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―Beer is proof that God loves us and wants us to be happy‖ 

Benjamin Franklin 



 

 

 
2 

 

Abstract 

The aim of this thesis is to get comprehensive insights into the Icelandic beer market. The 

paper explores preferences of Icelandic consumers with a special focus on light beer. The 

main objective of the paper is to see if any differences in attribute preference scores exist 

between regular and light beer as well as Generation Y and Remaining Generations. 

Furthermore the paper investigates if differences (if any) are driven by health related issues. 

The research is conducted through an online questionnaire where particular beer attributes are 

rated using the Best-Worst scaling method to check consumers’ preference levels when 

purchasing beer. Moreover respondents’ perception towards health and light products is 

explored as well as perception and motivation behind light beer purchase. Comparison 

analyses are conducted to see if any differences exist between regular and light beer 

preferences.  Based on analysis and comparisons findings, managerial implications will be 

presented that can help marketers to implement effective marketing strategies. 

 

 

Key words: Beer market, Light beer, Beer attributes, Best-Worst scaling method, Attribute 

preferences, Generation Y 
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1. Introduction  

The brewing industry has an entrenched and ancient history. The origin of the beer goes back 

many thousands of years before Christ or ever since men began to build the cities of ancient 

Mesopotamia. Beer has ever since then been one of the most popular beverages in the world. 

Business markets have experienced major changes over the last decades with globalization 

and enormous technology developments. Due to these continuing changes, the world is 

getting more condensed and the global beer market like other markets has experienced this. A 

clear testify to that is the rapid consolidation that has changed the global environment in the 

beer market recently, whereas the top three manufacturers hold 45% of the total volume today 

(Datamonitor, 2010). 

 

Recent decades have seen health and health related issues gaining increased attention both 

from manufacturers and consumers. As a consequence to this health consciousness, 

manufacturers have put more focus on healthier products and increased the variety of such 

alternatives (Euromonitor, 2009). The awareness has also increased consumer’s search and 

desire for healthier choices. These health emphases have e.g. made way for low-calorie and 

low-carbonate products both in food and beverage industries. This has given beer 

manufacturers great opportunities in the production of light beer. Light beer is distinct from 

regular beer as it has fewer calories and has lower alcohol content than the regular one. Many 

consumers drink light beer as they truly believe that it is healthier than regular beer. Others 

however believe that the light beer trend is just a marketing gimmick where the good old beer 

taste is lost (Eddings, 2010). As obesity rates have risen across the globe, especially in the 

US, this has entailed in increased consumer demand for low-calorie variants. This is reflected 

in the fact that four out of the top five beer brands in the US are light beers (Euromonitor, 

2010a). The global beer market has seen progressive growth through the years but like for 

other markets the economic crisis caused a considerable slowdown in 2009. However, beer 

volumes are expected to continue to grow in the next years with arising opportunities for 

niche categories such as low alcohol and low-calorie beers. In this study, the definition of 

light beer used is ―low-calorie beer with slightly lower alcohol content than regular beer‖.  

 

Research of consumer behaviour has found that significant difference exists between 

generation cohorts in some markets. Every generation has created its own characteristics and 
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distinctions through experiences that occur during childhood and teenage years. These 

experiences furthermore create and define differences between different generations. 

Generation Y is today seen as one of the most valuable generation segment and consequently 

the current study will have a special focus on this generation. As members of this generation 

are quickly becoming the most influential consumers on the market, increased emphasis have 

been put on characterizing and understanding the behaviour of this age group. 

 

Satisfying consumers and understanding their needs is fundamental in marketing theory. 

Thus, understanding the marketing concept of consumer behaviour is significant for 

companies. Consumer behaviour emphasises on how individuals decide to spend their 

available resources on consumption-related items. That includes e.g. what they buy, why they 

buy it, how often they buy it, how they evaluate it after the purchase, the impact of such 

evaluations on future purchases and how they dispose it (Schiffman et al., 2008). Consumers 

have different wants and needs and do prefer one product or service over another. Beer 

preferences may therefore be different whereas one beer consumer will prefer lager over ale 

whilst another one prefers Belgium beer over German beer. To meet consumer requirements it 

is essential for beer manufacturers to identify and measure the elements of such preferences. 

 

Consumer preferences can be measured in a number of ways. One approach is by using the 

Best-Worst Scaling (BW) method, also known as Maximum Difference Scaling. This 

approach was developed by Louviere and Woodworth (1990) and will be used in this study of 

consumer preferences in the Icelandic beer market. By using this particular method, beer 

attributes will obtain a certain importance score that can allow for comparison between 

groups. Further details regarding this method will be illustrated later in the literature review. 
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1.1. Problem statement 

The aim of this thesis is to get comprehensive insights into the Icelandic beer market. This 

will be achieved by investigating consumer behaviour and preferences where a particular 

focus will be put on light beer. Beer and the light beer trend as a focus point in this study has 

two main reasons. First of all, beer is one of the most consumed and popular alcohol 

beverages in the world which provides different attribute preferences among beer consumers. 

Secondly, health consciousness has been increasing rapidly the last decades and is a high 

profile issue for consumers in food and beverage markets today. Light products, e.g. light 

beer, have gained more attention due to this health awareness. Furthermore, the author’s 

interests in exploring different beer types as well as general health interest are fundaments to 

the topic chosen. 

 

The general idea of this report is first and foremost to investigate consumer preferences in the 

Icelandic beer market. The purpose will be to answer the following problem statement: 

 

 

 

 

1.2. Aim and thesis structure 

Along with the process of answering this problem statement, a focal point of this report will 

be to answer the following research questions through analysis and results: 

1. Are there any differences in attribute preference scores between regular vs. light beer? 

2. Are differences in preference (if any) driven by health motivation or any other health-

related attitudes? 

3. Are there any differences in attribute preference scores between Generation Y and 

older generations? 

This thesis is structured into six parts. The current introduction part is the first one, where the 

topic of the study has been introduced as well as problem statement and research questions 

have been presented.  

Part 2 covers the literature review. There, theoretical underpinnings of the study will be 

presented. The part will provide a background on the beer market with discussion on the main 

market statistics. The Icelandic beer market will get particular attention as this study 

Which attributes drive Icelandic consumers’ preferences for beer? 
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addresses the Icelandic market and preferences of Icelandic consumers. Health orientation 

will be discussed with a considerable focus on the light products and light beer in particular. 

This is followed by looking at previous studies and results on consumer behaviour and 

consumer preferences. Furthermore a chapter on Generation Y will be presented, with 

definition and characteristic analysis. Finally, the Best-Worst scaling method will be 

introduced. 

The third part of the thesis covers the methodology. This chapter consists of a detailed 

description of the methodology used in the thesis. The chapter explains the research approach, 

the different stages of pre-testing and gives a full description of the questionnaire design. 

Moreover, the chapter discusses the questionnaire’s distribution and the data collection 

process. In part 4, the results and data analysis from the research will be presented. The fifth 

part will offer discussion as well as managerial implications, limitations and 

recommendations for further research. The final part, part 6, will present the conclusions of 

the study.  

 

Figure 1: Thesis structure 
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1.3. Delimitations 

To narrow the scope of this thesis, it is limited to the Icelandic beer market. This particular 

market was chosen mainly as the author is Icelandic. Furthermore, it is chosen based on the 

author’s accessibility and knowledge of necessary information covering the Icelandic market 

as well as the ease of sampling through networking. Further limitations of this paper will be 

addressed later in this thesis. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Beer market 

Beer is the oldest fermented drink in the world (McFarland, 2009). The brewing industry has 

an entrenched and ancient history whereas the origin of beer goes back many thousands of 

years before Christ or ever since men began to build the cities of ancient Mesopotamia (Finch, 

1996). Today, the beer market is a ―glocal‖ market as beer operates in a ―local global‖ market 

with the majority of beer being consumed where it is produced. Beer production is distinct 

from other alcohol production like wine or whisky as it does not require much lead time and 

allows brewers to react to demand changes relatively quickly. As a result, global beer supply 

generally meets demand and maintains a degree of equilibrium (Euromonitor, 2011).  

 

The global beer market like other business markets has experienced major changes over the 

last decades with globalization and enormous technology developments and as a consequence, 

the global market has seen rapid consolidation. The market is fairly fragmented, with the top 

three beer companies today holding 45% of the total market volume. Anheuser-Busch InBev 

is the leading manufacturer with 25.4% market share, whereas SABMiller follows with 12.5% 

and Heineken N.V. with 7.1% market share (Datamonitor, 2010).  

 

The global beer market is one of many markets that have experienced slowdown due to the 

recent financial crisis, which have had effects both on production and consumption of beer. 
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2.1.1. Market statistics  

Turmoil has rocked the business world in the last couple of years which has been originated 

by the collapse of the two major global investment banks, Bear Stearns and Lehman Brothers 

in September 2008 (Jameson, 2009). The global beer market is one of many markets that have 

experienced slowdown due to this financial crisis. In 2009, 171 billion litres of beer were 

produced globally which marked a 1% decline in production from the previous year. This was 

the first year that the market experienced decline in production after years of continuous 

growths. The slowdown in production also mirrored a slowdown in global beer sales that year 

with total volumes growing only 0.3% compared to a 3% compound annual growth rate 

(CAGR) between 2005 and 2009. The year 2009 is therefore the worst year for the global beer 

market since the beginning of its review period. However, beer volumes worldwide are 

expected to grow until 2015 and beer production is expected to show a similar trend based on 

its historic performance (Euromonitor, 2011). 

 

The global consumption volumes have been increasing over the last couple of years with a 

CAGR of 2.7% between 2005 and 2009 to reach a volume of 148.4 billion litres in 2009. 

Standard lager has proved to be the most lucrative for the global beer market and in 2009 it 

accounted for 55.5% of the market’s overall value. However low/non-alcoholic beer has 

generally very small market share and accounted only for 2.4% of the global beer market in 

2009 (Datamonitor, 2010). Europe has the largest market value in the global market and 

accounted for 47.8% of the market in 2009 whereas the Americas held 28.3% and Asia-

Pacific 23.8% of the market value (Datamonitor, 2010). 

 

Czech Republic is the leading country in consumption per capita and is also one of the 

world’s largest beer exporters. The US is the largest beer importer whereas the Netherlands 

are the largest exporter of beer globally. List of top 10 producers, consumers, consumers in 

per capita terms, importers and exporters globally can be seen in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Top 10 beer nations 

Top 10 producers 

(in volume) 

Top 10 consumers (in 

volume) 

Top 10 per capita 

(legal drinking age) 

Top 10 

importers 

Top 10 

exporters 

China China Czech Republic US Netherlands 

US US Ireland UK Germany 

Russia Brazil Venezuela France Belgium 

Brazil Russia Austria Italy UK 

Germany Germany Slovakia Germany US 

Mexico Japan Germany Canada Ireland 

Japan Mexico Belgium Russia Czech Republic 

UK UK South Africa Spain Ukraine 

Poland South Africa US Netherlands Canada 

Spain Poland Australia Australia Denmark 

Overview of major beer producers, consumers, importers and exporters globally 2009. Source: Euromonitor 

(2010a). 

 

There are some differences between individual beer markets in terms of consumption and 

market trends. For example in the US, total volume sales declined by almost 2% in 2010 

down to 23.9 billion litres. The CAGR in the US between 2005 and 2010 is much lower than 

the global markets, or 0.1%. More than 10% unemployment rate among the primary beer 

consumers was mainly to blame for this decline in volumes, since beer sales are more highly 

correlated with unemployment rates than with the health of the national economy 

(Euromonitor, 2010a). Light beer is the dominant one in the US beer market accounting for 

53% of total beer volume sales in 2010. Four out of the top five beer brands are light beers. 

The average US consumer has leaned towards light beers and it has become their default 

preference. The reason is that light beers contain fewer calories and carbohydrates which 

appeals to the health-conscious consumer (Euromonitor, 2010a). These statistics are 

interesting to look at since the population aged 15+ in the US were considered overweight in 

2008 and 37% were classified as obese (Euromonitor, 2009). Low/non-alcoholic beer has 

very small market share in the US and accounted only for 0.7% of the market in 2010. 

 

In the UK, total volume sales declined by 4% to below 4.4 billion litres in 2010. The main 

reason for this decline was on-going and growing consumer concern about uncertainty of 

government spending cuts on jobs and incomes. The CAGR in the UK between 2005 and 

2010 is -4.8%. Just like in the US, low/non-alcoholic beer has a very small market share and 

accounted for 0.7% of the market in 2010. However non-alcoholic beer was the fast-growing 

category in 2010 with almost 2% growth. This demand growth for non-alcoholic beer is 
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mainly due to anti-alcohol lobbying and ―drink aware‖ campaigns aimed at raising awareness 

about the adverse effect of drinking on the health (Euromonitor, 2010b). 

