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Abstract

Growing environmental awareness has encouraged brands to adopt greener practices, yet 
their success depends on how consumers respond. While previous research has largely 
focused on green purchase intention and loyalty, less attention has been given to green 
brand evangelism and the role of green trust in developing such behavior. This study 
examines the relationships between green perceived value (GPV), green brand positioning 
(GBP), and green brand image (GBI) and green brand evangelism (GBE), with green 
trust (GT) as a mediator. Drawing on the Stimulus–Organism–Response framework, the 
study explains how green branding factors shape consumer responses. Data were collected 
through a cross-sectional survey, yielding 400 valid responses and analysed using Partial 
Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) in SmartPLS 4. Bootstrapping 
was used to assess direct and indirect relationships. The findings show that GPV, GBP 
and GBI are significantly related to both GT and GBE. GT also has a significant positive 
relationship with GBE and significantly mediates all three relationships, with GBP showing 
the strongest indirect relationship. The findings highlight the importance of credible green 
positioning, meaningful environmental value and a consistent green image in building trust 
and encouraging consumer support.

Keywords: green marketing; green brand evangelism; green trust

1.  Introduction
In an era marked by escalating environmental challenges, sustainable consumption 

has become a global priority. In India alone, plastic waste generation reached 4.14 million 
tonnes in 2022–2023 [1], intensifying pressure on businesses to adopt environmentally 
responsible practices. Within this context, green brand evangelism (GBE) has emerged as 
a powerful driver of sustainable market transformation. Unlike traditional brand loyalty, 
GBE reflects consumers’ voluntary and passionate advocacy, wherein individuals actively 
recommend, defend, and promote environmentally responsible brands without any external 
incentives [2]. The relevance of GBE is especially pronounced in India’s fast-growing FMCG 
market, was projected to reach USD 220 billion by 2025 [3]. While study indicates that most 
of the Indian consumers are willing to pay premium for green products [4], their willingness 
does not reflect whether they voluntarily recommend green brands to others. The rapid 
growth of digital platforms has amplified the influence of such advocacy, particularly among 
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younger consumers [5], but the translation of positive attitudes into active evangelistic 
behavior remains limited. This gap is largely attributed to greenwashing skepticism and 
trust deficits, which undermine consumers’ confidence in brands’ environmental claims. 
Consequently, understanding the mechanisms that convert green perceptions into genuine 
advocacy has become both theoretically and managerially critical. Prior literature suggests 
that green brand image (GBI) plays central role in shaping green trust (GT) which subse-
quently encourage advocacy behaviors such as positive word-of-mouth, brand defense and 
repeated recommendations [6]. Moreover, Green Perceived Value (GPV) and Green brand 
positioning (GBP) have been largely associated with higher green trust [7,8]. Based on 
the Stimulus–Organism–Response (S–O–R) theory, this study explains how external green 
brand cues (GPV, GBP and GBI) act as stimuli that shape consumers’ internal psychological 
states (GT), which in turn drive behavioral responses in the form of green brand evangelism 
(GBE). The S–O–R framework thus provides a robust theoretical lens to understand how 
environmental branding efforts translate into trust-based advocacy behaviors. Empirical 
evidence confirms a positive GBI–GT relationship [7], with GT further mediating the tran-
sition toward evangelistic outcomes, although the strength of this mediation varies across 
contexts [5,9].

Despite growing scholarly attention, significant research gaps remain. Existing studies 
are heavily concentrated in Indonesia and Southeast Asia, often focusing on single brands 
or limited urban samples (e.g., refs. [5,10]). Comparatively little empirical work has ex-
amined Indian consumers, who operate within a highly price-sensitive, culturally diverse, 
and greenwashing-aware market environment [11]. Moreover, much of the prior research 
emphasizes purchase intention or loyalty, rather than capturing the deeper, behavioral 
construct of green brand evangelism. Methodologically, cross-sectional designs and lim-
ited contextual validation further constrain the generalizability of existing findings [12]. 
Addressing these gaps, this study empirically investigates the GBI–GT–GBE relationship 
within the Indian market context using SmartPLS-SEM and data collected from over 400 con-
sumers. By doing so, the study extends green branding literature into an under-researched 
emerging market and provides nuanced insights into the conditional role of green trust in 
fostering evangelistic behavior. The study findings contribute to theory by refining the un-
derstanding of trust-based advocacy in green marketing and offer practical implications for 
brands seeking to combat skepticism and cultivate authentic consumer-driven sustainability 
narratives [5,7].

