Cross-Generational Valuation and Advocacy of DEI in Higher Education Marketing

Abstract
This study examines how generational cohorts influence the valuation of diversity traits in higher education marketing and their impact on advocacy intentions. Using a mixed-methods approach, we analysed experimental survey responses from 419 British participants and qualitative data from semi-structured interviews to address key questions: the highest and lowest valued minority traits within UK higher education, generational perceptions and interactions with media portrayals of these traits, and the influence of these narratives on public value congruence and advocacy for Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) efforts. Our findings reveal significant generational differences, with Gen Z showing a higher alignment with LGBTQ+ and disability traits, reflecting a societal shift towards inclusivity. However, advocacy intentions did not always match value congruence, suggesting additional factors at play. The study underscores the importance of HEIs developing promotional materials that are both value-aligned and authentically portrayed to boost advocacy intentions for diversity initiatives effectively. These insights contribute to the literature on DEI marketing strategies and offer practical guidance for HEIs to foster a more inclusive and engaged academic community.
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1.0 Introduction
In contemporary society, Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) principles are central to public and intellectual discourse. These discussions focus on challenging deep-seated stereotypes related to culture, gender, race, and ethnicity. Movements like women's rights in Iran and Afghanistan, "Black Lives Matter," and "Me Too" underscore the relevance of these issues (Amnesty International, 2022). DEI aligns with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, particularly gender equality (Goal 5) and reducing inequalities (Goal 10). Within higher education institutions (HEIs), DEI principles are crucial for fostering procedural and distributive justice, thereby ensuring the active integration of diverse groups and the just distribution of opportunities (Riedel et al., 2023; Arsel et al., 2022).
This study investigates HEIs' DEI promotional campaigns through the lens of generational cohort theory, analysing their societal implications. Scholars argue that HEIs' DEI practices are essential in addressing challenges faced by marginalised communities, enriching societal ethos, dismantling institutional barriers, and promoting diverse perspectives (Bradbury-Jones et al., 2020; Chathuranga et al., 2024; Wolbring & Nguyen, 2023). Accreditation bodies such as the AACSB and EQUIS have integrated DEI standards into their frameworks, affirming their importance for academic excellence (AACSB, 2022; EQUIS, 2022).
This study addresses gaps in understanding by exploring three critical inquiries: (1) Which minority traits are most and least valued within UK higher education? (2) How do generational cohorts perceive and interact with media portrayals of minority traits in higher education, focusing on ethno-racial diversity, physical disabilities, religious beliefs, age, and LGBTQ orientation? (3) What influence do these narratives have on public perceptions of value congruence, authenticity, and advocacy for DEI? The study's findings aim to shape strategies that leverage marketing and media to foster an inclusive society where diversity, equity, and inclusion are norms, contributing to equal opportunities and enriching educational experiences (Protopapa and Plangger, 2023).

2.0 . Literature background
2.1 Generational Cohorts Theory and HEIs DEI Marketing
Generational Cohort Theory categorises individuals based on birth years, asserting that significant events shape each cohort's distinct characteristics (Chauvel, 2010; Inglehart, 1997; Mannheim, 1972). This theory is pivotal in analysing societal trends, including consumer behaviour and workplace dynamics. Generation X is characterised by independence and scepticism towards authority, Millennials by technological savvy and work-life balance, and Generation Z by digital nativity and social consciousness (Pew Research Centre, 2015).
Generational identities evolve in response to technological and economic changes. Generation Y navigates digital advancements and prioritises life balance, while Generation Z focuses on inclusivity and mental health, reflecting changing values. This study examines how these generational experiences shape perceptions of DEI within HEIs. There is a notable gap in understanding their reactions to HEI DEI marketing, particularly in effectively targeting current and prospective students with messages focusing on sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, age, disability, and religious diversity.
By integrating value congruence perspectives with Generational Cohort Theory, this research aims to discern how DEI portrayals in media campaigns resonate with and influence public perceptions of value, authenticity, and advocacy for minority traits. The investigation seeks to uncover which traits align most closely with or diverge from prevailing UK societal norms, offering insights into effective communication and engagement strategies with diverse generational cohorts in academia.
Table 1: An Overview of Relevant  and Key Studies on DEI
	Authors
	Context
	Antecedents
	Outcomes
	Design
	Findings

	Arsel et al. (2022)
	DEI in consumer research.
	Challenges in prioritising DEI.
	Academic and societal engagement.
	Curation and research agenda.
	Identifies the need for integrating DEI in consumer research to enhance societal and academic engagement.