 

The Danish beer market experienced 6% decline in total volume down to 375 million litres in 

2010. The main reason for decline in beer consumption in Denmark is the fact that Danish 

consumer regard beer as fattening and unhealthy, with many consumers conversely regarding 

wine as healthy. Low/non-alcoholic beer is not popular in Denmark and is difficult to find in 

the country. Many Danish consumers see little point in low/non-alcoholic beer since they 

prefer beer that tastes of beer and feel that the beer taste is lost in this low/non-alcoholic beer. 

Low/non-alcoholic beer’s market share is similar in Denmark to the global markets and 

accounted for 2.7% of the market (Euromonitor, 2010c). 

 

2.1.2. Icelandic beer market 

The Icelandic beer market is to some extent different from foreign markets, both for historical 

and market conditional reasons. The market is relatively young since beer was prohibited in 

the country for 74 years until 1989. The ―Liquor ban‖ was enacted in the beginning of 1915 

when authorities passed laws that prohibited importation and sales of liquor, including beer. 

In 1935, the liquor ban was lifted but still brewery and the sale of alcoholic beer continued to 

be forbidden (Bruggsmiðjan). 1
st
 of March 1989 is a historical day in Iceland and is 

remembered as the so-called ―Beer day‖ or ―B day‖ since it is the day that alcoholic beer was 

again permitted in the country. During the ―Beer day‖ approximately 340.000 cans of beer 

were sold, which is a massive number compared to the population which counted 251.919 

people in the country that year. The abolition of the beer ban attracted a great deal of attention 

from abroad, especially for the fact that beer had been banned whilst strong liquor was 

allowed (RÚV).  

 

Since 1989, there have been extensive changes in alcohol consumption in Iceland where 

consumption trends have shifted from strong alcohol over to wine and beer. 2.14 alcohol litres 

of strong liquor were sold per capita in 1989 compared to 1.15 alcohol litres sold in 2007. 

Consumption of wine increased from 0.5 alcohol litres per capita to 1.6 alcohol litres in 2007. 

Furthermore, beer consumption has increased from 1.42 alcohol litres per capita to 3.12 

alcohol litres in 2007 with beer sales increasing from 6.9 million litres in 1989 up to 19.4 

million litres in 2007 (Statistics Iceland). As other markets, the Icelandic market experienced 
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decline in sales (0.87%) in 2009 for the first time. Beer accounts for about 80% of sold 

alcohol beverages in the country, whereas standard lager accounts for 54% within the beer 

sector. All domestic light beer has the alcohol level of 4.4% whereas light beer is categorized 

as ―beer with less than 4.5% alcohol by volume‖ (ABV). Only two out of the top ten lagers in 

2009 were light beer brands (ÁTVR, 2009). Table 2 shows the top ten lagers sold in 2009. 

 

Table 2: Top 10 brands in Iceland  

Beer Type Volume  

Víking Gylltur 2.087.968 

Víking Lager 1.158.796 

Víking Lite 882.490 

Thule 873.339 

Tuborg Grøn 736.261 

Egils Gull 619.337 

Tuborg Gold 599.267 

Carlsberg 591.368 

Egils Lite 497.240 

Carlsberg 387.317 

Total sales in lager 15.621.491 

Lager beer: Top 10 sales volumes 2009 in litres (500ml).Source: ÁTVR (2009). 

 

There are two major breweries and importers of beer in Iceland, Ölgerðin and Vífilfell. Still 

there are a number of smaller breweries around the country (Beer Book). As mentioned 

earlier, there are different market conditions in Iceland compared to foreign beer markets. The 

Icelandic State has a monopoly position on retail sales of alcoholic beverages so alcohol 

drinks can only be purchased in State run stores, Vínbúðin (e. The Liquor Store). 

Furthermore, companies need required licence for importation and wholesale of alcoholic 

beverages (The Icelandic Parliament).  

 

According to the Alcohol Legislation from 1998, all advertising of alcohol above 2.25% in 

ABV is forbidden (The Icelandic Web of Science). Due to the prohibition, some breweries in 

Iceland manufacture low alcohol beer with less than 2.25% alcohol content. The reason is that 

breweries promote it in advertisements and place the word "Léttöl" (e. Low alcohol beer) in 

small print on their ads. The low alcohol beer has the same brand name and logo as alcoholic 

beer however it is almost impossible to find these particular light beers in The Liquor Stores 

due to low production, if any. The obvious purpose of these advertisements is to promote the 
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actual alcoholic beer brand. In that way, breweries and importers of foreign brands can avoid 

the advertisement prohibition. These methods have been controversial and great debate has 

been in Iceland on the matter (The Public Health Institute of Iceland, 2010). Some claim that 

Icelandic beer manufacturers experience difficult market conditions due to the State’s 

monopoly position and advertisement prohibition but moreover because of high taxes. 

Accordingly, for each beer sold, 57.53% of the price goes to the State in the form of tax 

(ÁTVR, 2009). Despite these market conditions, Icelandic beer is considered high quality 

beer and has e.g. received awards whereas in 2006 Egils Lite won 1
st
 place in the Brewers 

Association’s World Beer Cup for the best ―American-Style Low-Carbohydrate Light Lager‖ 

(World Beer Cup, 2006). 

 

2.2. Health orientation 

Over the past decades, health and health related issues have gained increased attention both 

from manufacturers and consumers. Healthy eating is essential for people to bolster and 

maintain a good health throughout the entire life (Chrysochou, 2010). It has been related to a 

number of common chronic diseases e.g. cardiovascular disease (Trichopoulou, 2003) and 

overweight and obesity (World Health Organization, 2007). To prevent and remedy different 

kinds of diseases, health organizations want to stimulate market penetration of low-fat 

products with the purpose of reducing overall calorie intake. Accordingly, the WHO (2004) 

gave recommendations to ―limit energy intake from total fats and shift fat consumption away 

from saturated fats to unsaturated fats and towards the elimination of trans fatty acids‖.  

 

Reduced fat products are generally considered to improve the healthiness of diet, help with 

weight control and benefit physical well-being (Viaene and Gellynck, 1997). While the food 

industry has recognized the necessity to introduce ―healthy‖ variety of products, there still 

exists a problem of encouraging consumers to choose and consume these low-fat products 

(Hamilton et al, 2000). One reason for consumers’ reluctance to consume low-fat products is 

the fact that these products are considered less tasty. Changes in sensory properties of food 

and beverages caused by fat reduction are difficult to avoid. Fat has an impact on food 

texture, aroma and taste and therefore the quality of reduced-fat products is usually different 

from regular-fat products (Kähkönen and Tuorila, 1999). Furthermore, there is some evidence 

of scepticism among consumers regarding health and nutrition claims on low-fat packages, 

viewing the claims as attempts by the manufacturers to sell more of their products (Levy and 
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Stokes, 1987). Health-conscious consumers are known to be aware and concerned of their 

state of health. Therefore, they are motivated to improve and maintain their health and quality 

of life as well as avoid undesirable health by engaging in healthy behaviours (Michaelidou, 

2008).  

2.2.1. Light beer trend 

Rising obesity rates across the globe and the ever increasing focus by manufacturers and 

consumers on health awareness is well recognized. This is a big contributor to rising demand 

for low-calorie variants both in food and beverage industries whereas alcohol beverages like 

beer are no exception. Consumers’ increasing demand for products offering health benefits 

has provided beer manufacturers with great opportunities to introduce light beer as a healthier 

alternative to regular beer (Euromonitor, 2009). As stated earlier, health-conscious consumers 

are aware and concerned about their health. They also tend to be aware of, and involved with 

nutrition and physical fitness (Kraft and Goodell, 1993).  

 

Light beers are e.g. dominant in the US beer market where four of the top five beer brands are 

light beers and accounting for 53% of total beer volume sales in 2010. As the light beer 

contains fewer calories and carbohydrates, this type of beer is more appealing to health-

conscious consumers (Euromonitor, 2010a). The light beer offerings have taken advantage of 

the still growing health awareness trend. Beer drinking is often associated with masculinity, 

especially in beer commercials (Postman et al., 1987). However, the introduction of light beer 

has, in part, been aimed at attracting more female audiences that have been largely ignored 

(Euromonitor, 2009).  

 

2.3. Preferences  

In a holistic marketing perspective, a marketer has to find the way to understand the needs, 

the wants and the demands of customers (Kotler and Keller, 2007). Thus, understanding the 

marketing concept of consumer behaviour is significant for companies. Antonides et al, 

(1998) stated that individual goods and services are related to individuals, e.g. food or 

physicians’ services. They continued by explaining that on the one hand consumption is 

physical and observable behaviour but also mental operations which are not directly 

observable, such as decision to engage in low-fat dieting. The behaviour can furthermore be 

reasoned or deliberate but also it can be impulsive. However, it is not just the act of purchase 
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that is important to investigate in consumer research but also their motives and causes. 

Motivation is the driving force within consumers that impels them to action. This force is 

produced by a state of tension, which exists as the result of unsatisfied needs which all 

individuals have. Consumers have different wants and needs and do prefer one product or 

service over another (Schiffman et al., 2008). In other words, marketers need to get in touch 

with the preferences that different consumers have to products. Over the last few years there 

has been a great deal of publications that analyse consumer preferences in the wine sector 

(Goodman et al., 2005; Casini et al., 2009; Chrysochou et al., 2011). However, analyses on 

beer sector have been limited. 

 

Beer consumption seeks to not only satisfy consumers’ physiological needs but also socio-

psychological needs (Westfall, 1962). Consumers perceive every purchased beer brand as a 

bundle of attributes. The brand is assessed and selected in terms of where it stands on these 

attributes (Kotler, 1980). Beer preferences can be different. Determinants include marketing-

mix elements such as product attributes (like taste, alcoholic content, color and packaging), 

price strategy, distribution, and promotion; psychographic items (innovativeness, price 

consciousness, group-orientedness, and demographic characteristics (age, sex, income, marital 

status, educational level, and religion) (Mitchell and Amioku, 1985). Consumer preferences 

with respect to attributes vary as a function of what consumers consider relevant but they can 

also change in intensity or density e.g. consumers may change their preferences to attributes 

such as taste or calorie content (Myers and Alpert, 1968). Over time, beer consumers establish 

set of choice criteria in order to evaluate, identify and choose the various brands. This 

criterion is developed through learning, which may e.g. be based on actual experience of 

consumption of a brand or from advertising. The results from these choice criteria influence 

the development of favourable or unfavourable attitudes towards brand selection (Mitchell 

and Amioku, 1985). Beer marketers need to learn which attributes determine consumer 

preferences so they can build a proper marketing strategy around the right product features. 

Even when the beer market is segmented according to attributes, it is necessary for marketers 

to forge a link with psychographics with the aim to know which life style corresponds to 

specific attributes (Mitchell and Amioku, 1985).  

 

Beer is consumed at different occasions and in different environments, where consumers 

drink beer e.g. by themselves at home, at parties or at the beach. Within these different 
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environments, individuals may prefer different things and preferences can change across 

different occasions. Furthermore even though consumers face the same objective 

environment, different motivating conditions and preferences may arise. It is therefore 

important for marketers to understand how preferences change across people and their 

environment (Yang et al., 2002). Moreover, different populations have established different 

patterns of belief and behaviour for alcoholic beverages throughout the years (Usunier, 1996). 

One aspect of this study is to investigate different preferences between generations with 

emphasis on the youngest beer drinking cohort, Generation Y. 

 

2.4. Generation Y 

One of the bases of marketing theory is satisfying consumers and understanding their needs. 

This is particularly because preferences can differ between consumers and it is seldom 

possible to satisfy all consumers by treating them the same way. To fulfil consumers’ 

different needs, market segmentation involves separating them into internal homogeneous 

categories that are likely to use or buy similar products or services and react similar to 

marketing efforts (Zikmund, 1999). One variable used for segmentation is demographics, 

which is e.g. based on age, gender, income or social class (Thach and Olsen, 2006). Lately, 

there has been a great interest in Generation Y also called Millennial Generation. Different 

definitions have been on the actual start date of Generation Y. This paper defines Generation 

Y as people born between 1980 and 1994 (ValueOptions, 2011). According to Statistics 

Iceland, Generation Y is about 65 thousand people which are about 30% of legal alcohol 

consumers by age. The total Icelandic population was 320 thousand people in the beginning 

of 2011.  

 

As Generation Y has a special focus in this thesis, it is not seen important to go into too much 

detail on characteristics of other generations. There are many characteristics that distinguish 

Generation Y from other generations. Members of Generation Y are internet proficient and 

technologically savvy and have grown up in a media-saturated, brand conscious world 

(Fernandez-Cruz, 2003; Nowak et al., 2006). Iceland has e.g. the highest internet usage in 

Europe per capita where 94% of people in the age group 16-24 year old uses the internet on 

average daily or almost every day (Eurostat, 2009). Generation Y members do like diversity, 

where they look for advertisements that include diversity of race and gender. Brand conscious 

Generation Y tends to be more receptive to direct advertising campaigns that ―tell the truth‖ 
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rather than being easily persuaded by celebrity endorsed campaigns. They are positive, 

practical and responsive to brands that provide quality but at a fair price. Generation Y tends 

to believe that life should be fun and enjoyable, but at the same time they do want challenge 

and responsibility, whereas this generation is aware of environmental and corporate social 

responsibility matters (Thach and Olsen, 2006). Moreover, this cohort is considered by most 

consumer product companies as a generation with very high buying power (Nowak et al., 

2006). 