2.  Theoretical Framework
The Stimulus–Organism–Response (S–O–R) theory introduced by Mehrabian and 

Russell [13] and later used by Jacoby [14] in studies on consumer behaviour, illustrates that 
how stimuli effect behavioural response by way of individual organismic internal processes. 
The external stimuli are not directly translated into behavioural responses but, rather, the 
organismic psychological evaluative processes are utilised by the individual to interpret 
external stimuli and generate behavioural responses. S–O–R’s importance also applies in 
the cases of green and sustainable consumption, where consumers tend to consult brand-
related environmental information to verify sustainability claims. This framework has been 
exemplified in recent research contexts of sustainable consumption. Hossain et al. [15] 
studied the effect of marketing stimuli on purchase intention through the mediating effect 
of internal consumer assessments and Rouf et al. [16] focused on consumer motivations and 
consumer attitudes mediating endorsement stimuli to sustainable consumption intentions. 
Likewise, Babu [17] shows the effectiveness of cognitive and emotional processing in 
establishing consumer trust and advertising attitude. These studies illustrate that S–O–R 
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provides a theoretical explanation of the psychological processes connecting external stimuli 
with behavioural responses, rather than simply classifying variables into three categories.

Based on this theoretical framework, the current study operationalizes GPV, GBP and 
GBI as the stimuli, which are different types of brand-related environmental information. 
Green Trust (GT) is the organism in the framework, mediating consumers’ internal assess-
ment on the believability and authenticity of a green brand’s environmental attributes and 
commitment to the environment. Green Brand Evangelism (GBE) is the response, reflected 
by consumers’ active endorsement, recommendation and promotion of green brands. As 
such, green trust functions as the core psychological process bridging the brand-related 
environmental information stimuli and the advocacy behavior outcome. Specific hypotheses 
development of the relationships among these constructs will be introduced subsequently.

3.  Literature Review & Hypothetical Development
3.1.  Green Brand Evangelism (GBE)

When consumers passionately promote brands committed to environmental practices 
due to their genuine sustainability focus [18], green brand evangelism goes beyond mere 
purchasing to enthusiastic recommendations driven by deep emotional bonds and active 
advocacy including positive word-of-mouth, peer endorsements, and even opposition to 
rival brands [2,19]. Brands become powerful vehicles for self-expression, reflecting con-
sumers’ identities and desired green lifestyles [20], as these individuals willingly transform 
into unpaid ambassadors who share personal sustainability stories and persuade others to 
champion the same eco-friendly options [12]. In this dynamic, green perceived value, green 
brand positioning, and green brand image emerge as essential drivers that first cultivate 
green trust, ultimately powering brand evangelism as the key outcome converting satisfied 
green consumers into fervent advocates who boost brand reach through authentic endorse-
ments and clear competitive advantages [6]. Far exceeding basic loyalty, brand evangelism 
embodies intense passion that insulates consumers from alternatives, making it the ideal de-
pendent variable to capture ultimate green brand triumph in sustainability-driven markets.

3.2.  Green Perceived Value (GPV)
Green perceived value (GPV) is defined as consumers’ comprehensive evaluation of the 

benefits and sacrifices related to the environmental attributes of a product shaped by their 
sustainability concerns, environmental desires, and expectations [21,22]. This construct 
captures the consumer’s assessment of how well a product satisfies their green needs, 
balancing perceived environmental benefits against the costs or trade-offs involved [23]. The 
importance of green perceived value is underscored by its ability to differentiate products 
in competitive markets and enhance consumer purchase intentions especially as consumers 
become more environmentally conscious [24,25].

Previous studies in general marketing have examined the role of perceived value and 
consumer trust in shaping consumer relationships and behavioural outcomes [26–28]. Al-
though these studies provide a broader understanding of the importance of value and trust 
in consumer decision making, their findings are drawn from general marketing settings. In 
the green marketing context, green perceived value may also contribute to the development 
of green trust, which refers to consumers’ willingness to rely on a product or brand based 
on their confidence in its environmental performance and credibility [7]. When consumers 
perceive greater value in eco-friendly products, they may develop stronger confidence in 
the environmental claims made by brands and their commitment to sustainability [24]. 
Furthermore, consumers who perceive high value in eco-friendly brands may be more 
willing to support and advocate for them through positive word-of-mouth, recommenda-
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tions and oppositional referrals towards competing brands [29]. Based on these arguments, 
we propose:

H1.  Green perceived value is positively, significanty and directly related to Green Brand Evangelism.

H2.  Green perceived value is significantly related to Green Trust.

3.3.  Green Brand Positioning (GBP)
Green brand positioning (GBP) represents a strategic effort by companies to differen-

tiate their products in consumers’ minds through environmentally friendly attributes, 
encompassing both functional benefits (such as ecological performance and features) 
and emotional benefits (such as alignment with sustainability values and consumer well-
being) [30,31]. This positioning creates a distinct competitive advantage by associating the 
brand with superior environmental quality and credibility fostering positive consumer per-
ceptions that extend beyond mere functionality to evoke trust and loyalty [8]. In the green 
marketing context, effective GBP signals a genuine commitment to sustainability which 
reduces perceived risks associated with environmental claims and enhances consumers’ 
confidence in the brand’s ecological promises [32].

Previous studies suggest that brand-related perceptions, such as brand experience and 
brand image, play an important role in developing consumer trust and loyalty [33,34]. In 
green marketing, green brand positioning has been associated with favourable consumer 
attitudes and purchase intentions by communicating the distinctive value of environmentally 
responsible brands [35,36]. Although these studies provide insights into the importance of 
brand positioning and consumer trust, the relationship between green brand positioning 
and green trust requires further investigation. A well-defined green brand position may 
help consumers recognise a brand’s environmental commitment and distinguish it from 
competing alternatives. Such perceptions may strengthen consumers’ confidence in the 
brand’s environmental claims and contribute to the development of green trust.

