile separately. They were asked to express their position, distributed 100% among the formats, giving the highest percentage for the most significant format and for the least important, the least. In this way, an expert survey was conducted, and the data obtained for the detection expediency of advertising formats for each generation. Twenty experts were interviewed; however, seventeen questionnaires were completed correctly: eight from the media planning academic field and nine from practitioners in the advertising industry. In Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, Table 8, Table 9, Table 10, Table 11, Table 12, Table 13 and Table 14, the experts from the academic field are represented by the symbols E2, E3, E6, E9, E10, E11, E15, and E16. The practitioners are E1, E4, E5, E7, E8, E12, E13, E14, and E17.



The obtained results can be applied in practice if sufficient concordance of expert opinion is established. Usually, concordance is determined by the concordance coefficient W [77], which varies from 0 to 1 (0 < W < 1), but when the number of objects (formats) m > 7, then the concordance is established using criterion    χ 2   . To calculate the criterion    χ 2   , only the results of ranking by experts are suitable. Ranking is a procedure when the most critical format is provided with the rank equal to 1, the second format according to importance is given 2, etc. The last format, according to significance, takes rank m. Equivalent formats are provided with an equal value—the arithmetic average of ordinary ranks. Kendall (1955) [77] proved that expert evaluations were in concordance when value    χ 2    was higher than    χ  k r  2   , taken from the distribution table of    χ 2    where the degree of freedom ν = m − 1 and the selected reliability level α were close to zero (in practice α = 0.05 or 0.01) [78].    χ 2    is calculated according to the provided formula:


   χ 2  = W r   m − 1   ,  



(1)




where W—concordance coefficient; r—number of experts; m—number of compared factors. Concordance coefficient W is calculated according to the formula [77]:


   W =   12 S    r 2  m    m 2  − 1           in   this   case    χ 2  = W r   m − 1   =   12 S   r m   m + 1     ∑   j = 1  p   T j      ,   



(2)




where S—dispersion analogue calculated according to the formula:


  S =   ∑   i = 1  m       e i  −  e ¯     2   



(3)







The sum of ranks in terms of all experts     e i    is calculated according to the formula:


   e i  =   ∑   j = 1  r   e  i j   ,  



(4)




where    e  i j    —the j-th factor evaluated by the j-th expert.



A deviation from general average   e ¯   is calculated according to the formula:


   e ¯  =     ∑   i = 1  m   e i   m  =     ∑   i = 1  m    ∑   j − 1  r   e  i j    m   



(5)







The experts evaluated the significance/expediency of formats for different generations (Table 3, Table 5, Table 7, Table 9, Table 11 and Table 13) in the conducted research. Based on determined the significance for the formats, ranks were provided (Table 4, Table 6, Table 8, Table 10, Table 12 and Table 14) and calculations were performed:



The experts were asked to express their position on the significance, distributed 100% among the formats, for the Silent Generation (1925–1945) profile. In this way, an expert survey was conducted, and the data was obtained for the detection expediency of advertising formats for each generation (Table 3).



Ranking is a procedure when the most critical format is provided with the rank equal to 1, the second format according to importance is given 2, etc. The last format, according to significance, takes rank m. With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 3 and Table 4) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i     = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 9045.50; W = 0.52; χ2 = 79.29; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected based on expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



The experts expressed their positions on the significance/expediency formats in the set, taking into account the specifics of the Baby Boomer (1945–1964) generation. They were asked to express their position on the significance, distributed 100% among the formats, for Baby Boomer (1945–1964) generational profile. In this way, an expert survey was conducted. The data obtained were used to detect the expediency of the advertising formats for this generation (Table 5).



The ranks were determined based on the significance of the advertisement formats (Table 5). With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 5 and Table 6) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i    = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 9946.50; W = 0.57; χ2 = 87.19; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected on the basis of expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



In Table 7 can be seen the experts’ position on the significance/expediency of formats in the set when taking into account the specifics of Generation X (1965–1979). The data obtained were used for the detection expediency of the advertising formats for each generation (Table 7).



The ranks were set based on the significance of the advertisement formats (Table 8). Ranking is a procedure when the most critical format is provided with a rank equal to 1. The last format, according to significance, takes rank m. With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 7 and Table 8) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i    = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 9230.50; W = 0.53; χ2 = 80.91; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected based on expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



An expert survey was conducted and the data was obtained 9for the detection expediency of advertising formats for Generation Y (1980–1994) (Table 9). The experts expressed their positions on the significance/expediency of formats in the set, taking into account the specifics of Generation Y.