 

2.5. Best-Worst scaling method 

Consumer preferences can be measured in a number of ways. Most prevalent methods 

measuring these preferences are surveys with rankings or ratings and consumer panel data, 

which details individual purchases (Goodman et al., 2005). Measurement systems like these 

have supported powerful research and results in the past but they have also lead to biases in 

results. Respondents to different surveys do not rate or rank in the same way across all 

respondents and results can therefore be subject to a range of biases resulting in scores or 

ratings which can be too difficult to interpret (Cohen 2003; Cohen and Neira 2003; Finn and 

Louviere 1992). Consumer panel data offer great deal of evidence of what consumers actually 

purchase, but are not appropriate when testing new concepts or a combination of attribute 

preferences. Attributes or products with large market share are more available for purchase 

and are therefore purchased more frequently hence actual preferences can’t be predicted 

(Goodman et al., 2005). There are other statistical methods such as discrete choice modelling 

that are available to address consumer preferences (Louviere and Woodworth, 1983). This 

method overcomes some of the problems that panel data experience, but still has significant 

disadvantages. Implementation and analysis of a discrete choice experiment can be complex 

and requires sophisticated computer programs. Furthermore, the interpretation of the data is 

difficult and with this method a comparison of utilities across different experiments is 

impossible (Goodman et al., 2005). According to Finn and Louviere (1992), the identification 

of the most preferred attribute can be difficult with these ordinary rating scales. The 

determination of real influences in consumer choices can be a problem since respondents can 

be influenced by all attributes stated or none of them (Finn and Louviere, 1992). 

 

To eliminate some of the limitations mentioned above when exploring consumer preferences, 

Louviere and Woodworth (1990) developed a new method called The Best-Worst (BW) 
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scaling method, also known as Maximum Difference Scaling which was then first published 

in 1992 (Finn and Louviere, 1992). Since the method was first published it has been preferred 

by social scientists involved in marketing and health care research over the previous 

approaches. This method has been shown to be fairly easy to perform by respondents and has 

also allowed an efficient elicitation of attribute importance, especially in the case of a large 

number of attributes compared (Auger et al., 2007; Cohen, 2009, Mueller et al., 2010). 

According to Auger et al. (2007) this approach assumes some underlying subjective 

dimension, such as ―degree of importance‖ or ―degree of interest‖ where the researcher 

wishes to measure the location of set of objects along the dimension. Respondents are 

presented with a set of choices where they are asked to compare and decide on attributes over 

the other options. Respondents have to furthermore choose the best/most important item and 

the worst/least important item from each given set of choices. Bias in the rating is eliminated 

through this process, since there is only one option to choose something that is ―most‖ or 

―least‖ important (Cohen and Markowitz, 2002).  

 

Casini et al. (2009) stated several benefits to the Best-Worst scaling method. First of all, the 

method provides a more discriminating way to measure the degree of importance respondents 

give to each item. Since survey respondents can only choose one most preferred and one least 

preferred item in each choice set, they are required to make trade-offs between benefits 

(Cohen, 2003). As mentioned before, the BW method avoids problems of rating bias, as there 

is only one way to choose the most and the least preferred item (Goodman et al., 2005). 

Additionally, Goodman et al. (2005) state that the BW approach generates an ordinal ranking 

of items for each respondent, hence an ordinal logistic regression model can be applied to the 

data and therefore obtain a deeper understanding of the differences of the analysed groups.  
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3. Methodology 

This current study applies both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The qualitative 

approach was conducted in the initial stages and was open-ended. It aimed to provide input 

from consumers on how beer is perceived and what they look for when purchasing it. This 

was very helpful in the continuing process. The quantitative approach was applied next to 

address the underlying problem statement and research questions. An online survey was 

implemented as it is convenient and easy to reach potential respondents that way. Wright 

(2005) stated three main advantages for the use of online surveys. First of all, it is the 

internet’s ability to provide access to groups and individuals has great advantage. This 

research approach has also the advantage of being time saving as it allows the researcher to 

reach considerable amount of people in a very short time. At last, online surveys give the 

researchers possibility to keep the costs low. As this paper explores preferences amongst 

Icelandic consumers, pre-tests and main questionnaire were translated into Icelandic for 

respondents to answer. The main questionnaire can be seen in Appendix 1 whereas pre-tests 

and further information regarding results, tables, raw data etc. can be seen in an attached CD. 

 

3.1. Pre-tests 

The initial research stage featured the qualitative approach of in-depth interviews. The sample 

of the in-depth interviews was selected in a convenient way and consisted of five beer 

consumers (both light beer and non-light beer consumers) from Iceland. The interviews were 

structured with three questions regarding the participants’ beer purchasing behaviour. The 

discussions were taped and then transcribed verbatim and can be further viewed in the 

attached CD. After evaluating the answers a list of 16 attributes was then retrieved from the 

in-depth interviews for further pre-testing.  

 

The next stage featured a small pre-test questionnaire which had three main objectives. First 

of all, respondents were asked to evaluate the 16 attributes retrieved from the in-depth 

interviews based on their importance. The list of the 16 attributes can be seen in Table 3. The 

second objective was to get some insights into consumers’ perceptions of light beer. The third 

objective was to find out what respondents associated with the terms ―Beer‖ and ―Light beer‖. 
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Table 3: Pre-test beer attribute list  

No. Attribute No. Attribute 

1 Brand name 9 The price of the beer 

2 Type of the beer 10 I have seen it being advertised 

3 Alcohol level 11 The visual design of the pack 

4 Matches with my food 12 Taste of the beer 

5 Type of the pack 13 Size of the packaging 

6 Country of origin 14 Someone recommended it 

7 I have tried the beer before 15 Matches with the occasion 

8 Volume of the pack 16 Color of the beer 

Beer attribute list in the Pre-test. 

 

Answers from the pre-test attribute results were evaluated using both mean values and 

standard deviations. Figure 2 displays the attribute importance in relation to heterogeneity for 

each of the 16 beer attributes from the pre-test questionnaire.  

 

Figure 2: Attribute relevance and heterogeneity for pre-testing 

 
Attribute importance and heterogeneity based on the mean values and the standard deviation for each 

beer attribute. Corresponding attribute name to each number can be found in Table 3. 

 

Importance 

Heterogeneity 
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―Matches my food‖, ―Country of origin‖ and ―I have seen it being advertised‖ had the lowest 

mean values and were excluded as they were thought to be not relevant for further research. 

―Size of the packaging‖ was furthermore excluded from the final attribute list due to high 

heterogeneity in responses and lack of relevance.  

 

The final step of the pre-test was a word association task where respondents were requested to 

write down what they associated with the terms ―Beer‖ and ―Light beer‖. The top five 

associations can be seen in Table 4.  Respondents associated beer mostly with some kind of 

partying whereas thirst and brand name closely followed. However, the light beer was mainly 

associated with taste as well as health related things like ―diet‖, ―health‖ and ―calorie 

content‖. Respondents furthermore suggested light beer to be a feminine drink.  

 

Table 4: Top 5 word associations 

Beer Light beer 

Party 29.8% Taste 22.1% 

Thirst 21.4% Diet 16.9% 

Brand name 19.1% Health 13.0% 

Gold 6.0% Calorie content 13.0% 

Football 4.8% Women 10.4% 

Word associations for beer and light beer from the Pre-test. 

 

Afterwards, ―Calorie content‖ was added to the final attribute list to make sure that all the 

high frequent attributes from the word association task were presented as well as it is 

important for light beer analysis. Attributes such as ―Taste‖, ―Brand name‖ and ―Occasion‖ 

that came up in the word association tasks had already been presented in the attribute lists.  

 

The main purpose of the pre-tests was to get a concrete picture on how to structure the main 

survey. Furthermore, the pre-tests were used to come up with appropriate attributes for the 

Best-Worst Scaling method conducted in the main survey. However, attributes used in 

previous studies on wine preferences (Casini et al., 2009; Cohen, 2009) were also helpful to 

get ideas on relevant attributes to use for this current study. The final thirteen beer attributes 

can be seen in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Beer attribute list 

No. Beer Attributes 

1 Brand name 

2 Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

3 Alcohol level 

4 Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

5 I have tried the beer before 

6 Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

7 The price of the beer 

8 The visual design of the pack 

9 Taste of the beer 

10 Calorie content 

11 Someone recommended it 

12 
Matches with the occasion  

(e.g. watching a football game, during dinner) 

13 Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

Final beer attribute list retrieved from the Pre-test. 

 

3.2. Main survey 

An online questionnaire was applied to collect the proper data for the beer preference 

analysis. The survey was designed and created in an online based survey tool called Qualtrics 

(Qualtrics, 2011). The questionnaire was divided into four sections, ―socio-demographics‖, 

―regular beer‖, ―light beer‖ and ―perceptions towards health and light products‖.  

 

The questionnaire started off by giving a brief introduction to the study. Following that socio-

demographical questions were presented. The ―regular beer‖ section started with screening 

questions to screen out respondents that did not drink beer as they were not thought to be 

relevant for further participation. Next, respondents were asked behavioural questions 

regarding beer such as purchasing frequency and consumption location. The ―regular beer‖ 

section then ended with the Best-Worst method being introduced to respondents and questions 

measuring regular beer preferences were presented. An example of the Best-Worst design can 

be seen in Figure 3. In the Best-Worst scaling method, 13 attributes were combined to 13 

different choice sets where each choice set contained four different attributes out of the 13 

attributes from the Beer attribute list. By following this type of design ensured each attribute 

to appear the same number of times (i.e. four times) across all sub-sets. Examples of the block 

design and choice sets can be seen in Figure 3 but all thirteen choice sets for both regular and 

light beer from the questionnaire can be viewed in Appendix 1. 



 

 

 
25 

 

 

Figure 3: Best-Worst design example 

Block Design   Least influenced   Attribute Most influenced 

N=13           □ 1 Brand name □ 

Choice set 13,4,4,1 Attribute number   □ 2 Type of the beer □ 

number           □ 3 Type of the pack □ 

1 1 2 4 10   □ 4 Calorie content □ 

2 2 3 5 11        

3 3 4 6 12   Least influenced   Attribute Most influenced 

4 4 5 7 13   □ 1 Type of the beer □ 

5 5 6 8 1   □ 2 Alcohol level □ 

6 6 7 9 2   □ 3 I have tried the beer before □ 

7 7 8 10 3   □ 4 Someone recommended it □ 

8 8 9 11 4        

9 9 10 12 5   Least influenced   Attribute Most influenced 

10 10 11 13 6   □ 1 Alcohol level □ 

11 11 12 1 7   □ 2 Type of the pack □ 

12 12 13 2 8   □ 3 Volume of the pack □ 

13 13 1 3 9   □ 4 Matches with the occasion □ 

An example of Best-Worst scaling in the questionnaire. 

 

The ―light beer‖ section started off with a screening question with the purpose of excluding 

non-light beer consumers from that section. Behavioural questions followed where 

respondents were e.g. asked about their motivation behind the light beer purchase. This 

section closed with the Best-Worst method measuring light beer preferences. The light beer 

Best-Worst questions contained the same attributes and had the same structure as regular beer 

(Figure 3).  

 

The last section of the questionnaire contained three questions which each contained multiple 

statements regarding perception towards health and light products. The first construct 

measured perception to light beer with statements proposed by the author. Next, a health 

consciousness scale adopted from Michaelidou et al. (2008) was presented. At last, a light 

product interest scale adopted from Roininen et al. (1999) was presented. Each construct was 

measured on a 7-point Likert scale, 1 being ―Strongly Disagree‖ and 7 being ―Strongly 

Agree‖. 
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3.3. Distribution and Data collection 

The data was collected through the previously mentioned Qualtrics program. The survey tool 

provides an option to randomize questions, which was done in this questionnaire with the 

purpose of eliminating order effects. After structuring and reviewing the developed survey, 

Qualtrics then provides a web link to distribute to potential survey respondents. Possible 

respondents were then sent the link through email, online messaging and other social 

networks such as Facebook. Due to a time constraint and the nature of this study, the data 

sample was collected based on convenience and consisted obviously of Icelanders since it 

covers the Icelandic beer market. As this study explores the preferences of beer consumers, 

people who in general do not drink beer were irrelevant to the study. Therefore, non-beer 

consumers were screened out in the initial stages of the questionnaire. The survey did not 

offer any rewards for participation so it was completely of voluntary free will of respondents. 