Green brand positioning establishes a distinctive environmental identity that differen-
tiates products from competitors encouraging strong consumer advocacy known as green 
brand evangelism. When companies successfully position their brands as authentic green 
leaders through functional (ecological performance) and emotional (sustainability align-
ment) benefits, consumers develop heightened brand preference and actively promote these 
brands to others [30,31]. This positive relationship occurs because effective GBP creates 
perceptions of superiority and trustworthiness motivating consumers to evangelize green 
brands as embodiments of their environmental values [8,32]. Hence, we propose:

H3.  Green brand positioning is positively, significantly and directly related to Green Brand Evangelism.

H4.  Green brand positioning is significantly related to Green Trust.

3.4.  Green Brand Image (GBI)
Green brand image (GBI) reflects consumers’ overall perceptions of a brand’s environ-

mental commitment, authenticity and sustainability orientation, creating associations that 
distinguish it from competing brands [7]. Previous research has highlighted the role of cor-
porate image in shaping consumer trust in traditional and online banking contexts [37,38]. 
Although these studies are not specific to green brands, they provide a broader understand-
ing of how favourable brand perceptions can contribute to trust. In the green marketing 
context, a positive green brand image may strengthen consumers’ confidence in a brand’s 
environmental claims and perceived commitment to sustainability. When consumers asso-
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ciate a brand with genuine environmental responsibility, they may be more willing to rely 
on its environmental promises, thereby developing green trust.

Beyond trust, GBI directly cultivates brand evangelism, where consumers actively 
advocate for and promote green brands that resonate with their self-identity and val-
ues [39]. When GBI embodies superior environmental quality and symbolic meaning, it 
motivates enthusiastic word-of-mouth and loyalty beyond typical purchase intent [40]. 
Hence, we propose:

H5.  Green brand image is positively, significanty and directly related to Green Brand Evangelism.

H6.  Green brand image is significantly related to Green Trust.

3.5.  Green Trust (GT) as Mediator
Previous studies have highlighted the role of consumer trust and emotional connec-

tions in shaping brand related behaviors. Research on green consumer behavior has linked 
perceptions of environmental sustainability with consumer loyalty and explored the re-
lationship between green consumption and brand love [29,41]. In the broader branding 
context, brand trust has also been associated with brand evangelism, suggesting that con-
sumers who trust a brand may be more willing to advocate for it and recommend it to 
others [42,43]. These findings provide a theoretical basis for examining the role of green 
trust in green brand evangelism. When consumers have confidence in a brand’s environ-
mental commitments and claims, they may be more willing to support the brand through 
positive recommendations and advocacy. Hence, we propose:

H7.  Green Trust is positively related to Green Brand Evangelism.

When consumers perceive high value in eco-friendly brands i.e., green perceived value, 
it builds confidence in the brand’s environmental authenticity creating green trust. This 
green trust then transforms passive buyers into active evangelists who enthusiastically 
recommend the brand and oppose competitors. Prior studies confirm green trust fully 
mediates green perceived value ‘s effect on repurchase intention [44–46] and extending 
this pathway green trust channels GPV into evangelism behaviors like positive WOM and 
brand defense [2,29]. Hence, we propose:

H8.  Green Trust mediates the relationship between Green Perceived Value and Green Brand Evangelism.

Strategic green positioning signals environmental leadership fostering consumer confi-
dence and trust in the brand’s sustainability claims [7]. This elevated green trust serves 
as the critical mechanism that converts positioned green brands into evangelized ones, 
motivating consumers to actively promote and defend them against rivals [47,48]. Hence, 
we propose:

H9.  Green Trust mediates the relationship between Green Brand Positioning and Green Brand 
Evangelism.

A strong green brand image creates lasting impressions of environmental credibility, 
building deep consumer trust [49]. This green trust then drives evangelism as trusted con-
sumers become passionate advocates who share positive experiences and reject alternatives, 
amplifying brand reach through authentic endorsements [5,6]. Hence, we proposed;

H10.  Green Trust mediates the relationship between Green Brand Image and Green Brand Evangelism.
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4.  Research Methodology
The study employs SmartPLS 4 to examine the mediating role of green trust and 

the interrelationships among key green branding factors’ relationship with green brand 
evangelism. PLS-SEM is mainly suitable for this research due to the complexity of the 
proposed model and its focus on predictive relationships. Its flexibility enables a rigorous 
evaluation of measurement reliability and validity while effectively capturing latent green 
marketing constructs, thereby strengthening theory development in the context of consumer 
behavior and green marketing.