With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 9 and Table 10) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i    = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 4063.50; W = 0.23; χ2 = 35.62; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected on the basis of expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



The experts expressed their positions on the significance/expediency of formats in the set, taking into account the specifics of Generation Z (1995–2009). They were asked to express their position on the significance, distributed 100% among the formats, for each generational profile. In this way, an expert survey was conducted. The data was obtained to detect the expediency of advertising formats for each generation (Table 11).



The ranks were determined based on the significance of the advertisement formats (Table 11). With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 11 and Table 12) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i    = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 4069.00; W = 0.14; χ2 = 21.64; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected on the basis of expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



The experts were asked to express their position on the significance, distributed 100% among the formats, for the Generation Alpha (2010≤) profile. In this way, an expert survey was conducted. The data was obtained to detect the expediency of advertising formats for each generation (Table 13).



The ranks were determined based on the significance of the advertisement formats (Table 13). Ranking is a procedure when the most critical format is provided with the rank equal to 1, the second format according to importance is given 2, etc. The last format, according to significance, takes rank m. With reference to the findings of the conducted investigation (Table 13 and Table 14) and Formulas (1)–(5), the following results were obtained:    e i     = 765.00; ē = 85.00; S = 5704.00; W = 0.329; χ2 = 50.00; ν = 8; α = 0.01;    χ  k r  2    = 20.09. When χ2 exceeds χ2 kr, this proves that experts’ opinions are concordant, and the significance of the formats detected based on of expert evaluation can be applied in practice.



After the calculations were made, it became clear that all the results of the expert evaluations could be applied in practice for decision making. The data in Table 3, Table 5, Table 7, Table 9, Table 11 and Table 13 were used to assess the expediency of advertising formats for six generations.




4. Results: Expediency of Advertisement Formats for Different Generations


A general idea of evaluation presents that the most important format has determined the maximum significance, and usually calculated significances are normalized, i.e.,


    ∑   i = 1  m   g i  = 1 ,  



(6)




where m—number of formats;    g i   —the significance of the i-th format.



Next, the evaluation of the direct significance of the formats determined by the experts is applied. The sum of all formats considered by every expert and formats assessment makes 100%. The significance    g i     of the formats are calculated according to the formula:


   g i  =     ∑   k = 1  r   c  i k       ∑   i = 1  m    ∑   k = 1  r   c  i k     ,  



(7)




where r—number of experts;    c  i k    —expert evaluation; i—number of the series of the format; k—number of the expert series.



The carried out evaluation (Figure 1) has established that the highest value of the expediency evaluation is 0.2782 and the lowest is 0.0118, so the medium expediency level is considered the average between the maximum and minimum evaluation (0.2782 − 0.0118)/2 = 0.1332.



For the Silent Generation (1925–1945), the most expedient advertising format is A = 0.2765, and the value of this format is the second-highest for all generations and formats. The formats D = 0.1885 and B = 0.1835 are also in a high position. The closest to average are formats E = 0.1159, F = 0.1062, and C = 0.0894. Experts gave the lowest place to the format I = 0.0118, taking into account all generations and formats. The H = G = 0.0141 formats have slightly higher positions than format I.



For Baby Boomers (1945–1964), the most expedient advertising format is A = 0.2782, and the value of this format is the highest of all generations for all formats. The format B = 0.2053 is also in a high position. Formats D = 0.1409, E = 0.1032, and C = 0.0912 found themselves at the average position. Experts gave the lowest place to the I = H = 0.0188 and F = 0.0218 formats.



The most expedient advertising format for Generation X (1965–1979) is format A = 0.2394, and it stands out for its very high expediency level concerning other formats. In the slightly lower position is the format B = 0.1771. The closest to average are formats E = 0.1459, F = 0.1144, C = 0.1053, and D = 0.1044, and formats I = 0.0341, G = 0.0382, and H = 0.0412 are closest to the minimum.



For Generation Y (1980–1994), the format A = 0.1912 is the most expedient, and it stands out for its very high expediency level concerning other formats. The formats B = 0.1297, F = 0.1288, C = 0.1276, and E = 0.1215 found themselves at the average position. Experts gave the lowest place to the G = I = 0.0612 format and a slightly higher place to the formats H = 0.0882 and D = 0.0906.



In determining the appropriateness of advertising formats for Generation Z (1995–2009), minor differences in significance were found for different advertising formats, which means that Generation Z is the most flexible. The format F = 0.1624 is the most expedient advertising format. Formats E = 0.1344, C = 0.1324, and A = 0.1276 found themselves at the average position. The lowest place was given by experts to the format D = 0.0624 and slightly higher to the formats I = 0.0906, G = 0.0935, B = 0.0979, and H = 0.0988.