 

A pilot study was launched on March 27
th

, 2011 to make sure that the survey worked properly 

and comprehensive enough. 13 results were contained from the pilot study and appropriate 

changes e.g. proper translations to Icelandic were made based on the feedback and obvious 

errors in the questions and/or data. The actual survey was launched on the 29
th

 of March 2011 

and closed on the 15
th

 of April, which marked the beginning of data analysis. Within this 

period potential respondents were approached and asked to participate in the survey. 
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4. Results and Data Analysis 

4.1. Sample description 

The raw data was downloaded from Qualtrics and then uploaded into the statistical analysis 

program SPSS. Total respondents over the period that the survey was running were 328. As 

mentioned earlier, screening questions were presented in the beginning of the questionnaire to 

screen out respondents who do not drink beer as they are not relevant for this study. 243 of the 

responses were valid and fully answered questionnaires (N=243). They were therefore 

considered for analysis and will be considered the valid sample throughout the paper. 

Furthermore respondents who never have bought light beer were screened out from the light 

beer part of the questionnaire. Of those respondents who in general drink beer, 76% stated to 

have bought light beer. 

 

Table 6 illustrates socio-demographic characteristics of the sample with number of responses 

and percentages. As mentioned, light beer and Generation Y have a special focus in this 

study. For that reason, comparison analyses aim at investigating differences between light 

beer consumers and regular beer consumers as well as Generation Y and older cohorts. 

Therefore, making two categories of ―31 and below‖ and ―32 and above‖ as well as ―Regular 

beer‖ and ―Light beer‖ allows for determining differences and possible characteristics. 

Regular beer consumers were in total 243 whereas light beer consumers were 184 in total. 

The gender representation in the whole sample was 158 of respondents (48.2%) being male 

and 170 (51.8%) of respondents being female. Male respondents drinking regular beer were 

58.0% and 42.0% were women. In the light beer groups, males accounted for 53.3% whereas 

females were 46.7% of respondents.  

 

The age of respondents ranged from 20 to 60 with an average age of 32 years. Generation Y 

accounted for 55.5% of the whole sample whereas the Remaining Generations accounted for 

44.5%. For the regular beer consumers, 150 (61.7%) of respondents were corresponded to 

Generation Y whereas 38.3% belong to older cohorts. From the respondents in the light beer 

group, 60.9% were 31 years old or younger whereas 39.1% were 32 years old or older. 43.9% 

of respondents in the whole sample stated that they are in a relationship. Married respondents 

accounted for 31.7% whereas 24.4% were single. About half of the participants drinking 

regular beer (49.0%) were listed in a relationship. However, 25.9% of regular beer consumers 
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were listed as married and 25.1% of regular beer respondents listed themselves as single. Just 

over half of the light beer consumers (51.6%) were listed in a relationship. 25.5% of light beer 

consumers were listed as married whereas 22.8% were single. The majority of the whole 

sample respondents (47.6%) were university graduates or have higher education. High school 

graduates accounted for 35.1% of the whole sample, whereas 17.4% stated that they had 

finished elementary school. For regular beer consumers, 46.9% were university graduates or 

had higher education. 39.1% of respondents were high school graduates whereas 14.0% of 

regular beer consumers had finished elementary school. The proportion was similar for light 

beer consumers where 50.0% of respondents had university degree or higher. 37.5% of light 

beer consumers had finished high school and 12.5% had finished elementary school. 

 

Table 6: Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample 

  
Whole 

sample 

(N=328) 
 

Regular 

beer 

(N=243) 
 

Light 

beer  

(N=184) 

  N % Chi-Square N % Chi-Square N % 

Gender 

 

 

X
2
(1) = 5.43, 

p = 0.020 

 

 

X
2
(1) = 0.96, 

p = 0.326   
Male 158 48.2 

 
141 58.0 

 
98 53.3 

Female 170 51.8 
 

102 42.0 
 

86 46.7 

Age groups 

 
 

X
2
(1) = 2.23, 

p = 0.140 

 
 

X
2
(1) = 0.03, 

p = 0.86   

Generation Y (≤ 31) 182 55.5 
 

150 61.7 
 

112 60.9 

Remaining Generations (≥ 32) 146 44.5 
 

93 38.3 
 

72 39.1 

Marital status 

 
 

X
2
(1) = 2.40, 

p = 0.301 

 
 

X
2
(2) = 0.38, 

p = 0.827   

Single 80 24.4 
 

61 25.1 
 

42 22.8 

In a relationship 144 43.9 
 

119 49.0 
 

95 51.6 

Married 104 31.7 
 

63 25.9 
 

47 25.5 

Education 

 
 

X
2
(2) = 1.63, 

p = 0.442 

 
 

X
2
(2) = 0.45, 

p = 0.798   

Elementary school 57 17.4 
 

34 14.0 
 

23 12.5 

High school 115 35.1 
 

95 39.1 
 

69 37.5 

University graduate or higher 156 47.6 
 

114 46.9 
 

92 50.0 

Body Mass Index, kg/m
2
* 

 
 

X
2
(1) = 0.10, 

p = 0.950 

 
 

X
2
(2) = 0.20, 

p = 0.906   

< 25.0 (Normal weight) 159 48.5 
 

120 49.4 
 

87 47.3 

25.0-29.9 (Overweight) 117 35.7 
 

86 35.4 
 

69 37.5 

≥ 30.0 (Obese) 52 15.9 
 

37 15.2 
 

28 15.2 

Sample frequencies on Icelandic beer consumer’s socio-demographics. 
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Furthermore, Body Mass Index for respondents was calculated. In the whole sample, majority 

or 48.5% of respondents fall under the normal weight category (<25.0 BMI). 35.7% of 

respondents are overweight (25.0-29.9 BMI) whereas 15.3% of respondents were considered 

obese (BMI ≥ 30.0). For regular beer consumers, 49.4% were of normal weight, 35.4% 

overweight and 15.2% obese. In the light beer group, 47.3% of respondents were of normal 

weight, 37.5% were overweight and 15.2% were obese. Chi-square tests were conducted to 

see if there existed any significant differences between the groups (whole sample, regular beer 

consumers and light beer consumers). The Chi-square analysis results can be seen in Table 6 

with all the chi-square values and the p-values for each comparison. The only significant 

difference found in the socio-demographic analysis exist in gender between the whole sample 

and regular beer consumers. 

 

4.2. Beer purchasing behaviour 

The respondents purchase frequency illustrates how many times they purchase beer from The 

Liquor Store. The majority of respondents (39.1%) reported to buy beer 2-3 times per month. 

Respondents were separated into high and low purchasing frequency groups for comparison 

reasons. In the higher frequency group were the ones purchasing beer once per week or more. 

Respondents seem to be moderate in their beer drinking since only 11.1% of respondents were 

categorized under high purchasing frequency. However in the low purchase frequency 

category respondents purchase beer a couple of times per month or less (less than once per 

week) and they accounted for 88.9% of the sample.  

 

Respondents were also asked about their place of consumption out of the last five times they 

consumed beer. Icelandic consumers seem to enjoy drinking beer at home settings as 65.7% 

of respondents consumed beer in that location. 22.3% reported drinking beer downtown but 

only 12.0% reported their beer consumption to take place at a restaurant. 

 

4.2.1. Motivation behind light beer purchase 

To better understand the motivation behind light beer purchase respondents were asked to 

evaluate twelve different statements regarding motivation behind light beer purchases. The 

statements and the results can be seen in Figure 4. The most robust motivation was I like the 

taste with 75% of respondents being positive towards that statement.  The next six statements 
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that people agreed with are all related to health or diet. This is interesting as the words 

―health‖ and ―diet‖ were the top-two light beer associations from the pre-test conducted. The 

two least agreed motivation statements were I could drink more and I was drinking at home so 

nobody knew I was drinking light beer with only 4.9% of respondents agreeing with the 

statements. 

 

Figure 4: Motivation behind light beer purchase 

 
Figure 4 displays results from motivation behind light beer purchase amongst light beer consumers. 

 

4.3. Best-Worst analysis 

Prior to the actual Best-Worst analysis, the data had to be organized and transformed into 

original attributes like the ones in Table 5. After that, the data was copied from SPSS over to 

Excel which was used as a second analysis tool. A new variable was created for each of the 

thirteen attributes by combining the responses from the four different times each attribute 

appeared in the survey. For example Brand name received four different scores, 1 if 

respondent chose it as most important (best), -1 if respondent chose it as least important 

(worst), and zero if it was not chosen at all. By summing up the attribute scores in each block 

together gave each respondent a total Best-Worst score for Brand name. By this each 

respondent had 13 new Best-Worst scores, one for each attribute. As each attribute appears 

four times in the BW design, each one has the maximum of being chosen four times as the 

best and none as the worst or vice versa. Therefore, the average Best-Worst scores can range 

from +4 to -4 (Cohen, 2009).  
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The Best-Worst scores for regular beer can be seen in Table 7. The BW score is calculated by 

subtracting the worst score from the Best score for each attribute. Whenever a BW score is 

positive it is because that particular attribute has been chosen more often as best rather than 

worst (Cohen, 2009). On the other hand, if a BW score is negative it is because particular 

attribute has been chosen more often as worst. The BW score is also an indication of the 

attributes level of importance in the preference of beer. The BW average is calculated by 

dividing the BW score by the number of respondents N=243. Throughout this paper the Best-

Worst scores will be ranked from -4 to 4. 

 

4.3.1. Regular beer 

Figure 5 clearly shows graphically that the most important attribute influencing regular beer 

purchase is Taste of the beer with BW average score of 2.76. On the other end, Calorie 

content has the least influence on regular beer purchase (-1.86). The BW average scores and 

standard deviation for each of the 13 attributes can be seen in Table 7. Figure 5 illustrates the 

attributes from most important to least important attributes when purchasing regular beer.  

 

Table 7: Best Worst analysis of regular beer attributes 

 

No. 

 

Attribute 

 

Total 

Best 

 

Total 

Worst 

 

BW 

score 

 

Average BW 

score 

 

Stdev of 

BW 

 
9 Taste of the beer 683 13 670 2.76 1.20 

5 I have tried the beer before 494 58 436 1.79 1.57 

1 Brand name 318 164 154 0.63 1.92 

7 The price of the beer 303 205 98 0.40 2.16 

2 Type of the beer 231 186 45 0.19 1.74 

13 Color of the beer 214 174 40 0.16 1.76 

12 Matches with the occasion 237 258 -21 -0.09 2.11 

11 Someone recommended it 143 186 -43 -0.18 1.53 

6 Volume of the pack 140 224 -84 -0.35 1.58 

4 Type of the pack 125 220 -95 -0.39 1.43 

3 Alcohol level 77 393 -316 -1.30 1.57 

8 The visual design of the pack 72 505 -433 -1.78 1.70 

10 Calorie content 121 572 -451 -1.86 2.41 

The ranking of BW scores indicating the importance of regular beer attributes by Icelandic consumers. N=243  
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Figure 5: BW average scores on regular beer attributes 

 
Average BW scores of regular beer attributes that influence consumer purchase decisions on the Icelandic beer 

market.  

 

The standard deviation for each beer attribute can be seen in Table 7. High standard deviation 

indicates heterogeneity among variable groups. However, low standard deviation means that 

respondents do agree on the attribute importance level. Figure 6 shows the attribute 

importance in relation to heterogeneity for each of the thirteen regular beer attributes. Taste of 

the beer had the highest importance level and the lowest standard deviation. That means the 

variation in this attribute was not much indicating that respondents tended to agree on the 

importance of this regular beer preference. However, Calorie content had the highest standard 

deviation and the lowest importance level. This indicates a large variation for this attribute 

and that it is not an important preference to respondents.  
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Figure 6: Attribute importance and heterogeneity for regular beer 

 
Figure 6 illustrates attribute importance and heterogeneity based on the average BW scores and the standard 

deviation for each regular beer attribute. 

 

4.3.2. Light beer 

In Figure 7 the BW average scores on light beer attributes can be viewed from most important 

to least important attributes. As for regular beer, the most important attribute influencing light 

beer purchase is Taste of the beer with BW average score of 2.50. The least important 

attribute for light beer purchase is The visual design of the pack (-2.10). The BW average 

scores and standard deviation for each of the 13 light beer attributes can be seen in Table 8. 

 

Importance 

Heterogeneity 
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Table 8: Best Worst analysis for light beer 

 

No. 