	Biggeri et al. (2020)
	Experiences of disabled students in Italian universities.
	Disability inclusion focus.
	Capability assessment regarding educational access and socialisation.
	Structured focus group discussions.
	Positive correlation between diversity and institutional branding, highlighting diversity's importance in branding and marketing in higher education.

	Evans et al. (2024)
	Influence of diversity on higher education branding.
	Diversity's impact on institutional reputation.
	Branding effectiveness and diversity metrics.
	Longitudinal diversity data analysis.
	Highlights the crucial value of accessibility and socialisation for students with disabilities, with varied capabilities by disability type.

	Grier (2020)
	University inclusivity for disabled students.
	Challenges in higher education accessibility.
	DEI policy effectiveness.
	Mixed methods: interviews and surveys.
	Policy effectiveness varies by leadership commitment and resource allocation.

	Northey et al. (2020)
	DEI in marketing education.
	Inadequate diversity in marketing education.
	Enhanced educational outcomes and engagement.
	Case studies and literature review.
	Significant benefits in diversity understanding, with adoption challenges.

	Rivera et al. (2020)
	Enhancing marketing inclusivity through seminars.
	Conventional educational and marketing models.
	Improved attitudes towards inclusivity and disability understanding.
	Participatory, with pre-and post-seminar surveys.
	Seminars effectively improve attitudes towards inclusivity and recognise the contributions of individuals with disabilities.

	Thomas et al. (2020)
	Racial dynamics' impact on marketing during 2020’s racial injustices.
	Historical racism in market practices.
	Marketplace practice changes due to racial dynamics.
	Empirical and conceptual analysis.
	Racial dynamics significantly influence marketing, highlighting the need for a re-evaluation of racial issues in the marketplace.

	Current Study
	Higher Education
	Ethnicity, LGBTQ, Age, Religion, Physical Disability
	Value Congruence, Advocacy, Authenticity

	Mixed method
	aims to explore how DEI is valued and perceived across generational cohorts within UK higher education, focusing on how these perceptions influence advocacy and authenticity.