For Generation Alpha (2010≤), the most expedient advertising format is (F = 0.1991). The formats C = 0.1603, G = 0.1441, H = 0.1329, and I = 0.1218 were a little less expedient and found themselves at the average. The lowest place was given by experts to the D = 0.0321 format, and A = 0.0565, B = 0.0597, and E = 0.0935 formats had slightly higher positions.



If we compare the expediency of formats across all generations, the most significant differences are seen between the two groups. The first group consists of Generation Alpha (2010≤) and Generation Z (1995–2009) and the second group consists of Generation Y (1980–1994), Generation X (1965–1979), Baby Boomers (1945–1964), and the Silent Generation (1925–1945). In the first group, the most expedient formats are F and the least expedient are D. In the second group, the most expedient formats are A and the least expedient are I, H, and G.




5. Discussion


So far in the scientific literature, the methodical basis designed for the expedient selection of advertising media has been insufficient and immature for practical use in business. Given this shortcoming, this article presents research results evaluating the expediency of nine eco-friendly advertising formats to six generational cohorts in the Spanish media scene. Finally, the applicability of the MCDM method is confirmed as a valuable tool when it comes to facilitating the rational and scientific decision to choose advertising media and formats. This method, which provides the opinion of experts, can serve as a valuable complement to enrich the traditional variables of media planning, which provide a purely quantitative vision.



Generational characteristics are relevant when considering the possibilities that an advertising medium or format offers. There are substantial differences in the suitability of each format for each generational cohort. In general, formats with a digital component are more akin to younger generations. However, some of them indeed occupy a significant role for generations of an older age, such as Baby Boomers.



The experts evaluated the expediency of advertising formats for different generations (Table 3, Table 5, Table 7, Table 9, Table 11 and Table 13) in the conducted research. After the calculations, the expediency of the formats was given in the tables and expressed by the symbol    g i   . The higher the coefficient    g i    shows, the higher the expediency of the format for a particular generation. The carried out evaluation has established that for Generation Alpha (2010≤), the most expedient advertising format is video masked advertising and hybrid messages (F = 0.1991). Experts gave the lowest place to the location-based services (D = 0.0321). The search engine marketing (A = 0.0565), online behavioral advertising (B = 0.0597), and product placement on TV (E = 0.0935) formats have slightly higher positions.



In determining the appropriateness of advertising formats for Generation Z (1995–2009), minor differences in values were found for different advertising formats, which means that Generation Z is the most flexible. The video masked advertising and hybrid messages (F = 0.1624) format is the most expedient advertising format. Experts gave the lowest place to the location-based services (D = 0.0624) format and slightly higher to the merchandising of famous figures in virtual world (I = 0.0906), advergames (G = 0.0935), online behavioral advertising (B = 0.0979), and in-game advertising (H = 0.0988) formats.



For Generation Y (1980–1994), the search engine marketing (A = 0.1912) format is the most expedient, and it stands out for its very high expediency level concerning other formats. Experts gave the lowest place to the advergames and merchandising of famous figures in a virtual world (G = I = 0.0612) formats.



The most expedient advertising format for Generation X (1965–1979) is the search engine marketing (A = 0.2394) format, and it stands out for its very high expediency level concerning other formats. The merchandising of famous figures in a virtual world (I = 0.0341), advergames (G = 0.0382), and in-game advertising (H = 0.0412) formats are closest to the minimum.



For Baby Boomers (1945–1964), the most expedient advertising format is search engine marketing (A = 0.2782), and the value of this format is the highest of all generations for all formats. Experts gave the lowest place to the merchandising famous figures in a virtual world, in-game advertising (I = H = 0.0188), and video masked advertising and hybrid messages (F = 0.0218) formats.



For the Silent Generation (1925–1945), the most expedient advertising format is search engine marketing (A = 0.2765), and the value of this format is the second-highest for all generations and formats. The lowest place was given by experts to the merchandising of famous figures in a virtual world (I = 0.0118) format, taking into account all generations and formats. The formats in-game advertising and advergames (H = G = 0.0141) have slightly higher positions than format I.



If we compare the expediency of formats across all generations, the most significant differences are seen between the two groups. The first group consists of Generation Alpha (2010≤) and Generation Z (1995–2009) and the second group consists of Generation Y (1980–1994), Generation X (1965–1979), Baby Boomers (1945–1964), and the Silent Generation (1925–1945). In the first group, the most expedient formats are video masked advertising and hybrid messages (F). The least expedient are location-based services (D). In the second group, the most expedient formats are search engine marketing (A), and the least expedient are merchandising of famous figures in a virtual world (I), in-game advertising (H), and advergames (G).