4.1.  Research Procedure
Data for the study were collected through a mixed-mode survey approach. Offline 

responses were obtained from consumers visiting supermarkets and retail outlets offer-
ing green products across India, while online data were gathered via emails and social 
media platforms such as Facebook, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp. Of the approximately 
720 questionnaires distributed, 439 responses were received. After careful data screen-
ing using Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS Statistics 26 to remove incomplete and inconsistent 
responses, a final sample of 400 valid questionnaires was retained for analysis. Thus, 39 
responses were excluded during the data screening process. The questionnaire focused 
on respondents’ general perceptions of green brands rather than on any specific brand. 
Respondents were asked to evaluate green branding practices based on their general ex-
periences and understanding of green brands. Their responses were used to assess green 
perceived value, green brand positioning, green brand image, green trust and green brand 
evangelism. As the study did not focus on a single brand, the findings reflect respondents’ 
overall perceptions of green brands rather than their evaluations of an individual brand.

Several procedural measures were adopted to minimize the potential risk of common 
method bias. Respondents were assured of the confidentiality of their responses and 
unnecessary personal identification information was avoided. The questionnaire statements 
were kept clear and simple, leading questions were avoided and a consistent response 
format was maintained throughout the questionnaire. These measures were intended 
to reduce the possibility of response bias. The cleaned dataset was then analyzed using 
SmartPLS 4 to estimate the measurement and structural models. Measurement reliability 
and validity were assessed by examining Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values 
both of which exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.70, consistent with the guidelines 
suggested by Hulland [50] as well as Nunnally and Bernstein [51]. Convergent validity was 
established as the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for all constructs were above 
0.50, in accordance with the criteria proposed by Hair et al. [52]. Discriminant validity 
was further established using the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratio, with all values 
remaining below the conservative threshold of 0.85, as suggested by Henseler et al. [53].

4.2.  Measurement Scales
The measurement scales employed in this research were adapted and refined based 

on established instruments from previous research. The green perceived value scale was 
sourced from Dorsamy and Govender [54], while green brand positioning was drawn from 
Chen et al. [55]. The green brand image scale followed the framework of Huang et al. [56]. 
Green trust was adopted from Chen [7]. Green Brand evangelism was measured using 
three items adapted from previous studies. The first two items were adopted from Guiao 
and Lacap [57] and measured positive brand referrals. The third item was adopted from the 
oppositional referral dimension reported by Khandai et al. [58]. All constructs were assessed 
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
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4.3.  Study Sample and Data Analysis Method
This study followed a cross-sectional design and collected primary data through an 

online questionnaire created using Google Forms. Offline data were also collected from 
consumers visiting supermarkets and retail outlets selling green products across India. 
Online responses were obtained through email and social media platforms, including 
Facebook, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp. A convenience sampling approach was adopted to 
reach respondents efficiently. Data were gathered over a five-month period, from September 
2025 to January 2026. Of the 439 responses received, 400 were considered usable after careful 
screening for incomplete or inconsistent entries. The final dataset was then analyzed using 
PLS-SEM to examine the hypothesized relationships among the study variables.

5.  Results
5.1.  Study Sample

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the research sample, including gender, age, 
education level, and income. Based on the data from the final sample of 400 respondents, 
the demographic characteristics of the participants are as follows. The demographic profile 
of the respondents indicates a fairly balanced gender distribution, with females 53% slightly 
outnumbering males 47%. In terms of age, the majority of participants fell within the 
30–40 years category 33.5%, followed closely by those aged 20–30 years 31.5%, suggesting 
that the sample largely represents young and middle-aged consumers. Regarding educa-
tional attainment, most respondents held an undergraduate degree 35.5% or a postgraduate 
qualification 31%, reflecting a relatively well-educated sample. In terms of monthly income, 
nearly half of the respondents 45.5% reported earning less than 20,000, while 29.5% fell 
within the 20,000–30,000 INR range, and 25% earned above 30,000 INR. Overall, the sample 
captures a diverse yet education-oriented consumer group suitable for examining green 
brand perceptions and evangelistic behavior.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the study sample.

Characteristic Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 188 47.0

Female 212 53.0

Other 0 0

Age

20–30 126 31.5

30–40 134 33.5

40–50 88 22.0

50 and above 52 13.0

Education Level

High school 56 14.0

Undergraduate 142 35.5

Postgraduate 124 31.0

Doctorate 46 11.5

Other 32 8.0

Income
Less than 20,000 182 45.5

20,000–30,000 118 29.5

30,000 and above 100 25.0
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5.2.  Measurement Model
The study assessed the reliability and consistency of the constructs using key statistical 

indicators, including Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, multicollinearity (outer VIF) 
and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). As shown in Table 2, all constructs demonstrated 
satisfactory internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from 0.739 to 0.876, 
exceeding the suggested threshold of 0.70. Collinearity at the indicator level was measured 
using Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values. The results indicate that all outer VIF values 
ranged from 1.058 to 2.865, which are well below the conservative threshold of 3.3 [59] and 
the commonly accepted limit of 5.0 [60]. These findings suggest that there are no multi-
collinearity concerns among the measurement items. Therefore, the indicators demonstrate 
adequate independence and do not bias the estimation of the measurement model. Simi-
larly, composite reliability values (ρc) ranged between 0.842 and 0.914, confirming strong 
internal consistency [50,51,61]. Furthermore, convergent validity was established as the 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values extended between 0.581 and 0.728, all surpassing 
the 0.5 benchmark [52], thereby establishing the convergent validity of the measurement 
scales. Although GBP1 reported a relatively low loading (0.501), it was retained because the 
overall construct demonstrated acceptable reliability (CR = 0.842) and convergent validity 
(AVE = 0.581), both exceeding recommended thresholds. Moreover, the item holds theoret-
ical relevance to the conceptual domain of green brand positioning. Therefore, considering 
both statistical adequacy and content validity, GBP1 was retained for subsequent structural 
analysis. Therefore, the measurement model shows satisfactory reliability and convergent 
validity, backing up its suitability for subsequent structural model analysis.