2.2  Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Marketing in Higher Education
Recent scholarship underscores the imperative for HEIs to integrate DEI strategies into their recruitment campaigns targeting prospective students and academic and non-academic staff (Evans et al., 2024; Smith, 2020; Tlili, 2007; Wolbring & Lillywhite, 2021; Riedel et al., 2023). DEI marketing involves how HEIs communicate their commitment to DEI principles to stakeholders and the wider public, encompassing race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, and disability. Equity ensures fairness, ends systemic discrimination, ensures access, and creates equivalent outcomes by addressing power and privilege differences. Inclusion fosters a sense of belonging where individuals feel valued, respected, and empowered (Goodman, 2020, p.6).
DEI marketing has become a powerful tool for HEIs to cultivate inclusive environments and attract diverse student populations. It can enhance HEIs' reputation and competitiveness by appealing to a broader range of prospective students, faculty, and staff (Evans et al., 2024). Efforts to improve access and representation for historically marginalised groups contribute to HEIs' social justice goals. Social justice involves eliminating oppression created by hierarchical differences that unequally confer power, advantages, and cultural validity to social groups (Bell, 2022, p.2). HEIs risk reputational damage if they fail to prioritise institutional responsibility for DEI promotion and social justice (Peng et al., 2024).
Effective DEI marketing strategies may involve showcasing diverse demographics, highlighting inclusive policies and programmes, and featuring success stories of underrepresented individuals within the university community (Fradella, 2018; Morgan, 2013; Wu et al., 2024). Various channels, such as social media platforms, websites, printed materials, and campus events, disseminate DEI messages. However, HEIs' DEI marketing may inadvertently perpetuate neoliberal agendas by prioritising market-oriented values over genuine social justice objectives (Balan, 2023; Bamberger et al., 2019). Performative aspects of inclusion marketing may mask underlying tensions within HEIs.
Universities may prioritise diversity initiatives for public relations while neglecting to address power imbalances, discrimination, and microaggressions (Bardhan and Gower, 2022). Despite advancements in equality legislation, gender, sexual, racial, and ethnic disparities persist in the experiences and outcomes of minority student groups (Bradbury-Jones et al., 2020; Bunce et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2021). Emphasis on visible diversity may overshadow deeper forms of diversity, including affordability, disability empowerment, religious sensitivity, and LGBTQ+ support. Furthermore, HEIs' promotional campaigns may overlook generational differences in attitudes towards DEI, potentially creating an image of inclusivity that does not align with the lived realities of marginalised groups.
2.3 Value Congruence Perspective
Individuals are more likely to engage with organisations whose values align with their own (Cable and Parsons, 2001; Edwards and Cable, 2009; Grobler and Rensburg, 2019). Ensuring value congruence is essential for establishing and sustaining integrity within public institutions (Molina, 2024). For HEIs, students consider the subjective sense of belonging, including among minority groups (e.g., Gao and Liu, 2021). Prospective applicants and students view the inclusion of multicultural competence and social justice as central to ethical practice, demonstrating congruence with personal values (Pope et al., 2019, p.11).
Despite limited empirical research, the alignment between individuals' personal values and those of HEIs can significantly influence their decision to apply to these institutions. Individuals are more inclined to choose HEIs whose ideals resonate with their self-image, strengthening feelings of identity and belonging during their student years and as alumni (e.g., D’Uggento et al., 2023). Consequently, they are more likely to remain engaged and supportive of the institution. HEIs that demonstrate a commitment to DEI causes aligning with individual values are likely to receive positive attention and support, including applications, enrolments, recommendations, and advocacy. However, there is a need to understand how different generational cohorts perceive value alignment with HEI DEI campaigns and how this influences their decision to apply to HEIs. Integrating generational theory and value congruence perspectives, this research examines how HEI DEI promotional campaigns shape public perceptions of value and authenticity, identifying traits that align most and least with societal norms.
3.0 Method
3.1 Research Design
This study employed a sequential mixed-method research design incorporating qualitative and quantitative approaches, following Creswell (2021). The research began with a qualitative phase (Study 1) exploring lived experiences and identifying overlooked areas in higher education (HE) marketing. These insights were instrumental in developing the conceptual model tested in the subsequent quantitative phase (Study 2).
Participants for both phases were selected using the Prolific academic platform, renowned for its ability to provide a diverse and demographically varied sample aligning with the study's stringent requirements. The qualitative phase involved 15 semi-structured in-depth interviews, while the quantitative phase included surveys with a substantial number of respondents, detailed in subsequent sections.
4.0  Study 1 – Qualitative Phase: Sample, Data Analysis, and Results Discussion
In the initial qualitative stage, 15 participants engaged in semi-structured interviews designed to delve into their perceptions of DEI in HE. Topics included the importance of inclusivity, broader societal benefits, personal impact, advocacy and awareness, perceived challenges and barriers, tokenism and superficial efforts, authentic representation, engagement and policy implementation, DEI's impact on the educational experience, and DEI marketing and communication.
Interviews varied in length, reflecting the depth of engagement, from brief intercept-style interviews to extended discussions. Conducted digitally to ensure confidentiality and anonymity, participants responded in writing via an online platform. This method facilitated ease of access and ensured data integrity.
Data were analysed using thematic analysis (Terry et al., 2017). An iterative coding process dissected data into components to establish initial codes, subsequently aggregated into categories and refined into broader themes, including inclusivity, personal impact, advocacy, superficial efforts, authentic representation, engagement, policy implementation, DEI impact on educational experience, and DEI marketing and communication.
Anonymity and confidentiality were rigorously maintained using the unique identifier system provided by Prolific, ensuring all participant data remained shielded from direct association with personal identities, encouraging open and honest participation.
4.1 Participants
Participants in this study were characteristically diverse, spanning various age groups (3 Gen X, 9 Gen Y & 3 Gen X), 6 males, 9 females and encompassing both undergraduate and postgraduate educational backgrounds from the UK. This diversity enriched the quality of data, providing a robust foundation for understanding the intricacies of DEI marketing within the HE context. The rich qualitative insights garnered were pivotal in framing the quantitative inquiries that followed, ensuring a comprehensive examination of the hypothesised relationships.
This methodologically rigorous approach underscores the study’s commitment to depth, precision, and respect for participant privacy, setting a solid foundation for impactful findings that advance the understanding of DEI in higher education marketing- an area that is underexplored in marketing literature.
Table 2: Summary of DEI in HE Interview Findings
	Participant
	Theme
	Quote
	Summary of Reason

	P1
	Challenges of Tokenism
	"Ethnic diversity seems to be at the forefront of DEI initiatives, possibly because it's visible and measurable."
	Highlights prioritisation of visible minority traits in DEI efforts.