Some of the formats described belong to digital media. Because of its versatility and novelty, this type of media is subject to changing legislation, which is not the same in all countries. Advertisers and agencies should exercise extreme caution in complying with the law and have the support of self-regulatory associations in the sector, such as AUTOCONTROL in Spain, the EASA (European Advertising Standards Alliance) at the European level, and ICAS (the International Council of Advertising Self-Regulation) on the international scene [44,63].



The formats described, as a whole, present a more sustainable alternative to the traditional ones used by advertising. In this sense, they focus on the need to consider formats from the perspective of sustainability, a novel approach insofar as environmental responsibility in advertising is usually addressed, mainly in disseminating messages that promote environmental awareness, without paying so much attention to the more sustainable production of advertising formats.



Advertisers can find added value in the eco-friendly advertising formats in front of their audiences by highlighting the sustainable importance of these formats. In turn, for both advertisers and agencies, this sustainable perspective supposes an innovative attitude, an indicator of the quality of the management of their companies, in line with the sustainable development objectives (SDO) that operate internationally.



On the other hand, the results obtained through the MCDM method will help create strategies in advertisers’ marketing departments and for agency media planners. Moreover, beyond the results achieved in the research, the applicability of this methodology as a complement to traditional media planning techniques has been demonstrated, which leaves open new lines of study that can be treated with the same method to evaluate the expediency of the formats, for example, in different industry sectors, or on the legality and ethics of these advertising formats.
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Figure 1. The expediency of advertisement formats for different generations. 
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Table 1. Set of eco-friendly advertising formats based literature analysis.
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x




	
Martínez-Pastor (2019) [48]

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	




	
Martínez-Pastor and Vizcaíno-Laorga (2019) [49]

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	




	
Meyer (2018) [50]

	

	

	
x

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Navarro and Guerrero (2018) [51]

	

	

	

	

	
x

	
x

	

	

	




	
Niño-González et al. (2019) [52]

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	




	
Ortiz-López (2016) [53]

	

	
x

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Ramos-Gutiérrez and Fernández-Blanco, 2021 [54]

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	




	
Rowsell et al. (2014) [55]

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
x




	
Sánchez-Olmos et al. (2019) [56]

	

	

	

	

	
x

	
x

	

	

	




	
Segarra-Saavedra and PlazaNogueira (2012) [57]

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	

	




	
Selva (2009) [58]

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	




	
Sharma et al. (2020) [59]

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	




	
Schultz (2018) [60]

	
x

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Smit et al. (2014) [61]

	

	
x

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Spann et al. (2016) [62]

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	

	

	




	
Tur-Viñes et al. (2019) [63]

	

	

	

	

	

	
x

	

	

	




	
Wojdynski and Evans (2020) [64]

	

	

	

	

	

	
x
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Table 2. Set of generational profiles based literature analysis.






Table 2. Set of generational profiles based literature analysis.














	Author’s
	Silent Generation (1925–1945)
	Baby Boomers (1945–1964)
	Generation X (1965–1979)
	Generation Y (1980–1994)
	Generation Z (1995–2009)
	Generation

Alpha (≥2010)





	Bakewell and Mitchell (2003) [65]
	
	
	x
	x
	
	



	Brosdahl and Carpenter (2012) [66]
	x
	
	
	
	
	



	Duffett (2020) [67]
	
	
	
	
	x
	



	Kumar and Lim (2008) [68]
	
	x
	
	
	
	



	Reisenwitz and Iyer (2009) [69]
	
	
	x
	
	
	



	Thomas et al. (2020) [70]
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
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Table 3. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Silent Generation (1925–1945).






Table 3. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Silent Generation (1925–1945).





	
Ad. Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
75

	
10

	
46.5

	
21

	
9

	
38

	
10

	
18

	
24

	
29

	
19

	
37

	
28.5

	
54

	
18

	
23

	
10

	
499.00

	
0.2765




	
B

	
18

	
10

	
1

	
10

	
9

	
43

	
10

	
29

	
24

	
29

	
19

	
10

	
15

	
14

	
38

	
23

	
10

	
341.00

	
0.1835




	
C

	
1

	
14

	
1

	
10

	
9

	
5

	
1

	
10

	
24

	
3

	
10

	
5

	
15

	
14

	
1

	
1

	
28

	
146.50

	
0.0894




	
D

	
1

	
40

	
1

	
15

	
15

	
1

	
38

	
29

	
10

	
2

	
10

	
10

	
28.5

	
5

	
38

	
39

	
38

	
281.50

	
0.1885




	
E

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
12

	
40

	
5

	
19

	
1

	
10

	
29

	
38

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
193.00

	
0.1159




	
F

	
1

	
10

	
46.5

	
20

	
15

	
5

	
19

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
30

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
179.00

	
0.1062




	
G

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
20.00

	
0.0141




	
H

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
20.00

	
0.0141




	
I

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
20.00

	
0.0118




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00











[image: Table] 





Table 4. Ranking of experts’ research results for Silent Generation (1925–1945).