 

 

Attribute 

 

 

 

 

Total 

Best 

 

Total 

Worst 

 

BW 

score 

 

Average BW 

score 

 

 Stdev of 

BW 

 
9 Taste of the beer 487 27 460 2.50 1.47 

5 I have tried the beer before 368 42 326 1.77 1.45 

1 Brand name 224 138 86 0.47 1.95 

7 The price of the beer 211 175 36 0.20 2.33 

10 Calorie content 246 227 19 0.10 2.73 

11 Someone recommended it 136 127 9 0.05 1.69 

13 Color of the beer 131 150 -19 -0.10 1.71 

12 Matches with the occasion 184 250 -66 -0.36 2.30 

2 Type of the beer 111 190 -79 -0.43 1.47 

6 Volume of the pack 100 193 -93 -0.51 1.67 

4 Type of the pack 80 196 -116 -0.63 1.50 

3 Alcohol level 73 250 -177 -0.96 1.62 

8 The visual design of the pack 41 427 -386 -2.10 1.70 

The ranking of BW scores indicating the importance of light beer attributes by Icelandic consumers. N=243  

 

Figure 7: Best-Worst average scores on light beer attributes 

 
Average BW scores of light beer attributes that influence consumer purchase decisions on the Icelandic beer 

market.  

 

The standard deviation for each light beer attribute can be seen in Table 8. As for the regular 

beer, Taste of the beer had the highest importance level and the second lowest standard 
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deviation. However, Calorie content had the highest standard deviation. This indicates a large 

variation in the respondent’s importance level regarding the Calorie content attribute. Figure 

8 shows the attribute importance in relation to heterogeneity for each of the thirteen light beer 

attributes. 

 

Figure 8: Attribute importance and heterogeneity for light beer  

 

Attribute importance and heterogeneity based on the average BW scores and the standard deviation for each 

light beer attribute. 

 

4.3.3. Attribute comparison: Regular and light beer 

Independent samples t-test was conducted to find differences between regular beer and light 

beer attribute scores. To clear things, those in the ―Regular beer‖ group are the 243 

respondents affirmative to the In general, do you drink beer? screening question. The ―light 

beer‖ group consists of the 184 respondents affirmative to the Have you ever bought light 

beer? screening question. Significant difference was found in four cases. Comparison of the 

average BW scores on regular and light beer can be seen graphically in Figure 9. Taste of the 

beer and Type of the beer were significantly different resulting in regular beer attributes 

having the higher BW mean of 2.76 and 0.19 respectively. However, Alcohol level and 

Calorie content had significantly higher BW means as light beer attributes. The BW means 

for each attribute as well as corresponding t-scores and p-values can be seen in Table 9 where 

bold lettering indicates significant differences. 

Importance 

Heterogeneity 
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Table 9: Significant difference in mean values between regular beer and light beer 

No. Attributes 

Regular 

beer 

N=243 

Light 

beer 

N=184 

t-score (p-

value) 

9 Taste of the beer 2.76 2.50 1.99 (0.05) 

5 I have tried the beer before 1.79 1.77 0.15 (0.88) 

1 Brand name 0.63 0.47 0.88 (0.38) 

7 The price of the beer 0.40 0.20 0.95 (0.34) 

2 Type of the beer 0.19 -0.43 3.86 (0.00) 

13 Color of the beer 0.16 -0.10 1.57 (0.12) 

12 Matches with the occasion -0.09 -0.36 1.27 (0.20) 

11 Someone recommended it -0.18 0.05 -1.44 (0.15) 

6 Volume of the pack -0.35 -0.51 1.01 (0.31) 

4 Type of the pack -0.39 -0.63 1.68 (0.09) 

3 Alcohol level -1.30 -0.96 -2.18 (0.03) 

8 The visual design of the pack -1.78 -2.10 1.90 (0.06) 

10 Calorie content -1.86 0.10 -7.85 (0.00) 

Comparison between regular beer and light beer attributes’ BW mean values. Bold lettering indicates significant 

difference determined by independent sample t-test. 

 

Figure 9: Comparison on average BW scores on regular and light beer 

 
Comparison between regular beer and light beer attributes’ BW scores. 
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4.4. Perception towards health 

For each individual a health consciousness mean score was calculated based on the average of 

the 6 items from a health consciousness scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95) adopted from 

Michaelidou et al. (2008). Independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the health 

consciousness between exclusive regular beer consumers and light beer consumers. The 

results show a total health consciousness mean of 5.12 for consumers exclusively drinking 

regular beer and a mean of 5.55 for light beer consumers. From the t-test, a significant 

difference appeared, t(241) = 2.30, p < .022, with light beer consumers receiving higher 

scores than regular beer consumers.  

 

4.4.1. Attribute comparison: Health consciousness 

Independent samples t-test was conducted to find differences in attribute preferences within 

health conscious respondents. A median split of 5.67 was found and respondents scoring 

above that were considered more health conscious and those below the median split were 

considered less health conscious. This was conducted for both regular beer as well as light 

beer attribute preferences. The results can be seen in Table 10. Volume of the pack and Type 

of the pack were found to have significantly different means for regular beer attribute 

preferences. In both cases less health conscious respondents had the higher mean. This 

indicates that less health conscious regular beer consumers are significantly more influenced 

by the volume of the pack and type of the beer when purchasing beer. The beer attribute 

Calorie content was also found to have significantly different means between the two groups 

when purchasing regular beer. However, more health conscious regular beer consumers had 

the higher mean, indicating that they are significantly more influenced by calorie content 

when purchasing regular beer. The difference in regular beer attribute means between more 

and less health conscious consumers can be seen graphically in Figure 10. 
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Table 10: Significant difference for health conscious 

    Regular beer Light beer 

No. Attributes 

More 

health 

conscious 

N=116 

Less 

health 

conscious 

N=127 

t-score (p-

value) 

More 

health 

conscious 

N=95 

Less 

health 

conscious 

N=89 

t-score (p-

value) 

9 Taste of the beer 2.63 2.87 1.60 (0.11) 2.37 2.64 1.25 (0.21) 

5 I have tried the beer before 1.73 1.85 0.58 (0.56) 1.89 1.64 -1.19 (0.24) 

7 The price of the beer 0.62 0.20 -1.51 (0.13) 0.04 0.36 0.92 (0.36) 

1 Brand name 0.58 0.69 0.44 (0.66) 0.58 0.35 -0.80 (0.42) 

2 Type of the beer 0.25 0.13 -0.55 (0.58) -0.35 -0.52 -0.78 (0.43) 

13 Color of the beer 0.09 0.23 0.59 (0.56) -0.39 0.20 2.38 (0.02) 

12 Matches with the occasion -0.01 -0.16 -0.55 (0.58) -0.44 -0.27 0.51 (0.61) 

11 Someone recommended it -0.07 -0.28 -1.05 (0.29) 0.24 -0.16 -1.61 (0.11) 

6 Volume of the pack -0.58 -0.13 2.21 (0.03) -0.73 -0.27 1.86 (0.06) 

4 Type of the pack -0.61 -0.19 2.33 (0.02) -0.56 -0.71 -0.68 (0.50) 

3 Alcohol level -1.40 -1.21 0.92 (0.36) -1.07 -0.84 0.97 (0.34) 

10 Calorie content -1.47 -2.21 -2.43 (0.02) 0.63 -0.46 -2.76 (0.01) 

8 The visual design of the pack -1.78 -1.79 -0.05 (0.96) -2.22 -1.97 1.02 (0.31) 

Comparison between “more health conscious” and “less health conscious” consumers on attribute’s BW mean 

values. Bold lettering indicates significant difference between groups determined by independent sample t-test. 

 

Figure 10: BW comparison between health conscious groups for regular beer 

 
Comparison between “more health conscious” and “less health conscious” consumers on the average BW 

scores of beer attributes that influence regular beer purchase decisions. 
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For light beer attributes, less health conscious respondents had significantly higher means for 

the Color of the beer and Volume of the pack attributes. However, the more health conscious 

light beer consumers had significantly higher means in Calorie content which is similar to the 

more health conscious regular beer consumers. Hence, indicating that more health conscious 

consumers are more influenced by the content of calories when purchasing light beer. The 

difference in light beer attribute means between more health conscious and less health 

conscious consumers can be seen graphically in Figure 11. 

 

Figure 11: BW comparison between health conscious groups for light beer 

 
Comparison between “more health conscious” and “less health conscious” consumers on the average BW 

scores of light beer attributes that influence light beer purchase decisions. 
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4.4.2. Light product interest 

For each individual a light product interest mean score was calculated based on the average of 

the 6 items from the light product interest scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75) adopted from 

Roininen et al. (1999). Independent samples t-test was conducted to find significant 

differences in light product interest between regular beer and light beer consumers. The 

results show a significant difference, t(241) = 3.02, p < .000, with light beer consumers 

receiving higher scores than regular beer consumers. Total interest mean for regular beer 

consumers is 3.43 whereas the total light product interest mean is 3.90 for light beer 

consumers. This indicates that light beer consumers are more interested in eating reduced-fat 

food than regular beer consumers. 

 

4.4.3. Attribute comparison: Light product interest 

A median split of 4.0 was found to divide respondents into two groups according to their light 

product interest. Those scoring above the median split were considered to have high degree of 

light product interest whereas those below it were considered to have low degree of light 

product interest. The Best-Worst attributes ranking between light product interest groups was 

analogous when purchasing regular beer. Taste of the beer, I have tried the beer before and 

Brand name were the most important attributes whereas The visual design of the pack, 

Alcohol level and Calorie content were the least important ones. The disparity for light beer 

was that Calorie content was ranked much higher by consumes with high light product 

interest. For comparison between the light product interest groups independent samples t-test 

was conducted to find significant difference in attribute preferences. Again, this was 

conducted for both regular beer and light beer attribute preferences. The results can be seen in 

Table 11. Consumers with low light product interest were significantly more influenced by 

Alcohol level then high light product interest consumers, both for regular and light beer. 

Moreover consumers with high light product interest were more influenced by Calorie 

content when purchasing light beer.  
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Table 11: Significant difference for light product interest 

    Regular beer Light beer 

No. Attributes 

High 

light 

product 

interest 

N=155 

Low 

light 

product 

interest 

N=88 

t-score (p-

value) 

High 

light 

product 

interest 

N=115 

Low 

light 

product 

interest 

N=69 

t-score (p-

value) 

9 Taste of the beer 2.73 2.77 0.29 (0.77) 2.67 2.40 -1.19 (0.24) 

5 I have tried the beer before 1.91 1.73 -0.86 (0.39) 1.81 1.75 -0.29 (0.77) 

1 Brand name 0.55 0.68 0.54 (0.59) 0.41 0.50 0.33 (0.74) 

7 The price of the beer 0.36 0.43 0.22 (0.83) -0.19 0.43 1.74 (0.08) 

2 Type of the beer 0.24 0.15 -0.36 (0.72) -0.22 -0.56 -1.53 (0.13) 

13 Color of the beer 0.08 0.21 0.57 (0.57) -0.04 -0.14 -0.37 (0.71) 

12 Matches with the occasion -0.03 -0.12 -0.29 (0.77) -0.38 -0.35 0.08 (0.93) 

11 Someone recommended it -0.16 -0.19 -0.14 (0.89) 0.00 0.08 0.30 (0.76) 

6 Volume of the pack -0.32 -0.36 -0.20 (0.84) -0.38 -0.58 -0.81 (0.42) 

4 Type of the pack -0.48 -0.34 0.71 (0.48) -0.88 -0.48 1.79 (0.08) 

10 Calorie content -1.53 -2.04 -1.57 (0.12) 0.61 -0.20 -1.96 (0.05) 

3 Alcohol level -1.63 -1.12 2.46 (0.01) -1.29 -0.77 2.15 (0.03) 

8 The visual design of the pack -1.72 -1.82 -0.45 (0.65) -2.12 -2.09 0.11 (0.91) 

Comparison between “high light product interest” and “low light product interest” consumers on BW 

attribute’s mean values. Bold lettering indicates significant difference between groups determined by 

independent sample t-test. 

 

4.4.4. Perception towards light beer 

Perception towards light beer was explored between regular beer consumers and light beer 

consumers. The comparison was conducted between those exclusively drinking regular beer 

and those drinking light beer. The comparison results can be seen in Figure 12. Moreover, the 

significant difference between the two groups was tested with corresponding t-scores and p-

values available in Table 12. 

 

Table 12: Significant differences in mean values in perception towards light beer 

Statement 
Regular 

beer N=59 

Light 

beer 

N=184 

t-score (p-value) 

Low calorie beer 5.27 5.22 -0.22 (0.83) 

Less tasty than regular beer 5.10 4.33 -2.72 (0.01) 

Beer for women 4.64 3.16 -4.67 (0.00) 

A "fake" beer 3.83 2.45 -4.75 (0.00) 

Healthier than regular beer 3.80 4.21 1.57 (0.12) 

Low alcohol beer 3.54 3.57 0.10 (0.92) 

Comparison between regular beer and light beer consumers on perception towards light beer. Bold lettering 

indicates significant difference between groups determined by independent sample t-test. 
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The findings show that light beer is mainly perceived as Low calorie beer. Regular beer 

consumers had significantly higher means for Less tasty than regular beer, Beer for women 

and A “fake” beer.  This indicates that regular beer consumers have more negative perception 

towards light beer than light beer consumers. Light beer consumers however perceive it as a 

healthier alternative than regular beer. 