	P2
	Perception of Authenticity
	"When I see my own struggles reflected in university policies and marketing, it feels like they truly understand and value my presence."
	Emphasises the importance of personal value alignment in DEI perceptions.

	P3
	Need for Authentic Representation
	"Media is doing better with LGBTQ inclusion, but sometimes it misses the depth of real stories."
	Calls for deeper, more meaningful narratives in LGBTQ representations.

	P4
	Importance of Inclusivity
	"Ensuring people from all backgrounds have equal opportunities while at university."
	Highlights the core value of DEI in providing equal educational opportunities.

	P5
	Challenges of Tokenism
	"I've noticed more positive portrayals, but they still feel somewhat tokenistic at times."
	Criticises superficial DEI efforts that fail to implement genuine inclusion.

	P6
	Marketing Authenticity
	"There’s a clear visibility of LGBTQ groups and events, which is reassuring to see as it wasn’t the case a few years ago."
	Acknowledges visible DEI efforts but questions the depth of engagement.

	P7
	Engagement and Policy Implementation
	"Physical disabilities are acknowledged, but there’s less proactive engagement to adapt or innovate beyond basic compliance."
	Highlights the need for more proactive DEI measures for physical disabilities.

	P8
	Perception of Age Inclusivity
	"Services are just not geared towards us," suggesting ageism in services designed primarily for younger cohorts."
	Highlights the lack of support for mature students in HEIs.

	P9
	Need for Authentic Representation
	"There’s a kind of silence around disabilities... it's not discussed as much in the media as it should be."
	Points out the lack of discussion and representation of disabilities in media.

	P10
	Marketing Authenticity
	"You can tell when a university is just showcasing diversity versus actually supporting it through their policies and campus culture."
	Criticises superficial DEI marketing that lacks genuine institutional support.

	P11
	Impact on Learning Environment
	"It leads to a richer learning environment with exposure to diverse viewpoints which fosters innovation and critical thinking."
	Explains how DEI enriches the academic experience by introducing a variety of perspectives.

	P12
	Marketing Authenticity
	"Sometimes it feels like diversity is just for the brochure. It doesn’t reflect real student life."
	Suggests that DEI marketing often does not reflect the genuine experiences of students.

	Table 2 summarises the key themes and representative quotes from participant interviews on the perceptions and values of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) in higher education. It highlights differences across generational cohorts and specific areas such as authenticity, tokenism, and advocacy.