Table 4. Ranking of experts’ research results for Silent Generation (1925–1945).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
1

	
4

	
1.5

	
1

	
5

	
2

	
4.5

	
3

	
2

	
2

	
2.5

	
1

	
1.5

	
1

	
3

	
2.5

	
4

	
41.50




	
B

	
2

	
4

	
6

	
5.5

	
5

	
1

	
4.5

	
1.5

	
2

	
2

	
2.5

	
3.5

	
3.5

	
2.5

	
1.5

	
2.5

	
4

	
53.50




	
C

	
6

	
2

	
6

	
5.5

	
5

	
4

	
7.5

	
4.5

	
2

	
5

	
4.5

	
5.5

	
3.5

	
2.5

	
6.5

	
7

	
2

	
79.00




	
D

	
6

	
1

	
6

	
3

	
2.5

	
7.5

	
1

	
1.5

	
4.5

	
6

	
4.5

	
3.5

	
1.5

	
5

	
1.5

	
1

	
1

	
57.00




	
E

	
6

	
7

	
6

	
4

	
1

	
4

	
2.5

	
7.5

	
4.5

	
2

	
1

	
5.5

	
5.5

	
5

	
6.5

	
4

	
4

	
76.00




	
F

	
6

	
4

	
1.5

	
2

	
2.5

	
4

	
2.5

	
4.5

	
6

	
4

	
7.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
5

	
6.5

	
7

	
7.5

	
78.00




	
G

	
6

	
7

	
6

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
7

	
7.5

	
126.00




	
H

	
6

	
7

	
6

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
7

	
7.5

	
126.00




	
I

	
6

	
9

	
6

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
7

	
7.5

	
128.00




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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Table 5. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Baby Boomers (1945–1964).






Table 5. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Baby Boomers (1945–1964).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
47

	
20

	
19

	
20

	
34

	
38

	
10

	
29

	
24

	
15

	
10

	
40

	
29

	
53

	
23

	
24

	
38

	
473.00

	
0.28




	
B

	
28

	
5

	
19

	
9

	
19

	
47

	
15

	
29

	
24

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
19

	
19

	
43

	
19

	
19

	
349.00

	
0.21




	
C

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
11

	
10

	
9

	
5

	
9

	
24

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
1

	
5

	
19

	
155.00

	
0.09




	
D

	
1

	
20

	
19

	
15

	
10

	
1

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
10

	
24.5

	
7

	
24

	
5

	
28

	
29

	
1

	
239.50

	
0.14




	
E

	
1

	
10

	
19

	
13

	
10

	
1

	
29

	
1

	
10

	
15

	
24.5

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
175.50

	
0.10




	
F

	
19

	
15

	
20

	
20

	
14

	
1

	
19

	
9

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
10

	
19

	
207.00

	
0.12




	
G

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
37.00

	
0.02




	
H

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
32.00

	
0.02




	
I

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
32.00

	
0.02




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00
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Table 6. Ranking of experts’ research results for Baby Boomers (1945–1964).






Table 6. Ranking of experts’ research results for Baby Boomers (1945–1964).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
1

	
1.5

	
3.5

	
1.5

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1.5

	
2

	
3

	
4.5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
34.50




	
B

	
2

	
8

	
3.5

	
6

	
2

	
2

	
3.5

	
1.5

	
2

	
3

	
4.5

	
4

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
54.00




	
C

	
6.5

	
5

	
7.5

	
5

	
5

	
3

	
6.5

	
4.5

	
2

	
3

	
4.5

	
6

	
4.5

	
3

	
6.5

	
6

	
3

	
81.50




	
D

	
6.5

	
1.5

	
3.5

	
3

	
5

	
6.5

	
3.5

	
3

	
4.5

	
6

	
1.5

	
5

	
2

	
5

	
2

	
1

	
7

	
66.50




	
E

	
6.5

	
5

	
3.5

	
4

	
5

	
6.5

	
1

	
7.5

	
4.5

	
3

	
1.5

	
3

	
4.5

	
5

	
6.5

	
4.5

	
7

	
78.50




	
F

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
1.5

	
3

	
6.5

	
2

	
4.5

	
6

	
3

	
4.5

	
2

	
6

	
5

	
6.5

	
4.5

	
3

	
65.00




	
G

	
6.5

	
5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
8.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
8

	
7

	
126.50




	
H

	
6.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
8.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
8

	
7

	
129.50




	
I

	
6.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
9

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
8

	
7

	
129.00




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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Table 7. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Generation X (1965–1979).