 

Figure 12: Perception towards light beer 

 
Figure 13 displays results from comparison between regular beer and light beer consumers on perception to 

light beer. The perception was calculated on Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree and 7 being Strongly 

Agree.  

 

4.5. Generation Y comparison 

Generation Y has a specific focal point in this paper. To further address one of the research 

questions of this paper, a closer look should be taken at the Generation Y analysis. Generation 

Y accounted for 62% of the 243 valid responses. Chi-square tests were conducted to look for 

significant differences between Generation Y and Remaining Generations against other socio-

demographic variables. No significant difference was found in the gender variable. However, 

significant differences were found in all the other socio-demographic variables. The number 

of respondents in Generation Y compared to the Remaining Generations for each of the 

variables with corresponding Chi-square values and p-values from the chi-square analysis 

conducted can be seen in Table 13.  
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Table 13: Characteristics of Generation categories 

  

Generation 

Y  

N=150 

  

Remaining 

Generations  

N=93 

  N % Chi-Square N % 

Gender     
X

2
(1) = 0.00, p = 

0.992     

Male 87 58.0   54 58.1 

Female 63 42.0   39 41.8 

Marital status     
X

2
(2) = 51.93, p = 

0.000     

Single 47 31.3   14 15.1 

In a relationship 88 58.7   31 33.3 

Married 15 10.0   48 51.6 

Education     
X

2
(2) = 6.63, p = 

0.036     

Elementary school 20 13.3   14 15.1 

High school 68 45.3   27 29.0 

University graduate or higher 62 41.3   52 55.9 

Body Mass Index, kg/m
2
*     

X
2
(2) = 29.20, p = 

0.000     

< 25.0 (Normal weight) 95 63.3   26 28.0 

25.0-29.9 (Overweight) 40 26.7   45 48.4 

≥ 30.0 (Obese) 15 10.0   22 23.7 

Comparison between generation categories and remaining variables for significant differences. Bold typeface 

indicates significant difference between groups determined by Pearson Chi-Square test. 

 

4.5.1. Attribute comparison: Segmentation on Generation Y  

As for the other attribute comparisons, an independent samples t-test was conducted to find 

differences between generations, both for regular and light beer. Comparison of the average 

BW scores between Generation Y and Remaining Generations can be seen in Table 14 with 

corresponding t-scores and p-values. Bold lettering indicates significant differences between 

generations. When looking at the regular beer consumers two attributes differed significantly. 

Generation Y had a significantly higher mean in Taste of the beer (2.87) whereas Remaining 

Generations had a higher mean in Type of the pack (-0.12). For the light beer, Generation Y 

had significantly higher means both for Taste of the beer (2.69) and Someone recommended it 

(0.24). However, Remaining Generations had a higher mean for Alcohol level (-0.49). 

Corresponding graphs of both comparison results can be seen in figures 13 and 14. 
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Table 14: Significant differences in BW scores, generations.  

   
Regular 

beer 
  

Light  

beer 
 

No. Attributes 

Generation 

Y  

N=150 

Remaining 

Generations 

N=93 

t-score (p-

value) 

Generation 

Y  

N=112 

Remaining 

Generations 

N=72 

t-score (p-

value) 

9 Taste of the beer 2.87 2.54 2.13 (0.03) 2.69 2.21 2.17 (0.03) 

5 I have tried the beer before 1.81 1.75 0.27 (0.79) 1.82 1.69 0.58 (0.56) 

7 The price of the beer 0.60 0.09 1.81 (0.07) 0.20 0.19 0.01 (1.00) 

1 Brand name 0.49 0.86 -1.47 (0.14) 0.34 0.67 -1.11 (0.27) 

13 Color of the beer 0.14 0.20 -0.28 (0.78) -0.21 0.06 -1.01 (0.31) 

2 Type of the beer 0.08 0.35 -1.20 (0.23) -0.54 -0.26 -1.23 (0.22) 

12 Matches with the occasion -0.03 -0.17 0.50 (0.62) -0.25 -0.53 0.80 (0.42) 

11 Someone recommended it -0.04 -0.40 1.79 (0.07) 0.24 -0.25 1.93 (0.05) 

6 Volume of the pack -0.43 -0.20 -1.09 (0.28) -0.42 -0.64 0.87 (0.39) 

4 Type of the pack -0.56 -0.12 -2.36 (0.02) -0.55 -0.75 0.87 (0.39) 

3 Alcohol level -1.32 -1.26 -0.29 (0.77) -1.27 -0.49 -3.28 (0.00) 

8 The visual design of the pack -1.74 -1.84 0.46 (0.65) -2.00 -2.25 0.98 (0.33) 

10 Calorie content -1.87 -1.81 -0.21 (0.83) -0.05 0.35 -0.97 (0.33) 

Comparison between Generation Y and Remaining Generations on attribute’s BW mean values, for both regular 

and light beer. Bold lettering indicates significant difference between groups determined by independent sample 

t-test. 

 

Figure 13: Generation Y comparison on average BW scores for regular beer 

 
Comparison of Generation Y and Remaining Generations on the average BW scores of regular beer attributes 

that influence consumer purchase decisions. 
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Figure 14: Generation Y comparison on average BW scores for light beer 

 
Comparison of Generation Y and Remaining Generations on the average BW scores of light beer attributes that 

influence consumer purchase decisions. 

 

5. Discussion  

The results provide a clearer picture of consumer preferences in the Icelandic beer market. 

The current study is based on a convenience sample of beer consumers in Iceland. Majority of 

respondents are males accounting for 58% of valid responses. The sample is relatively young 

with 62% of the sample corresponding to Generation Y. Moreover, three out of four 

respondents in the sample are either married or in a relationship. Icelandic beer consumers are 

moderate in their consumption as the sample’s purchasing behaviour shows. Only about one 

out of ten respondents is categorized under high purchasing frequency. Accordingly, close to 

90% of the sample purchase beer less than once a week. The respondents’ location of beer 

consumption is relatively homogeneous as last time of consumption took place at a home 

setting in 66% of cases. 

 

From the Best-Worst method analysis one can see which are the most influential attribute 

preferences affecting beer purchase for Icelandic consumers. The Best-Worst method contains 

thirteen attribute preferences and an interesting finding from the BW analysis is that ranking 
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of attributes between regular beer and light beer consumers are almost identical. The most 

important attributes for regular beer are Taste of the beer, I have tried the beer before, Brand 

name and The price of the beer. At the other end, the attributes Calorie content, The visual 

design of the pack, Alcohol level and Type of the pack are considered to have least 

importance. As this is the first study using the Best-Worst approach in the beer sector, no 

relevant studies are available for comparison on the results. The Best-Worst method has 

nevertheless been conducted in number of studies in the wine sector. For example, in an 

international comparison study of retail consumer wine choice by Goodman (2009), Taste the 

wine previously and Grape variety scored high in attribute importance. This is an interesting 

fact as these attributes can relate to the most influential ones from this current paper and 

provide validity to this study.  

 

Non-light beer consumers were screened out from the light beer section of the main 

questionnaire. Of those respondents who generally drink beer, 76% stated to have bought light 

beer and were thus assembled as light beer consumers. Light beer consumers are primarily 

motivated by taste of the beer when purchasing light beer as vast majority of them agreed 

with the statement I like the taste. Moreover a notable finding is that motivation behind light 

beer purchase is largely connected with health or diet issues. Accordingly light beer 

consumers want to stay in good shape and they see light beer purchase as a way to improve 

their diet. In general they are considered as health oriented. The Best-Worst ranking for light 

beer attributes is analogous to the most important regular beer attributes as Taste of the beer, I 

have tried the beer before, Brand name and The price of the beer are the most influential light 

beer attributes. At the other end, The visual design of the pack, Alcohol level, Type of the pack 

and Volume of the pack are the least important attributes. An interesting finding is that 

Calorie content is ranked much higher for light beer than regular beer where it is considered 

the least important attribute. These findings align with the definition used in this current paper 

that light beer is defined as a low-calorie beer with slightly lower alcohol content than regular 

beer. Moreover, it indicates that light beer has some healthier nuances since products low in 

calories are often perceived as a healthier choice. The Best-Worst analyses for light beer are 

interesting as they can be related to the motivation behind light beer purchase. Accordingly, 

they are comparable as the most important light beer attribute is The taste of the beer and the 

most robust motivation behind light beer purchase is I like the taste. They are also notable as 

the Calorie content attribute is in accordance with the health and diet motivations that light 
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beer consumers are greatly influenced by. However, these findings are in contrast with the 

literature as light products are often boycotted being perceived as less tasty (Hamilton et al., 

2000). Light beer is primarily perceived as low calorie beer and has a positive perception 

amongst light beer consumers who consider it healthier than regular beer. Nevertheless, 

regular beer consumers have a negative perception towards light beer as they consider it less 

tasty than regular beer and as beer for women. 

 

Consumers have different wants and needs and do prefer one product or service over another. 

One aspect of this current study is to investigate if any differences in attribute preference 

scores exist between regular beer and light beer. Despite the top four attributes being the same 

and similarities in attribute ranking some significant differences exist. The comparison of the 

attribute results show that Taste of the beer and Type of the beer are significantly more 

influential for regular beer whereas Alcohol level and Calorie content have significantly 

higher preference levels for light beer. A notable result from this comparison is that attribute 

preferences between regular and light beer are almost identical. Same attributes appear as the 

most and least important for both regular and light beer and have relatively the same ranking 

order. The only difference is that Calorie content is influential for light beer whereas it is 

almost an immune attribute for regular beer. This gives the impression that regular and light 

beers are perceived as the same product by Icelandic beer consumers. 

 

Perception towards health and light products was investigated where an independent samples 

t-test shows a significant difference between regular and light beer consumers in health 

consciousness. Light beer consumers are significantly more health conscious than those 

consumers exclusively consuming regular beer. For comparison reasons in Best-Worst 

analysis respondents were separated into ―more health conscious‖ and ―less health conscious‖ 

groups. The ranking of attribute scores is similar to the overall results with both health 

conscious groups ranking Taste of the beer and I have tried the beer before as the most 

important attributes. That was the case both for regular and light beer. At the other end, The 

visual design of the pack, Calorie content and Alcohol level are the least influential attributes 

for both health conscious groups when purchasing regular beer. For light beer, both health 

conscious groups consider The visual design of the pack and Alcohol level as the least 

important attributes. However an apparent finding is the fact that the ―more health conscious‖ 

respondents place much higher preference level on Calorie content when purchasing light 
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beer as lower calorie content is often considered to offer healthier alternatives. From the 

comparison between the health groups it is clear that the ―less health conscious‖ respondents 

are significantly more influenced by Volume of the pack and Type of the pack when 

purchasing regular beer. Conversely, the ―more health conscious‖ consumers are significantly 

more influenced by Calorie content when purchasing regular beer. When purchasing light 

beer the ―less health conscious‖ consumers are significantly more influenced by Color of the 

beer and Volume of the pack whereas the ―more health conscious‖ consumers are more 

influenced by Calorie content.  

 

The light product interest amongst respondents was also explored where respondents were 

separated into ―high light product interest‖ and ―low light product interest‖ groups. Light beer 

consumers are significantly more interested in light products than regular beer consumers. For 

both interest groups Taste of the beer and I have tried the beer before were the most important 

attributes when purchasing regular and light beer. When purchasing regular beer, consumers 

with low light product interest considered Calorie content the least important whereas The 

visual design of the pack was the least important for high light product interest consumers. 

When purchasing light beer, both interest groups considered The visual design of the pack and 

Alcohol level as the least important attributes. Comparing the Best-Worst attributes scores 

between the two interest groups some significant differences appear. Consumers with low 

light product interest were significantly more influenced by Alcohol level when purchasing 

both regular and light beer. However consumers with high light product interest were 

significantly more influenced by Calorie content when purchasing light beer.  

 

The Best-Worst attributes’ ranking order for Generation Y and Remaining Generations is 

similar to the other variables investigated. The two most important attributes are the same for 

Generation Y and Remaining Generations, i.e. Taste of the beer and I have tried the beer 

before. That is the case for both regular and light beer. Both generation groups see Calorie 

content, The visual design of the pack and Alcohol level as the least important cues when 

purchasing regular beer. However, when purchasing light beer both generation groups are 

considerably more influenced by Calorie content than when purchasing regular beer. When 

comparing the Best-Worst attributes scores between Generation Y and older cohorts several 

significant differences appear. Generation Y is significantly more influenced by Taste of the 

beer than the Remaining Generations when purchasing both regular and light beer. 
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Furthermore, Generation Y is significantly more influenced by the attribute Someone 

recommended it when purchasing light beer. This indicates the inexperienced Generation Y 

consumers to be more receptive to recommendations and that they look to this attribute cue to 

help them in their decision process when buying light beer. Older cohorts are conversely more 

influenced by Type of the pack when buying regular beer and by Alcohol level when buying 

light beer.  