4.2  Discussion of Findings
The qualitative findings from the interviews reveal a complex landscape of how minority traits are perceived and valued within UK higher education. The data indicates a hierarchical valuation of minority traits where ethno-racial diversity and LGBTQ orientation are conspicuously prioritised, driven by societal and institutional efforts towards visible inclusivity. Participant 1 observed, "Ethnic diversity seems to be at the forefront of DEI initiatives, possibly because it's visible and measurable." In contrast, disabilities, particularly non-visible ones, receive less proactive engagement, as evidenced by Participant 7's remark, "Physical disabilities are acknowledged, but there is less proactive engagement to adapt or innovate beyond basic compliance." This discrepancy highlights an ongoing disparity in the valuation of minority traits, suggesting that visibility and current social priorities significantly skew institutional focus and resource allocation.
Generational intricacies further complicate interactions with and perceptions of these minority traits, particularly in media portrayals related to higher education. Younger cohorts, including Millennials and Gen Z, demand authenticity and critique tokenistic representations as insufficient. Participant 5 encapsulated this sentiment by noting, "I've noticed more positive portrayals, but they still feel somewhat tokenistic at times." In contrast, older generations such as Baby Boomers highlight a notable silence and lack of discussion around disabilities in media, as Participant 9 stated, "There’s a kind of silence around disabilities... it's not discussed as much in the media as it should be." Critiques also extend to LGBTQ representations with calls for deeper, more meaningful narratives instead of superficial inclusivity, as Participant 3 noted, "Media is doing better with LGBTQ inclusion, but sometimes it misses the depth of real stories." These generational perspectives underscore a critical demand for authenticity and depth in DEI efforts, reflecting broader societal shifts towards more genuine representations and engagements with diverse identities. The influence of these portrayals on public perceptions of value congruence, authenticity, and advocacy is profound. Individuals are more likely to support and advocate for DEI when their personal values are mirrored in university initiatives, catalysing collective advocacy efforts towards a more inclusively represented community.
4.3  Study 1 Summary
The qualitative data collected from interviews revealed varied and intricate perceptions of minority traits in UK higher education. Participant 4 highlighted that racial diversity is often featured in university policies; however, there remains a disconnect between promotional inclusivity and its practical application: "It often feels like they're ticking boxes rather than fostering genuine inclusion" (Smith & Johnson, 2017). Participant 6 emphasised visible efforts towards LGBTQ inclusivity: "There’s a clear visibility of LGBTQ groups and events, which is reassuring to see as it wasn’t the case a few years ago," yet questioned the depth of engagement required by the community (Brown, 2019). These findings suggest a gap between institutional intentions and the expectations of the student body, challenging universities to move beyond tokenistic representations towards more substantive implementations of diversity policies.
Further complicating the landscape of diversity in higher education is the apparent undervaluation of certain minority traits such as physical disabilities and age. Participant 7 highlighted ongoing issues with physical accessibility on campus: "Disability access is still an afterthought in some of the older campuses," a critical barrier that undermines the inclusivity efforts claimed by institutions (Doe & Lee, 2018). Similarly, Participant 8’s experience as a mature student revealed a lack of targeted support and resources: "Services are just not geared towards us," suggesting ageism in services designed primarily for younger cohorts (Taylor & Francis, 2020). These insights indicate a pressing need for universities to broaden their DEI initiatives to encompass all aspects of diversity, ensuring that all minority groups are adequately supported and valued.
Generational differences in perceptions and interactions with media portrayals of minority traits further elucidate the complexities within DEI efforts in higher education. Younger generations, particularly Gen Z, are notably more critical of the authenticity of diversity representations: "Sometimes it feels like diversity is just for the brochure. It doesn’t reflect real student life," often perceiving them as mere marketing tactics rather than true institutional commitment (Nguyen, 2021). In contrast, older generations exhibit a more accepting stance towards any representation: "It’s better than it was in my day; at least now there's some representation," viewing it as a positive development regardless of its depth . This dichotomy highlights the diverse expectations across age groups and pinpoints areas for strategic enhancement in university marketing and communication strategies.
The influence of these portrayed narratives on public perception is significant, affecting both value congruence and advocacy for DEI. Participants report greater engagement and advocacy when they perceive institutions' DEI efforts as aligned with their personal and community values. As Participant 2 noted, "When I see my own struggles reflected in university policies and marketing, it feels like they truly understand and value my presence." Furthermore, authenticity—or the lack thereof—plays a crucial role in shaping these perceptions. Participant 10's critique of the superficiality in some DEI portrayals—"You can tell when a university is just showcasing diversity versus actually supporting it through their policies and campus culture"—aligns with emerging trends in consumer behaviour, where authenticity is increasingly valued over mere visibility (Jones & Harris, 2022). These findings suggest that for universities to foster a truly inclusive environment, they must strive to ensure their DEI initiatives are both authentic and reflective of the diverse values and needs of their student population.






5.0 Study 2 - Quantitative Phase 1
Building upon the qualitative insights from Study 1, the main aim of Study 2 is to quantitatively assess the valuation and advocacy of minority traits within higher education. Additionally, this phase examines how generational cohort identities—specifically Gen Z, Gen Y, and Gen X—moderate these values and advocacy tendencies. This approach allows for an intricate exploration of the interplay between individual values and the propensity to advocate for these traits, providing a robust analysis of how generational differences impact engagement with diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives. This quantitative examination is crucial for validating the qualitative findings and advancing a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics at play in valuing and advocating for minority traits across generations.
5.1 Hypotheses Development
5.1.1 Inclusion of LGBTQ+, Ethnic/Racial, and Religious Diversity in Higher Education Marketing
Recent studies document a significant positive shift in attitudes towards LGBTQ+ inclusion, driven by political climates and societal advancements. Jeannet and Dražanová (2023) highlight the influence of equality-focused movements in fostering support for LGBTQ+ rights among adults who matured during transformative periods. This trajectory is supported by Bitterman and Hess (2021), who observe a generational evolution towards a more open embrace of LGBTQ+ rights and identities. Stonewall's "Rainbow Britain Report" (2022) underscores the generational divergence in the UK, with younger cohorts like Gen Z showing broader acceptance of sexual and gender diversity compared to Baby Boomers. Even traditionally conservative cohorts like Gen X are becoming more accepting due to societal transformations and increased awareness of LGBTQ+ issues (Langdridge et al., 2023).