Table 7. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Generation X (1965–1979).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
38

	
10

	
20

	
18

	
38

	
38

	
15

	
19

	
15

	
15

	
20

	
30

	
24

	
29

	
25

	
20

	
33

	
407.00

	
0.24




	
B

	
19

	
10

	
10

	
8

	
24

	
47

	
15

	
19

	
15

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
10

	
25

	
20

	
15

	
19

	
301.00

	
0.18




	
C

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
9

	
10

	
19

	
15

	
15

	
15

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
179.00

	
0.11




	
D

	
1

	
15

	
10

	
14

	
10

	
1

	
10

	
10.5

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
15

	
1

	
177.50

	
0.10




	
E

	
9

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
1

	
29

	
19

	
15

	
15

	
10

	
25

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
20

	
15

	
248.00

	
0.15




	
F

	
29

	
10

	
10

	
18

	
10

	
1

	
10

	
10.5

	
19

	
15

	
5

	
14

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
4

	
19

	
194.50

	
0.11




	
G

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
4

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
65.00

	
0.04




	
H

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
70.00

	
0.04




	
I

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
58.00

	
0.03




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00
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Table 8. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation X (1965–1979).






Table 8. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation X (1965–1979).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
1

	
6

	
1

	
1.5

	
1

	
2

	
2.5

	
2.5

	
4

	
3

	
1.5

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1.5

	
1

	
32.50




	
B

	
3

	
6

	
5.5

	
6

	
2

	
1

	
2.5

	
2.5

	
4

	
3

	
1.5

	
4

	
5

	
2

	
2

	
4

	
2.5

	
56.50




	
C

	
7

	
6

	
5.5

	
3.5

	
6

	
3

	
5

	
2.5

	
4

	
3

	
3.5

	
6.5

	
5

	
4

	
7

	
4

	
5

	
80.50




	
D

	
7

	
1.5

	
5.5

	
5

	
4

	
6.5

	
5

	
5.5

	
4

	
6

	
3.5

	
6.5

	
2

	
4

	
3.5

	
4

	
7.5

	
81.00




	
E

	
4

	
1.5

	
5.5

	
3.5

	
4

	
6.5

	
1

	
2.5

	
4

	
3

	
5

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
3.5

	
1.5

	
4

	
58.50




	
F

	
2

	
6

	
5.5

	
1.5

	
4

	
6.5

	
5

	
5.5

	
1

	
3

	
7.5

	
3

	
5

	
7

	
7

	
8

	
2.5

	
80.00




	
G

	
7

	
6

	
5.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
9

	
8

	
7

	
8

	
7.5

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
7

	
7

	
9

	
7.5

	
125.00




	
H

	
7

	
6

	
5.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
7

	
7

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
122.50




	
I

	
7

	
6

	
5.5

	
8

	
8

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
9

	
9

	
9

	
7

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
128.50




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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Table 9. Determination of expediency/expediency of ad formats for Generation Y (1980–1994).






Table 9. Determination of expediency/expediency of ad formats for Generation Y (1980–1994).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
30

	
10

	
20

	
17

	
48

	
30

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
20

	
20

	
20

	
20

	
20

	
20

	
10

	
325.00

	
0.19




	
B

	
9

	
15

	
4.5

	
7

	
15

	
30

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
5

	
20

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
220.50

	
0.13




	
C

	
9

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
1

	
14

	
15

	
19

	
20

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
29

	
217.00

	
0.13




	
D

	
1

	
15

	
10

	
14

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
20

	
15

	
15

	
5

	
20

	
10

	
5

	
15

	
1

	
154.00

	
0.09




	
E

	
10

	
10

	
4.5

	
14

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
24

	
5

	
15

	
5

	
30

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
10

	
14

	
206.50

	
0.12




	
F

	
38

	
10

	
10

	
18

	
19

	
5

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
24

	
219.00

	
0.13




	
G

	
1

	
10

	
20

	
5

	
1

	
5

	
10

	
1

	
5

	
15

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
104.00

	
0.06




	
H

	
1

	
10

	
20

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
19

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
150.00

	
0.09




	
I

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
1

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
5

	
1

	
104.00

	
0.06




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00
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Table 10. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation Y (1980–1994).