 

5.1. Managerial implications 

One purpose of conducting research is to offer recommendations so that managers can look at 

analysis or results and implement curtain aspects to their benefits. This current study explores 

beer preferences and perception towards light beer for Icelandic beer consumers. Therefore 

recommendations based on the empirical evidence collected, the analysis and the previously 

established discussions can be offered. One suggestion involves the marketing strategy of 

positioning light beer. The Best-Worst findings from this paper show that consumers’ 

attribute preferences for regular beer and light beers are almost identical. The most important 

attributes that drive their preferences are the same but on the other hand, the only difference is 

the calorie content attribute which is more influential for light beer. This gives the impression 

that Icelandic beer consumers look at these two beer types more or less as the same product. 

Therefore, it is sensible for marketers to follow the same strategic path for both products and 

should position light beer the same way as regular beer. Moreover, differentiation is not 

something that marketers should think about for other segments as the results show 

considerably similar preferences within other variables such as generations and health 

conscious groups. 

 

On the other hand, the regular and light beer consumers perceive light beer in a different way. 

The findings show that consumers who avoid drinking light beer perceive it in a negative 

way. Accordingly, they consider it as less tasty than regular beer, beer for women and in 

general a fake beer. Conversely, light beer consumers perceive it as a healthier option than 

regular beer. A clear aim for marketers should be to position the light beer product in a more 

positive way in the minds of regular beer consumers. Light beer is not considered an option to 

regular beer consumers and that creates a great challenge for marketers to convince those 

consumers to consider light beer as an interesting alternative. If marketers want to reach these 

consumers it is important to change their mind set towards light beer and create incentives to 
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get them to consider it as an option. An exciting incentive is to offer some kind of product 

trials to those consumers who avoid drinking light beer. That way, marketers could initiate 

first usage which could then affect the consumers’ perception and attitude towards light beer 

as well as stimulate further purchase intentions. The key is to shift regular beer consumers’ 

attitude so they will create more positive perception towards light beer. The light beer 

findings state that light beer consumers’ main motivation behind purchasing light beer is that 

they like the taste. Thus the vital thing is first and foremost to change regular beer consumers’ 

perception towards light beer.  

 

When focusing on Generation Y it is important to look at what influences them and gives 

them incentives to purchase beer. Generation Y is more influenced by the taste of the beer 

than older cohorts. Thus, to stimulate purchase intention for Generation Y, marketers could 

pursue the light beer notion that it is a fresh and tasty alternative. Moreover, Generation Y 

gives less importance to alcohol level for light beer than older cohorts which indicates that 

they may not prefer to purchase light beer. This gives marketers furthermore the reason to 

target Generation Y and stimulate them into focusing on the taste of the beer instead of its 

alcohol level. By contemplating on these suggestions marketers could utilize their strategic 

plans which could be beneficial in a way to enhance positive perception towards light beer in 

consumers’ minds. 

 

5.2. Limitations and Further Research 

As for other studies, there are certain limitations associated with this current paper. This study 

is based on a convenience sample. For this reason the respondents are not precisely 

statistically representative of Icelandic beer consumers. However since the market isn’t large 

compared to foreign markets it gives a good idea of the consumer preferences in Iceland. For 

further research it is highly recommended to investigate larger markets with broader samples. 

Since this study is limited to the Icelandic beer market it also gives an opportunity to conduct 

equivalent research in other countries. This would clearly provide deeper insights into 

consumer preferences as well as enhance the existing literature. Consequently, an across-

country comparison would be possible which has been the case in similar studies in the wine 

sector.  
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Another limiting element of this paper is the lack of empirical research and concrete literature 

on beer preferences. Moreover, as this is the first study to use Best-Worst approach in beer 

attributes, no relevant studies could be considered for comparison on the beer preferences. 

This can be seen as an opportunity for further research on beer preferences. Additional 

statistical tests could be performed to provide a broader picture of possible outcomes of the 

results. For example a cluster analysis using Best-Worst results could be conducted to 

segment different consumer groups as has e.g. been done for wine consumers in US. This 

would however be more relevant to markets bigger than the Icelandic one. 

 

6. Conclusion 

This paper has drawn a clear picture of the Icelandic beer market and explored the attributes 

that influence consumers when purchasing beer. The Best-Worst scaling method was 

successfully applied and proved to be relevant in the context of this research. The previous 

discussion section has addressed the underlying problem statement and research questions 

presented in the Introduction part. An overall conclusion is that consumer preferences are 

homogenous in the Icelandic beer market where Icelandic consumers are mainly influenced 

by taste of the beer and previous purchases. Moreover it can be concluded from the Best-

Worst method findings that regular beer and light beer are to some extent perceived as the 

same product by Icelandic beer consumers.  

 

Light beer has rather negative perception amongst regular beer consumers as they consider it 

less tasty and in general a fake beer. However, light beer consumers consider it a healthier 

alternative and are motivated by the taste of it as well as health and diet related attitudes. 

Based on the finding it is considered feasible to position them as the same products. 

Moreover, light beer perception should be regarded and marketers’ emphasis should be placed 

on regular beer consumers’ attitude towards light beer. Generation Y is more influenced by 

the taste of the beer whereas older cohorts are more influenced by alcohol level when 

purchasing light beer. That gives the impression that older cohorts prefer light beer more than 

Generation Y. Therefore, it is sensible to target Generation Y on the taste notion and stimulate 

their purchase intention by highlighting the taste and freshness of light beer.  

 

By reviewing this current paper, it is possible to see which attributes drive Icelandic 
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consumers’ preferences for beer. It is the authors hope that this study has provided new 

empirical evidence that will proof to be beneficial in further studies on beer preferences. As 

the Best-Worst Scaling method is unknown in Iceland it is furthermore the authors hope that it 

will be applied for future research in the Icelandic market.  

 



 

 

 
53 

 

References 

Antonides, G. and Van Raaij, W. (1998). ―Consumer Behaviour - A European Perspective‖. 

John Wiley & Sons Ltd, England 

 

Auger, P., Devinney, T., Louviere, J. (2007). ―Using best-worst scaling methodology to 

investigate consumer ethical beliefs across countries.‖ Journal of Business Ethics. 70: 

299-326. 

 

Beerbook. Breweries in Iceland. Available at http://www.bjorbok.net/BrugghusKort.htm 

(accessed 20
th

 February 2011) 

 

Bruggsmiðjan. History of Beer. Available at 

http://www.bruggsmidjan.is/default/news/onnur_prufa (accessed 22
nd

 February 2011) 

 

Casini, L., Corsi, A. M., & Goodman, S. (2009). Consumer preferences of wine in Italy 

applying best-worst scaling. International Journal of Wine Business Research, 

21(1), p. 64-78. 

 

Chrysochou, P. (2010). Food health branding: The role of marketing mix elements and public 

discourse in conveying a healthy brand image. Journal of Marketing Communications 

Vol. 16, Nos. 1–2, February–April 2010, 69–85 

 

Chrysochou, P., Krystallis, A., Mocanu, A. and Lewis, R.L. (2011). "Generation Y 

preferences for wine: An exploratory study of the US market applying the Best-Worst 

Scaling" British Food Journal. 

 

Cohen, E. (2009). ―Applying best worst scaling to wine marketing.‖ International Journal 

of Wine Business Research. 21(1):8-23. 

 

Cohen, S. H. (2003). Maximum Difference Scaling: Improved Measures of Importance 

and Preference for Segmentation. Sawtooth Software Conference Proceedings, Sequim, 

WA. 

 

Cohen, S. H. and Markowitz, P. (2002). ―Renewing Market Segmentation: Some New 

Tools to Correct Old Problems, ESOMAR (September). 

 

Cohen, S. H. and Neira, L. (2003). Measuring preference for product benefits across 

countries: Overcoming scale usage bias with Maximum Difference Scaling. ESOMAR 

2003 Latin America Conference Proceedings. Amsterdam: The Netherlands. 

 

Datamonitor (2010). ―Beer Industry Profile: Global‖. Available at 

http://www.datamonitor.com (accessed 14
th

 February 2011) 

 

Eddings, B. (2010). ―The Light Beer Myth‖. Available at 

http://beer.about.com/od/beernutrition/a/lightbeer.htm (accessed 13
th

 April 2011).  

 



 

 

 
54 

 

Euromonitor (2009). ―Alcoholic Drinks: Product Development in a Recessionary World, 

December 2009‖. Available at http://www.euromonitor.com (accessed 2
nd

 March 2011) 

 

Euromonitor (2010a). ―Country Sector Briefing. Beer - US, December 2010‖. Available at 

http://www.euromonitor.com (accessed 2
nd

 March 2011) 

 

Euromonitor (2010b). ―Country Sector Briefing. Beer - UK, December 2010‖. Available at 

http://www.euromonitor.com (accessed 2
nd

 March 2011) 

 

Euromonitor (2010c). ―Country Sector Briefing. Beer - Denmark, December 2010‖. Available 

at http://www.euromonitor.com (accessed 2
nd

 March 2011) 

 

Euromonitor (2011). ―Growth Opportunities for Beer Suppliers, January 2011‖. Available at 

http://www.euromonitor.com (accessed 2
nd

 March 2011) 

 

Eurostat (2009). Internet access and use 2009. Available at 

http://www.mbl.is/media/52/1852.pdf (accessed 6
th

 March 2011) 

 

Fernandez-Cruz, M. (2003). Advertising agencies target generation Y, U-Wire, University of 

Kentucky, available at:  www.youngmoney.com/lifestyles/campus_life/031202_01, (accessed 

7
th

 April 2011) 

 

Finn, A. and Louviere, J.J. (1992). Determining the Appropriate Response to Evidence of 

Public Concerns: the Case of Food Safety, Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 11(1), 

12-25. 

 

Finch, C. (1996). Beer: A Connoisseur’s guide to the world’s best. New York, Published by 

Cross River Press, Ltd. 

 

Goodman, S., Lockshin, L., & Cohen, E. (2005). Best-Worst Scaling: A Simple Method to 

Determine Drinks and Wine Style Preferences. Paper presented at the 2nd 

International Wine Marketing Symposium Proceedings, Sonoma, CA, July. 

 

Goodman, S. (2009). An international comparison of retail consumer wine choice. 

International Journal of Wine Business Research, 21(1), p.41-49. 

 

Hamilton, J., Knox, B., Hill, D. & Parr, H. (2000). "Reduced fat products – Consumer 

perceptions and preferences", British Food Journal, Vol. 102 Iss: 7, pp.494 - 506 

 

The Icelandic Parliament. Áfengislög Available at 

http://www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/1998075.html (accessed 20
th

 February 2011) 

 

The Icelandic Web of Science Eru einhver lög sem banna auglýsingar á áfengi og tóbaki á 

íslenskum vefsíðum?. Available at http://visindavefur.hi.is/svar.asp?id=2470 (accessed 20
th

 

February 2011) 

 

Jameson, D.A., (2009). Economic Crises and Financial Disasters; The Role of Business 

Communication Journal of Business Communication, Volume 46, Number 4, October 2009 

499-509 

 



 

 

 
55 

 

Kotler, P. (1980). Marketing Management: Analy.sis, Planning and Control. 4th edition. New 

Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 169. 

 

Kotler, P., & Keller, K. L. (Eds.). (2007). A framework for marketing management, 3rd 

Edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson International Edition.  

 

Kraft, F.B. & Goodell, P.W. (1993). Identifying the health conscious consumer. Journal of 

Health Care Marketing, 13, 18–25. 

 

Kähkönen, P. and Tuorila, H. (1999). Consumer responses to reduced and regular fat content 

in different products: effects of gender, involvement and health concern. Food Quality and 

Preference Volume 10, Issue 2, March 1999, Pages 83-91 

 

Lancaster, L. and Stillman, D. (2002). When Generations Collide. New York: HarperCollins. 

Wine Market Council (2003) Wine consumer tracking study summary—2003. Available at: 

http://www.executiveforum.com/PDFs/LancasterSynopsis.pdf, (accessed 16
th

 February 2011) 

 

Levy, A.S. and Stokes, R.C. (1987), ―Effects of health promotion advertising campaign on 

sales of ready-to-eat cereals'', Public Health Reports, Vol. 102 No. 4, pp. 398-403. 

 

 

Louviere J.J. and Woodworth G.G. (1983). Design and Analysis of Simulated Consumer 

Choice Allocation Experiments: an Approach Based on Aggregate data, Journal of Marketing 

Research, Vol. 20, 350-367. 

 

Louviere, J.J. and Woodworth, G.G. (1990). Best-Worst Scaling: A Model for Largest 

Difference Judgments, working paper, Faculty of Business, University of Alberta. 

 

McFarland, B. (2009). World’s Best Beers: One Thousand Craft Brews from Cask to Glass. 

New York, NY: Published by Sterling Publishing Co., Inc. 