Figure 1: Conceptual framework 
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	The conceptual framework in Figure 1 examines how generational cohorts (Gen X, Gen Y, Gen Z) influence advocacy for minority traits in higher education (HE) marketing, focusing on ethnicity, religion, LGBTQ+, age, and disability representation. It explores the comparative value congruence of these traits and the resulting advocacy intentions.



Acknowledging diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds in UK higher education is critical for social justice and enriching the educational experience. Including such diversity, particularly from BAME communities, introduces a wide array of perspectives, enhancing the learning environment. Studies by Bunce et al. (2021) and Thomas and Quinlan (2023) support this view, emphasising the importance of diversity in academia. Despite challenges in achieving full representation, higher education marketing plays a crucial role in signalling a commitment to inclusivity, significantly influencing prospective students' perceptions and decisions. Younger generations particularly value this diversity, impacting their educational choices (Riedel et al., 2023).
Licsandru and Cui (2019) explore the multicultural identity of Gen Y, suggesting that mono-ethnic marketing fails to engage diverse millennials, likely indicating a similar trend among Gen Z. This shift towards embracing a multicultural identity implies that Gen Z highly values religious diversity in DEI marketing. Based on this evidence, we propose the following hypotheses:
H1: Expectations for the inclusion of LGBTQ+ (H1a), ethnic/racial diversity (H1b), and religious diversity (H1c) within higher education marketing significantly differ across generational cohorts. Gen Z is anticipated to exhibit stronger value congruence, viewing these inclusivity aspects as integral to both the educational experience and broader societal justice.
H2: The inclination to advocate for the rights and inclusion of LGBTQ+ individuals (H2a), ethnic/racial diversity (H2b), and religious diversity (H2c) shows a pronounced generational shift. Gen Z, in particular, is expected to be more proactive in promoting and supporting these forms of diversity within higher education contexts.
5.1.2 Disability and Older Students Inclusion in DEI Marketing
Disability Inclusion
Gen Z champions various identity markers such as race, gender, and sexual orientation (Battocchio et al., 2023; Luttrell and McGrath, 2021). Their advocacy, primarily driven by digital platforms, presents an opportunity to extend inclusivity to individuals with disabilities. Research highlights that HEIs are spaces where individuals with disabilities engage with peers and encounter diverse experiences, shaping their identities (Biggeri et al., 2020; Shpigelman et al., 2022). However, there is limited knowledge regarding Gen Z's use of digital media to promote disability inclusion in HEIs, suggesting a potential area for growth. On the other hand, older generations, particularly Baby Boomers and Gen X, have a deeper appreciation for disability rights and inclusion due to their historical connection to the disability rights movement. Bolt (2023) provides ethnographic accounts highlighting Gen X's perspective on disability inclusion. Gen Z's experiences and the evolution of advocacy strategies may contribute to an intricate appreciation of disability rights, positioning them as valuable allies in DEI efforts.
5.1.3 Inclusion of Older Students
Including older students in higher education is another critical dimension of DEI. Lifelong learning underscores the importance of educational opportunities at all life stages, promoting a diverse and enriching learning environment. Older generations understand the value older students bring to higher education through their life experiences and recognition of societal shifts. Research highlights the mutual benefits of lifelong learning for older adults and the educational community, emphasising the enrichment of intergenerational learning experiences. This appreciation is rooted in recognising the unique perspectives and depth of experience older students contribute. Against this backdrop, we hypothesise that:
H3a: Older generations, due to their historical connection to the disability rights movement, exhibit a deeper appreciation for disability inclusion in higher education DEI marketing than Gen Z.
H3b: Older generations are more likely to advocate for including disabled students in higher education, reflecting a dedication to comprehensive disability inclusion efforts.
H3c: Older generations value including older students in higher education because they acknowledge the unique contributions and perspectives these students bring.
H3d: Older generations actively support and advocate for integrating older students into higher education, recognising the mutual benefits and enrichment of age diversity in educational settings.