Table 2. An assessment of the measurement model.

Variable Items Outer 
Loading

Outer
VIF

Cron-
bach’s
Alpha

Composite
Reliability 

(𝛒c)

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

(AVE)

GPV

GPV1 0.874 1.874

0.783 0.874 0.698GPV2 0.814 1.665

GPV3 0.816 1.506

GBP

GBP1 0.501 1.058

0.739 0.842 0.581
GBP2 0.865 2.364

GBP3 0.816 2.326

GBP4 0.811 2.258

GBI

GBI1 0.881 2.355

0.876 0.914 0.728
GBI2 0.826 2.073

GBI3 0.869 2.385

GBI4 0.836 1.992

GT

GT1 0.800 2.201

0.860 0.896 0.634
GT2 0.760 2.128

GT3 0.839 2.471

GT4 0.855 2.865

GT5 0.720 1.284

GBE
GBE1 0.810 1.601

0.785 0.875 0.699GBE2 0.859 1.813

GBE3 0.839 1.584
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Table 3 shows the results of the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) analysis, confirming 
that discriminant validity was established as all inter-construct correlations were below 
the recommended threshold of 0.85 suggested by Henseler et al. [53]. Although some rela-
tionships were moderately strong (e.g., between green trust and green brand evangelism), 
the values remained within acceptable limits, indicating that the constructs are related yet 
conceptually distinct, and supporting the progression to the subsequent structural model 
analysis. Thus, adequate discriminant validity is established.

Table 3. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) Discriminant Validity Test.

GPV GBP GBI GT GBE

GPV
GBP 0.493
GBI 0.278 0.312
GT 0.337 0.482 0.247

GBE 0.453 0.606 0.505 0.686

5.3.  Structural Model Evaluation
The coefficient of determination (R2 ) values further indicated the explanatory power 

of the model. As shown in Table 4, the R2  value for green brand evangelism (GBE) is 
0.498 (adjusted R2  = 0.493), indicating that nearly 49.8% of its variance is explained by 
green perceived value, green brand positioning, green brand image and green trust. This 
reflects moderate explanatory power. For green trust (GT), the R2  value is 0.209 (adjusted 
R2  = 0.203), suggesting that 20.9% of its variance is explained by its predictors, indicating a 
modest level of predictive capability and predictive accuracy in the structural model.

Table 4. R-squared and R-squared adjusted.

R-Square R-Square Adjusted

GBE 0.498 0.493
GT 0.209 0.203

The data presented in Table 5 and Figure 1 provide detailed insights into the structural 
relationships between various predictors and green brand evangelism (GBE), as tested 
through PLS-SEM. The results presented in the table and the figure show the model esti-
mation results, using the bootstrap method with 5,000 subsamples and a 95% confidence 
level. The structural model results indicate that all proposed hypotheses (H1–H10) are 
supported, demonstrating that most independent variables included in the model have 
meaningful relationships with either green trust (GT) or green brand evangelism (GBE).

Figure 1. Hypothetical model result.

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16110403

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16110403


Societies 2026, 16, 403 10 of 18

Table 5. Direct Effects and Hypothesis Testing.

Hypothesis Path 𝛃 SE t-Value p-Value 90% BC CI Result

H1 GPV → GBE 0.095 0.039 2.444 0.007 [0.028, 0.158] Supported

H2 GPV → GT 0.133 0.044 3.051 0.001 [0.062, 0.205] Supported

H3 GBP → GBE 0.185 0.039 4.800 <0.001 [0.117, 0.244] Supported

H4 GBP → GT 0.336 0.046 7.303 <0.001 [0.257, 0.409] Supported

H5 GBI → GBE 0.247 0.041 5.993 <0.001 [0.177, 0.313] Supported

H6 GBI → GT 0.119 0.054 2.213 0.013 [0.024, 0.201] Supported

H7 GT → GBE 0.445 0.040 11.268 <0.001 [0.378, 0.509] Supported

H8 GPV → GT → GBE 0.059 — — <0.05 [0.028, 0.092] Supported

H9 GBP → GT → GBE 0.150 — — <0.01 [0.113, 0.188] Supported

H10 GBI → GT → GBE 0.053 — —

Regarding direct effects on green trust, green brand positioning emerged as the 
strongest predictor (β = 0.336, p < 0.001), followed by green perceived value (β = 0.133, 
p = 0.001) and green brand image (β = 0.119, p = 0.013). This ordering suggests that 
consumers form trust in green brands primarily when those brands communicate clear and 
credible environmental positioning, while value perceptions and brand image reinforce 
trust formation to a somewhat lesser degree. All three confidence intervals exclude zero, 
confirming the robustness of these direct paths.