Table 10. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation Y (1980–1994).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
2

	
6

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
4.5

	
8

	
1.5

	
2

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
1

	
5

	
48.50




	
B

	
4.5

	
1.5

	
7.5

	
6

	
3

	
1.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
2

	
8

	
1.5

	
4

	
5

	
3

	
3

	
5.5

	
5

	
68.50




	
C

	
4.5

	
6

	
5

	
3

	
8

	
3

	
2

	
2.5

	
2

	
8

	
8

	
4

	
5

	
1.5

	
5

	
3

	
1

	
71.50




	
D

	
7.5

	
1.5

	
5

	
4.5

	
8

	
9

	
9

	
8

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
7.5

	
1.5

	
5

	
8

	
3

	
8

	
93.50




	
E

	
3

	
6

	
7.5

	
4.5

	
5

	
6

	
6

	
1

	
6

	
3

	
8

	
1

	
3

	
5

	
1.5

	
5.5

	
3

	
75.00




	
F

	
1

	
6

	
5

	
1

	
2

	
6

	
6

	
4

	
7

	
6

	
5

	
4

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
8

	
2

	
78.00




	
G

	
7.5

	
6

	
2

	
8

	
8

	
6

	
6

	
8

	
8

	
3

	
8

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
118.00




	
H

	
7.5

	
6

	
2

	
8

	
5

	
6

	
6

	
2.5

	
9

	
3

	
5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
8

	
3

	
5

	
99.50




	
I

	
7.5

	
6

	
9

	
8

	
5

	
6

	
6

	
8

	
4.5

	
3

	
5

	
7.5

	
8

	
8

	
5

	
8

	
8

	
112.50




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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Table 11. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Generation Z (1995–2009).






Table 11. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Generation Z (1995–2009).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of the Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
19

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
34

	
30

	
10

	
9

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
5

	
217.00

	
0.13




	
B

	
1

	
15

	
10

	
7

	
14

	
19

	
10

	
9

	
10

	
5

	
15

	
2.5

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
9

	
166.50

	
0.10




	
C

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
19

	
10

	
25

	
20

	
5

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
20

	
225.00

	
0.13




	
D

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
5

	
15

	
15

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
106.00

	
0.06




	
E

	
1

	
15

	
10

	
11

	
19

	
5

	
5

	
25

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
32.5

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
10

	
20

	
228.50

	
0.13




	
F

	
38

	
10

	
10

	
18

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
15

	
10

	
15

	
30

	
276.00

	
0.16




	
G

	
19

	
10

	
10

	
8

	
1

	
10

	
15

	
1

	
15

	
15

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
15

	
5

	
159.00

	
0.09




	
H

	
10

	
10

	
19

	
8

	
1

	
1

	
15

	
9

	
15

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
168.00

	
0.10




	
I

	
10

	
5

	
20

	
8

	
5

	
5

	
15

	
1

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
10

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
154.00

	
0.09




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00
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Table 12. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation Z (1995–2009).






Table 12. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation Z (1995–2009).





	
Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
2.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
2.5

	
1

	
1

	
6

	
5

	
8

	
8

	
8.5

	
2.5

	
6

	
5.5

	
2.5

	
8

	
6.5

	
81.00




	
B

	
7.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
9

	
4

	
2.5

	
6

	
5

	
5.5

	
8

	
2.5

	
9

	
6

	
5.5

	
2.5

	
8

	
4

	
92.50




	
C

	
7.5

	
6

	
5.5

	
2.5

	
5

	
2.5

	
6

	
1.5

	
1

	
8

	
5.5

	
2.5

	
6

	
1

	
5.5

	
3

	
2.5

	
71.50




	
D

	
7.5

	
6

	
9

	
5

	
8

	
8.5

	
8.5

	
8

	
8

	
3

	
2.5

	
7

	
2

	
5.5

	
8.5

	
8

	
9

	
114.00




	
E

	
7.5

	
2

	
5.5

	
4

	
2

	
6.5

	
8.5

	
1.5

	
8

	
3

	
5.5

	
1

	
2

	
5.5

	
1

	
6

	
2.5

	
72.00




	
F

	
1

	
6

	
5.5

	
1

	
3

	
4.5

	
2.5

	
3

	
5.5

	
3

	
1

	
4.5

	
2

	
2

	
5.5

	
3

	
1

	
54.00




	
G

	
2.5

	
6

	
5.5

	
7

	
8

	
4.5

	
2.5

	
8

	
3

	
3

	
8.5

	
4.5

	
6

	
9

	
8.5

	
3

	
6.5

	
96.00




	
H

	
4.5

	
6

	
2

	
7

	
8

	
8.5

	
2.5

	
5

	
3

	
3

	
5.5

	
7

	
6

	
5.5

	
5.5

	
3

	
6.5

	
88.50




	
I

	
4.5

	
9

	
1

	
7

	
6

	
6.5

	
2.5

	
8

	
3

	
6

	
5.5

	
7

	
9

	
5.5

	
5.5

	
3

	
6.5

	
95.50




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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Table 13. Determination of significance/expediency of ad formats for Generation Alpha (≥2010).
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Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Eval.