5.1.4 Study Design and Procedure
This study utilised an experimental survey design to investigate values, perceived authenticity, and advocacy willingness related to diversity traits in higher education promotional materials across three UK generational cohorts. Participants were briefed on the research goals, and informed consent was obtained, ensuring confidentiality to minimise socially desirable responses.
The second section presented marketing materials from higher education institutions, showcasing five key minority identity traits: LGBTQ+ sexual orientation, religious diversity, age diversity (focusing on older students), physical disabilities, and racial diversity (see Appendix A1). Participants evaluated these materials, assessing their reactions and intentions to support institutional efforts in promoting an inclusive environment, thus fostering engagement and a supportive campus culture.
To enhance memory recall, the experimental stimuli were displayed three times throughout the survey, followed by questions measuring value congruence, perceived marketing authenticity, appeal, and advocacy intention for inclusivity using Likert-scale items. Three attention-check questions were embedded to ensure data reliability (Oppenheimer et al., 2009). Consequently, 18 participants were excluded from the final dataset due to non-adherence to attention checks or abnormally rapid survey completion, resulting in a refined sample size of 419.
5.1.5 Measurement Scales
The study employed established multi-item scales for its measurements. Perceived ad authenticity was measured using Kapoor et al.'s (2023) scale, value congruence with Elsharnouby et al.'s (2023) scale, marketing appeal with Bruner and Kumar's (2000) scale, and advocacy intention with Melancon et al.'s (2011) scale. All scales used a seven-point Likert response format, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). The reliability of these scales was confirmed to be satisfactory for the respective trait stimuli (Cronbach's alpha > .70), as detailed in the appendix.
5.1.6 Sampling and Descriptive Characteristics of Study Participants
The survey sample was collected exclusively through Prolific Academic, a platform renowned for its diverse and global participant pool. This allowed us to gather data from various demographics and socio-economic backgrounds across the UK, targeting participants with higher education experience. The resulting sample was reasonably balanced across various demographics, ensuring a broad representation of perspectives crucial for the generalisability of our findings. The reliability and validity of data obtained from Prolific have been well-documented, affirming its suitability for both exploratory and confirmatory research in the social sciences (Palan & Schitter, 2018; Peer et al., 2022). The efficiency and cost-effectiveness of using Prolific, coupled with its high data quality standards, were instrumental to the integrity of our research outcomes.
Table 3 summarises the demographic characteristics of the 419 British participants recruited for the study. The sample was nearly gender-balanced, with a slight female majority (50.4%). Most participants were highly educated, with almost equal numbers of postgraduates (47.7%) and graduates (50.1%) and a small minority of undergraduates (2.1%). The majority were not religiously affiliated (76.6%), predominantly identified as heterosexual (81.6%), and were White British (81.1%). Few reported having a disability (6.7%). The sample spanned across generations, with Gen Z (37.2%), Gen Y (35.8%), and Gen X (28.4%) all represented.

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of the Quantitively Study Participants
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation(Std. Error)
	
	
	

	Gender
	1.50
	.501(.024)
	Male
	Female
	

	
	
	
	208(49.6%)
	211(50.4%)
	

	Education
	1.56
	.586(.029)
	PG
	Graduate
	UG

	
	
	
	200(47.7%)
	210(50.1%)
	9(2.1%)

	Religion
	1.76
	.425(.021)
	Openly Affiliated
	Non-affiliated
	

	
	
	
	98(23.4%)
	319(76.6%)
	

	Sexual Orientation
	1.18
	.388(.019)
	Heterosexual
	LGBTQ
	

	
	
	
	342(81.6%)
	77(18.4%)
	

	Ethnicity
	1.19
	.392(.012)
	White British
	Non-white British
	

	
	
	
	340(81.1%)
	79(18.9%)
	

	Disability
	1.07
	.250(.037)
	No Disability
	Having a Disability
	

	
	
	
	391(93.3%)
	28(6.7%)
	

	Generational Cohort
	1.83
	.768(007)
	Gen Z 
(18-26)
	Gen Y  
(27-45)
	Gen X
(46-59)

	
	
	
	156(37.2%)
	150(35.8%)
	119(28.4%)

	Table 3 summarises the demographic characteristics of the study sample, including gender, education, religion, sexual orientation, ethnicity, disability status, and generational cohort. The sample is nearly evenly split between male and female participants and primarily consists of postgraduates and graduates; it also includes a small percentage of individuals with disabilities and spans Gen Z, Gen Y, and Gen X cohorts.