For direct effects on green brand evangelism, green brand image was the strongest 
direct predictor (β = 0.247, p < 0.001), followed by green brand positioning (β = 0.185, 
p < 0.001) and green perceived value (β = 0.095, p = 0.007). This indicates that a favorable 
environmental brand image most directly motivates consumers to recommend, defend, 
and actively promote the brand, while positioning and value perceptions also contribute 
positively, though with smaller direct magnitudes.

The most striking finding is that green trust is the strongest overall predictor of green 
brand evangelism (β = 0.445, p < 0.001), with a t-value of 11.268 and a confidence interval 
well above zero. This confirms that trust is the central psychological mechanism through 
which green marketing efforts translate into evangelistic consumer behavior. Consumers 
who trust a green brand are substantially more likely to engage in advocacy behaviors such 
as recommending the brand to others, defending it against criticism, and actively promoting 
it within their social networks.

The mediation analysis further reinforces this mechanism. All three indirect paths 
through green trust were statistically significant, as indicated by bias-corrected confidence 
intervals that exclude zero. Green brand positioning exhibited the strongest indirect effect on 
GBE through GT (β = 0.150, CI [0.113, 0.188]), followed by green perceived value (β = 0.059, 
CI [0.028, 0.092]) and green brand image (β = 0.053, CI [0.013, 0.090]). Notably, although 
green brand image had the strongest direct effect on GBE, green brand positioning had 
the strongest indirect effect through trust. This pattern suggests that positioning operates 
primarily by building trust, which then drives evangelism, whereas brand image exerts a 
more direct influence on advocacy behavior alongside its trust-mediated pathway.

Taken together, these results support the theoretical argument that green marketing 
factors do not influence brand evangelism in isolation; rather, they operate substantially 
through green trust. The findings establish green trust as a pivotal mediator in the green 
marketing–evangelism relationship, with green brand positioning playing a particularly 
important role in building that trust. The model therefore offers both theoretical and 
practical insights: brands seeking to cultivate consumer evangelism should prioritize trust-
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building through credible environmental positioning, while also leveraging brand image to 
directly encourage advocacy behavior.

The results of Table 6 show that green trust mediates the relationships between green 
perceived value, green brand positioning, green brand image and green brand evangelism. 
All three indirect effects are positive, and their 90% bias-corrected confidence intervals do 
not include zero.

Table 6. Specific Indirect Effects.

Mediation Path 𝛃 90% BC CI Result

GBI → GT → GBE 0.053 [0.013, 0.090] Significant
GBP → GT → GBE 0.150 [0.113, 0.188] Significant
GPV → GT → GBE 0.059 [0.028, 0.092] Significant

The calculated total effects showed in Table 7 indicate that green brand positioning has 
the strongest overall relationship with green brand evangelism, followed by green brand 
image and green perceived value.

Table 7. Calculated Total Effects (Optional).

Relationship Direct Effect Indirect Effect Calculated Total Effect

GBI → GBE 0.247 0.053 0.300
GBP → GBE 0.185 0.150 0.335
GPV → GBE 0.095 0.059 0.154

The effect-size showing in Table 8 indicates green trust has a medium effect on 
green brand evangelism (f2 = 0.313). The remaining relationships demonstrate small 
or negligible effects.

Table 8. Effect Size (f2 ).

Relationship f2 Effect Size

GBI → GBE 0.109 Small

GBI → GT 0.016 Negligible

GBP → GBE 0.050 Small

GBP → GT 0.117 Small

GPV → GBE 0.015 Negligible

GPV → GT 0.019 Negligible

GT → GBE 0.313 Medium

5.4.  Multigroup Analysis (MGA)
A multi-group analysis was conducted to observe whether the structural relationships 

differ between male and female respondents. The PLS-MGA results, as shown in Table 9, 
indicate that none of the path differences between the two groups are statistically significant, 
as all p-values exceed the recommended threshold of 0.05. Specifically, the differences for 
the relationships GBI → GBE (Δβ = 0.054, p = 0.263), GBI → GT (Δβ = −0.001, p = 0.509), 
GBP → GBE (Δβ = 0.073, p = 0.170), GBP → GT (Δβ = −0.010, p = 0.542), GPV → GBE 
(Δβ = −0.157, p = 0.979), GPV → GT (Δβ = 0.050, p = 0.282), and GT → GBE (Δβ = 0.094, 
p = 0.114) were found to be insignificant. These findings suggest that gender does not signif-
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icantly moderate the relationships among green perceived value, green brand positioning, 
green brand image, green trust, and green brand evangelism. Therefore, the structural 
relationships proposed in the model are consistent across male and female consumers. 

Table 9. PLS-MGA and Parametric Test Results.