 

Michaelidou, A. and Hassan, L. (2008). The role of health consciousness, food safety concern 

and ethical identity on attitudes and intentions towards organic food. International Journal of 

Consumer Studies. Volume 32, Issue 2, pages 163–170 

 

Mitchell, I. and Amioku, T.O. (1985). Brand Preference Factors in Patronage and 

Consnmption of Nigerian Beer. Columbia Journal of World Business. Vol. 20 Issue 1, p55-

67, 13p 

 

Mueller, S., Lockshin, L., Louviere, J. (2010). What you see may not be what you get: 

Asking consumers what matters may not reflect what they choose.‖ Marketing Letters. 

Forthcoming. 

 

Myers, J.H. and Mark 1. A. (1968). "Determinant Buying Attitudes: Meaning and 

Measurement," Journal of Miirkeling, 32, ( 4 ) , 13. 

 

Nowak, E., Thach, L. and Olsen, J. (2006). ―Wowing the Millennials: creating brand equity in 

the wine industry‖, Journal of Product and Brand Management, Vol. 15 No. 5, pp. 316-323. 

 

Postman, N. et al. (1987). ―Myths, Men, & Beer: An Analysis of Beer Commercials on 



 

 

 
56 

 

Broadcast Television, 1987‖. Published by AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety in 1987 

 

The Public Health Institute of Iceland National Commissioner of the Icelandic Police - 

Working Group - the response to Alcohol Advertisements. Available at 

http://www.lydheilsustod.is/media/afengi/Skyrsla_rikislogr._um_af._augl..pdf (accessed 20
th

 

February 2011) 

 

Roininen, K., Lähteenmäki, L., Tuorila, H. (1999) Quantification of consumer attitudes to 

health and Hedonic characteristics of foods. Appetite. Volume (33), pp. 71-88 

 

RÚV (The Icelandic National Broadcasting Service). The beer in 20 years in Iceland. 

Available at http://dagskra.ruv.is/sjonvarpid/ (accessed 22
nd

 February 2011) 

 

Schiffman, L. G., Kanuk, L. L., Hansen, H. (2008). Consumer Behavior: A European 

Outlook. Essex, UK: Pearson Education Limited. 

 

Statistics Iceland. Áfengisneysla 1980-2007. Available at 

http://hagstofa.is/?PageID=716&src=/temp/Dialog/varval.asp?ma=VIS05120%26ti=%C1feng

isneysla+1980%2D2007++%26path=../Database/visitolur/neysla/%26lang=3%26units=L%E

Dtrar (accessed 20
th

 February 2011) 

 

Thach, E. and Olsen, J. (2006). Market segment analysis to target young adult wine drinkers, 

Agribusiness, 22(3), 307–322. 

 

Trichopoulou, A., A. Naska, A. Antoniou, S. Friel, K. Trygg, and A. Turrini. (2003). 

Vegetable and fruit: The evidence in their favour and the public health perspective. 

International Journal for Vitamin and Nutrition Research 73, no. 2: 63–9. 

 

Usunier, J.-C. (1996). Marketing Across Cultures, 2nd edn. Prentice Hall, London. 

 

ValueOptions® (2011). Generation Y definition. Available at 

http://www.valueoptions.com/spotlight_YIW/gen_y.htm (accessed 3
rd

 of April 2011) 

 

Viaene, J. and Gellynck, X. (1997). ―Consumer behaviour towards light products in Belgium'', 

British Food Journal, Vol. 99 No. 3, pp. 105-13. 

 

World Beer Cup (2006). Winners list. Available at 

http://www.worldbeercup.org/pdf/2006_winners.pdf (accessed 20
th

 February 2011) 

 

Westfall, R. (1962). -Psychological Factors in Predicting Product Choice," Journal of 

Marketing. 26, (2), 34-40, 

 

World Health Organization (2004). Global Strategy on Diet, Physical Activity and Health. 

Available at 

http://www.who.int/dietphysicalactivity/strategy/eb11344/strategy_english_web.pdf (accessed 

2
th

 March 2011) 

 

World Health Organization (2007). The challenge of obesity in the WHO European Region 

and the strategies for response: summary. Available at 

http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/98243/E89858.pdf (accessed 2
th

 March 

http://pure.au.dk/portal/en/persons/liisa-lahteenmaki%280f8c93ea-e227-4f65-b525-e82cce76df55%29.html


 

 

 
57 

 

2011) 

 

Yang, S., Allenby, G.M., and Fennel, G. (2002). Modeling Variation in Brand Preference: 

The Roles of Objective Environment and Motivating Conditions. MARKETING SCIENCE 

Vol. 21, No. 1, 2002, pp. 14-31 

 

Zikmund, W.G. (1999). Exploring Marketing Research, 8th edn. Chicago, IL: Dryden Press. 

 

ÁTVR (2009). Annual Sales Report 2009. Available at  

http://www.vinbudin.is/Portaldata/1/Resources/solutolur/afengi/2009/Solulisti_afengis_2009.

pdf (accessed 13
th

 April 2011). 

 

ÁTVR (2009). Annual Report. (2009). Available at 

http://www.vinbudin.is/Portaldata/1/Resources/solutolur/arsskyrslur/Arssk_rsla_ATVR_2009

_vefur.pdf (accessed 20
th

 February 2011) 

 



 

 

 
58 

 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

 

Online Survey: Exploring consumer preferences in the Icelandic beer market applying the best-worst 

scaling method 

 

INTRO 

 

Dear participant. 

My name is Sigmundur Kristjánsson and I am a student at the Aarhus School of Business.  

 

I am currently working on my master thesis where the aim is to explore consumer preferences in the 

Icelandic beer market, with a special focus on light beer. This survey is a fundamental part of my 

research and I would be very thankful if you would take your time and answer it. 

 

The time it takes to answer the questions is approximately 15 minutes. The questionnaire is 

anonymous and the results will be treated accordingly. 

Thank you in advance! 

 

 

 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC 

 

Question 1: What is your gender? 

○ Male 

○ Female 

 

Question 2: What is your age (in years)? 

_____ 

 

Question 3: What is your education? 

○ Elementary school 

○ High school 

○ University graduate or higher 

 

Question 4: What is your marital status? 

○ Single 

○ In a relationship 

○ Married 

 

Question 5: What is your weight (in kg)? 

_____ 

 

Question 6: What is your height (in cm)? 

_____ 
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SCREENING QUESTION BEER  

 

Question 7: How many days over the last week did you drink alcohol? 

○ 0 days 

○ 1 day 

○ 2 days 

○ 3 days 

○ 4 days 

○ 5 days 

○ 6 days 

○ 7 days 

 

Question 8: Out of the above mentioned days how many days did you drink BEER? 

○ 0 days 

○ 1 day 

○ 2 days 

○ 3 days 

○ 4 days 

○ 5 days 

○ 6 days 

○ 7 days 

 

Question 9: In general, do you drink beer? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

* If no, then straight to ―PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS HEALTH AND LIGHT PRODUCTS‖ 

 

 

BEHAVIOURAL QUESTIONS BEER 

 

Question 10: How often do you buy BEER (from The Liquor Store)? 

○ More than once per week 

○ Once per week 

○ 2-3 times per month 

○ Less than once per month 

○ Few times during the year 

 

Question 11: Out of the last five times you had beer, where did you consume it? 

At home settings ___ 

Restaurants  ___ 

Bar/Club  ___ 

Total   ___ 

* Respondents were required to give answers to the total of 5 

 

 

BEST-WORST BEER 

 

The following part consists of 13 questions measuring consumer preferences towards BEER. 

You are asked to evaluate number of attributes using the Best-Worst Scaling method. 

 

Question 12: Remember the last time you purchased BEER from The Liquor Store.  

Please drag attributes from the Items list into the columns, ONE that MOST influenced and ONE that 

LEAST influenced your choice. 
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12.1 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Brand name 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  Calorie content 

   

12.2 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  Alcohol level 

  I have tried the beer before 

  Someone recommended it 

   

12.3 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Alcohol level 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

   

12.4 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  I have tried the beer before 

  The price of the beer 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

   

12.5 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

I have tried the beer before 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  The visual design of the pack 

  Brand name 

   

12.6 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  The price of the beer 

  Taste of the beer 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 
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12.7 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

The price of the beer 

  The visual design of the pack 

  Calorie content 

  Alcohol level 

   

12.8 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

The visual design of the pack 

  Taste of the beer 

  Someone recommended it 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

   

12.9 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Taste of the beer 

  Calorie content 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  I have tried the beer before 

   

12.10 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Calorie content 

  Someone recommended it 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500) 

   

12.11 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Someone recommended it 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  Brand name 

  The price of the beer 

   

12.12 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  The visual design of the pack 
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12.13 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Brand name 

  Alcohol level 

  Taste of the beer 

   

* This part was randomized, both between question and within attributes 

 

 

SCREENING QUESTION LIGHT BEER 

 

Question 13: Have you ever bought "Light beer"? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

 

BEHAVIOURAL QUESTIONS LIGHT BEER 

 

Question 14: Out of the last FIVE times you bought beer, how many times did you buy LIGHT 

BEER? 

○ 0 times 

○ 1 time 

○ 2 times 

○ 3 times 

○ 4 times 

○ 5 times 

 

Question 15: What was the reason you bought LIGHT BEER? 

○ To avoid an increase in weight 

○ To avoid getting too drunk 

○ To improve my diet 

○ It was bought by someone else 

○ I like the taste 

○ To be in good shape 

○ I am trying to lose weight 

○ I was drinking at home so nobody knew I was drinking light beer 

○ I could drink more 

○ I am health oriented 

○ I am working out at the moment and don't want to spoil that 

○ I won't get the same hangover effect than with regular beer 

 

 

BEST-WORST LIGHT BEER 

 

The following part consists of 13 questions measuring consumer preferences towards 

LIGHT BEER. You are asked to evaluate number of attributes using the Best-Worst scaling 

method. 

 

Question 16: Remember the last time you purchased LIGHT BEER from The Liquor Store.  

Please drag attributes from the Items list into the columns, ONE that MOST influenced and ONE that 

LEAST influenced your choice. 
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16.1 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Brand name 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  Calorie content 

   

16.2 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  Alcohol level 

  I have tried the beer before 

  Someone recommended it 

   

 

16.3 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Alcohol level 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

   

16.4 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

  I have tried the beer before 

  The price of the beer 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

   

16.5 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

I have tried the beer before 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  The visual design of the pack 

  Brand name 

   

16.6 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500ml) 

  The price of the beer 

  Taste of the beer 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 
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16.7 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

The price of the beer 

  The visual design of the pack 

  Calorie content 

  Alcohol level 

   

16.8 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

The visual design of the pack 

  Taste of the beer 

  Someone recommended it 

  Type of the pack (e.g. bottle, can) 

   

16.9 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Taste of the beer 

  Calorie content 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  I have tried the beer before 

   

16.10 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Calorie content 

  Someone recommended it 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Volume of the pack (e.g. 330ml, 500) 

   

16.11 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Someone recommended it 

  Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  Brand name 

  The price of the beer 

   

16.12 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Matches with the occasion (e.g. watching a 

football game, during dinner) 

  Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Type of the beer (e.g. ale, lager, wheat beer) 

  The visual design of the pack 

   



 

 

 
65 

 

16.13 

Items Least influenced Most influenced 

Color of the beer (e.g. dark, light) 

  Brand name 

  Alcohol level 

  Taste of the beer 

   

* This part was randomized, both between question and within attributes 

 

 

PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS HEALTH AND LIGHT PRODUCTS 

 

Question 17: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements, where 1=Strongly 

Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree. 

 

I consider LIGHT BEER to be 

 

  
Strongly 

Disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 

Agree 

Low calorie beer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Low alcohol beer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Healthy beer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Beer for women ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Less tasty than regular beer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

A "fake" beer ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Question 18: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements, where 1=Strongly 

Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree. 

  
Strongly 

Disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 

Agree 

I reflect about my health a lot ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I’m very self-conscious about my health ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I’m alert to changes in my health ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I’m usually aware of my health ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I take responsibility for the state of my health ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I’m aware of the state of my health as I go through the 

day 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Question 19: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements, where 1=Strongly 

Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree. 

  
Strongly 

Disagree 
2 3 4 5 6 

Strongly 

Agree 

I do not think that light products are healthier than 

conventional products 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

In my opinion, the use of light products does not improve 

one's health 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

In my opinion, light products don’t help to drop cholesterol 

levels 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I believe that eating light products keep one’s cholesterol 

level under control 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I believe that eating light products keeps one’s body in good 

shape 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

In my opinion by eating light products one can eat more 

without getting too many calories. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Things that are good for me rarely taste good ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

There is no way to make food healthier without sacrificing 

taste 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I prefer light products over regular products ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

 

Appendix 2: CD 

Please note attached disc to this thesis paper. Access this data for further information 

regarding pre-tests, tables, raw data, etc. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 