	
     g j     






	
A

	
1

	
15

	
1

	
5

	
15

	
20

	
4

	
1

	
5

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
5

	
10

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
96.00

	
0.06




	
B

	
1

	
15

	
1

	
8

	
5

	
25

	
4

	
1

	
5

	
10

	
2.5

	
1

	
5

	
15

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
101.50

	
0.06




	
C

	
46.5

	
10

	
1

	
15

	
1

	
10

	
10

	
28

	
5

	
5

	
15

	
10

	
20

	
10

	
19

	
38

	
29

	
272.50

	
0.16




	
D

	
1

	
10

	
1

	
8

	
1

	
0

	
1

	
1

	
5

	
1

	
2.5

	
1

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
1

	
54.50

	
0.03




	
E

	
1

	
15

	
1

	
10

	
5

	
5

	
1

	
10

	
15

	
5

	
35

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
10

	
1

	
159.00

	
0.09




	
F

	
46.5

	
10

	
8

	
15

	
24

	
10

	
20

	
15

	
15

	
14

	
10

	
19

	
20

	
15

	
30

	
38

	
29

	
338.50

	
0.20




	
G

	
1

	
10

	
29

	
13

	
24

	
20

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
19

	
10

	
10

	
19

	
5

	
10

	
245.00

	
0.14




	
H

	
1

	
10

	
29

	
13

	
15

	
5

	
20

	
15

	
15

	
20

	
10

	
19

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
5

	
14

	
226.00

	
0.13




	
I

	
1

	
5

	
29

	
13

	
10

	
5

	
20

	
19

	
20

	
20

	
10

	
15

	
10

	
10

	
5

	
1

	
14

	
207.00

	
0.12




	

	
1700.00

	
1.00
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Table 14. Ranking of experts’ research results for Generation Alpha (≥2010).
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Form.

	
E1

	
E2

	
E3

	
E4

	
E5

	
E6

	
E7

	
E8

	
E9

	
E10

	
E11

	
E12

	
E13

	
E14

	
E15

	
E16

	
E17

	
Sum of Ranks






	
A

	
6

	
2

	
7

	
9

	
3.5

	
2.5

	
6.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
7

	
7

	
8

	
8.5

	
6

	
8.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
112.00




	
B

	
6

	
2

	
7

	
7.5

	
6.5

	
1

	
6.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
5

	
8.5

	
8

	
8.5

	
2

	
8.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
107.50




	
C

	
1.5

	
6

	
7

	
1.5

	
8.5

	
4.5

	
5

	
1

	
7.5

	
7

	
2

	
6

	
1.5

	
6

	
2.5

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
70.50




	
D

	
6

	
6

	
7

	
7.5

	
8.5

	
9

	
8.5

	
8

	
7.5

	
9

	
8.5

	
8

	
5

	
9

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
7.5

	
129.00




	
E

	
6

	
2

	
7

	
6

	
6.5

	
7

	
8.5

	
5.5

	
3.5

	
7

	
1

	
4.5

	
5

	
6

	
4.5

	
3

	
7.5

	
90.50




	
F

	
1.5

	
6

	
4

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
4.5

	
2.5

	
3.5

	
3.5

	
4

	
4.5

	
2

	
1.5

	
2

	
1

	
1.5

	
1.5

	
46.50




	
G

	
6

	
6

	
2

	
4

	
1.5

	
2.5

	
2.5

	
5.5

	
3.5

	
2

	
4.5

	
2

	
5

	
6

	
2.5

	
4.5

	
5

	
65.00




	
H

	
6

	
6

	
2

	
4

	
3.5

	
7

	
2.5

	
3.5

	
3.5

	
2

	
4.5

	
2

	
5

	
2

	
4.5

	
4.5

	
3.5

	
66.00




	
I

	
6

	
9

	
2

	
4

	
5

	
7

	
2.5

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
4.5

	
4.5

	
5

	
6

	
6.5

	
7.5

	
3.5

	
78.00




	

	
   e i  =  765.00
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