Path Difference (Male–Female) p-Value

GBI → GBE 0.054 0.263
GBI → GT −0.001 0.509

GBP → GBE 0.073 0.170
GBP → GT −0.010 0.542

GPV → GBE −0.157 0.979
GPV → GT 0.050 0.282
GT → GBE 0.094 0.114

6.  Discussion
In this study, green perceived value (GPV), green brand positioning (GBP) and green 

brand image (GBI) were found to have a significant relationship with green brand evan-
gelism (GBE) with green trust (GT) acting as a mediating variable. The findings confirm 
that consumers’ evaluations of environmental value, brand positioning, and brand image 
translate into advocacy behavior primarily through the development of trust in a brand’s 
environmental claims and practices.

GT plays a critical role in converting consumers’ confidence in a brand’s environmen-
tal performance into advocacy behaviors for instance positive word-of-mouth and brand 
recommendations [2,42]. The findings of this study show that GT has the strongest direct 
association with GBE (β = 0.445), highlighting its important contribution to explaining 
green brand evangelism. However, trust alone may not fully explain consumers’ advocacy 
behaviour, as their perceptions of environmental value, brand positioning and brand image 
may also shape their willingness to support and recommend green brands. This indicates 
that trust must be reinforced by tangible environmental value and credible brand actions to 
stimulate stronger advocacy. Accordingly, marketers should strengthen GT through trans-
parent and authentic sustainability practices to effectively convert consumer confidence 
into green brand advocacy.

The results further reveal that GPV has a significant and positive impact on both GBE 
and GT, through GT. These findings support prior research demonstrating that consumers 
who perceive strong environmental benefits relative to costs are more likely to trust a brand’s 
sustainability claims [45,62,63]. GPV not only directly encourages advocacy behaviors such 
as recommendations and preference over competing brands but also indirectly fosters evan-
gelism by first building GT. This extends the findings of Rahmani and Pradana [5], who 
observed that consumers become evangelists when green value is perceived as authentic 
and meaningful. The results highlight GT as a crucial psychological bridge through which 
perceived environmental value is transformed into active brand advocacy [21]. This under-
scores the importance of delivering tangible green value such as superior eco-performance, 
emotional satisfaction and social recognition rather than relying on symbolic environmental 
claims alone.

GBP was found to significantly influence GBE through GT, indicating that clear and 
credible environmental positioning strengthens consumer trust and advocacy intentions. 
Prior studies support this relationship, showing that strong green positioning enhances 
GT by signaling authenticity and reliability [7,64]. Empirical evidence also suggests that 
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effective green positioning promotes advocacy-oriented behaviors, including commitment 
and brand defense [5,65]. The present findings reinforce the view that strategic green 
positioning must be supported by consistent environmental actions to build trust and 
encourage evangelistic behavior.

GBI also emerged as a significant predictor of GT and GBE, confirming its role in 
shaping pro-environmental consumer responses. Consistent with Chen [7], a favorable 
GBI enhances trust by signaling a brand’s competence, credibility, and sincerity in envi-
ronmental responsibility. Prior studies have shown that while GBI is positively associated 
with trust-driven behavioral intentions, GPV may have a stronger impact due to its func-
tional and tangible benefits [21,66,67]. Extending this stream of research, the present study 
demonstrates that GBI contributes to GBE through GT. This aligns with Panda et al. [6] 
as well as Rahmani and Pradana [3], who found that a strong green image encourages 
consumers to actively recommend and defend green brands. The findings emphasize that 
projecting a green image alone is insufficient; firms must reinforce image perceptions with 
authentic sustainability practices, such as ethical sourcing, transparent recycling initiatives, 
and honest environmental communication, to cultivate lasting trust and advocacy. Over-
all, the study highlights that GPV, GBP, and GBI function synergistically in shaping GBE 
through the mediating role of GT. Authenticity, transparency, and consistent environmental 
performance emerge as critical drivers in transforming consumer perceptions into voluntary 
green brand evangelism, enabling firms to cultivate loyal brand advocates in competitive 
green markets.

7.  Theoretical and Practical Implications
This study makes numerous important theoretical contributions to the green marketing 

and sustainable branding literature by addressing a key gap in existing research. The study 
extends prior work that has largely focused on green purchase intention or loyalty by exam-
ining green brand evangelism (GBE) as a high-involvement behavioral outcome. By doing 
so, it advances understanding of how consumers move beyond favorable attitudes toward 
active advocacy in green consumption contexts. Based on the Stimulus–Organism–Response 
(S–O–R) framework, the study theoretically positions green perceived value (GPV), green 
brand positioning (GBP), and green brand image (GBI) as environmental stimuli that 
can shape green trust (GT) as an internal psychological state, which subsequently drives 
evangelistic behavior. This integrated model contributes to theory by clarifying green trust’s 
mediating role in translating cognitive brand perceptions into advocacy behaviors, an area 
that has received limited empirical attention. Furthermore, the study enriches green brand-
ing literature by jointly examining value-based, strategic, and image-based antecedents of 
GBE within a single framework, offering a more holistic explanation of green consumer 
advocacy. By empirically validating these relationships in an emerging market context, the 
research enhances the generalizability of green marketing theories and provides a refined 
conceptual foundation for future studies exploring trust-based green behavioral outcomes.

The findings of this study offer a number of valuable insights for marketers, brand 
managers, sustainability practitioners, and policymakers involved in green branding and 
sustainable consumption. This study indicates that organizations should focus on delivering 
tangible environmental benefits, such as superior eco-performance, health advantages, and 
long-term cost savings, rather than relying on symbolic green claims. Enhancing GPV helps 
consumers recognize real value, which strengthens trust and encourages advocacy. This 
paper suggests that firms must clearly and consistently communicate their environmental 
commitments. Positioning strategies should be supported by verifiable actions, certifica-
tions, and transparent messaging to differentiate green brands in competitive markets. 
Strong and credible positioning helps reduce consumer skepticism and builds confidence 
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in environmental claims. This study highlights the importance of maintaining a consistent 
and authentic green identity across all consumer touchpoints. Firms should invest in ethical 
sourcing, sustainable packaging, and responsible communication to reinforce a trustworthy 
green image. Most importantly, the mediating role of green trust (GT) shows that trust is 
the key mechanism that transforms positive green perceptions into green brand evangelism 
(GBE). By strengthening GT through transparency and authenticity, firms can cultivate 
voluntary brand advocates who can promote green brands through positive word-of-mouth, 
recommendations and social influence.

8.  Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine how green perceived value (GPV), green 

brand positioning (GBP), and green brand image (GBI) are related to green brand evange-
lism (GBE), with green trust (GT) as a mediating variable. The findings reveal that all three 
antecedents have a significant and positive impact on GBE, through GT. The results confirm 
that when consumers perceive strong environmental value, credible positioning, and a trust-
worthy green image, they develop higher trust, which in turn motivates advocacy behaviors 
such as positive word-of-mouth and brand recommendation. The study highlights that 
green trust plays a crucial mediating role, converting consumers’ environmental perceptions 
into active evangelistic behavior. These outcomes contribute to a deeper understanding of 
how sustainable branding strategies translate into consumer-driven promotion. For future 
research, scholars may explore this model across different industries or cultural contexts, 
incorporate moderating variables such as price sensitivity or green skepticism, or adopt 
longitudinal designs to capture changes in green advocacy behaviors over time.

9.  Limitations and Future Research Directions
Despite providing valuable insights, this study has certain limitations that should be 

acknowledged. First, the research is based on cross-sectional data, which limits the ability to 
capture changes in consumers’ green perceptions, trust and evangelistic behavior over time. 
As consumer awareness of sustainability and greenwashing continues to evolve, longitudinal 
studies could offer deeper insights into how green trust and green brand evangelism develop 
in the long run. Second, the study relies on self-reported responses, which may be subject to 
social desirability bias, particularly in the context of environmentally responsible behavior. 
Future studies may incorporate behavioral data or experimental designs to strengthen 
validity. Third, the research focuses on selected green branding variables like GPV, GBP, GBI, 
GT, and GBE, while other relevant factors such as green skepticism, perceived greenwashing, 
price sensitivity, and cultural values were not examined. Including these variables would 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of green consumer behavior. Additionally, 
the study adopts a generalized brand perspective rather than examining specific brands 
or industries, which may limit contextual depth. Future research may apply the model 
to specific sectors or conduct comparative studies across industries or countries. These 
directions offer promising avenues to extend the present findings and enhance the validity 
of green branding literature.
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GBE Green Brand Evangelism
GBI Green Brand Image
GBP Green Brand Positioning
GPV Green Perceived Value
GT Green Trust

Construct Source
GREEN PERCEIVED VALUE
GPV1: Green products give me more benefits than other products.
GPV2: Green products have more environmental concern than non-green products.
GPV3: Green products are healthy

Dorsamy and Govender [54]

GREEN BRAND POSITIONING
GBP1: Quality is important when I buy green products.
GBP2: Price is important when I buy green products.
GBP3: I know about the brand through advertising.
GBP4: Green products suit my personal needs.

Chen et al. [55]

GREEN BRAND IMAGE
GBI1: Green Brand is considered the best benchmark for environmental commitments.
GBI2: Green Brand is very professional in building reputation for environmental protection
GBI3: Green Brand products have a positive Brand Image in the eyes of consumers.
GBI4: Green Brand is trusted in sustainable environmental development

Huang et al. [56]

Construct Source
GREEN TRUST
GT1. I trust the green products I use to be genuinely environmentally friendly.
GT2. I believe that green products generally keep their environmental promises.
GT3. I feel that the environmental claims made by green products are reliable.
GT4. I consider green products to be honest about their environmental performance.
GT5. Compared to regular products, I have more trust in green products and their environmental impact.

Chen [7]

GREEN BRAND EVANGELISM
GBE1. I will spread positive word-of-mouth about the brand of the green products.
GBE2. I will recommend brands of green products over non-green brands to my friends.
GBE3. I’d probably convey a negative word of mouth about other brands

Guiao and Lacap [57];
Khandai et al. [58]
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