5.1.7 Study 2: Data Analysis and Results
5.1.7.1 Self-Congruence Valuation of Minority Traits
A 5x3 mixed-factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine the effects of generational cohort (Gen X, Gen Y, Gen Z) and diversity traits (LGBTQ+, age, religion, disability, race) on value congruence in higher education marketing. There was one outlier assessed as a value greater than 3 box-lengths from the edge of the box, but it was not excluded from the analysis because it may represent a valid and important variation within the data, which could provide valuable insights or reflect true characteristics of the studied population (Laerd Statistics, 2015; Weinfurt, 2000). Value congruence scores for LGBTQ+, age, religion, disability, and race were normally distributed (p > .05) as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk's test of normality, and there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's test for equality of variances, with p > .05 for all traits except for sexual orientation and religion (p = .044 and p = .032, respectively).
There was a statistically significant interaction between generational cohort, diversity traits, and value congruence, Pillai's Trace = .048, F(8, 828) = 2.549, p = .010, η² = .024. Statistical significance was accepted at the p < .05 level for simple two-way interactions and simple main effects. There was a statistically significant simple main effect of diversity traits within generational cohorts. For instance, Gen Z valued LGBTQ+ traits significantly higher than Gen X, F(2, 416) = 6.591, p = .002. All simple pairwise comparisons were run for diversity traits across generational cohorts with a Bonferroni adjustment applied. Mean value congruence for LGBTQ+ was significantly higher in Gen Z (M = 4.82, SD = 1.03) compared to Gen X (M = 4.55, SD = 1.20), p = .028. There was also a statistically significant mean difference between Gen Y and Gen Z for disability traits, with Gen Z valuing disability traits higher (M = 5.06, SD = 0.92) than Gen Y (M = 5.02, SD = 0.88), p = .029.
These findings support Hypothesis 1 (H1), indicating that expectations for the inclusion of LGBTQ+ (H1a), ethnic/racial diversity (H1b), and religious diversity (H1c) within higher education marketing significantly differ across generational cohorts. Gen Z indeed exhibited stronger value congruence for LGBTQ+ traits, confirming that these inclusivity aspects are viewed as integral to both the educational experience and broader societal justice by younger generations.


Figure 2 compares the mean values of value congruence for LGBTQ+, age, religion, disability, and race traits across three generational cohorts (X, Y, and Z), highlighting generational differences in the prioritisation and perceived importance of these diversity traits in higher education marketing.

5.1.7.2 Advocacy Intention of Minority Traits Across Generational Cohorts
Similar to the previous analysis,  a 5x3 mixed-factorial ANOVA was conducted to determine the effects of generational cohort (Gen X, Gen Y, Gen Z) and diversity traits (LGBTQ+, age, religion, disability, race) on advocacy intentions in higher education marketing. Advocacy intention scores for LGBTQ+, age, religion, disability, and race were also normally distributed (p > .05) as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk's test of normality, and there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's test for equality of variances, with p > .05 for all traits.
There was a statistically significant three-way interaction between generational cohort, diversity traits, and advocacy intentions, Pillai's Trace = .075, F(8, 828) = 4.005, p < .001, η² = .037. Statistical significance was accepted at the p < .05 level for simple two-way interactions and simple main effects. There was a statistically significant simple main effect of diversity traits within generational cohorts. For instance, Gen Z showed significantly higher advocacy intentions for LGBTQ+ traits (M = 4.82, SD = 1.03) compared to Gen X (M = 4.55, SD = 1.20), F(2, 416) = 5.269, p = .005. All simple pairwise comparisons were run for diversity traits across generational cohorts with a Bonferroni adjustment applied. Mean advocacy intention for disability was significantly higher in Gen Y (M = 4.96, SD = 0.99) compared to Gen X (M = 4.84, SD = 1.03), p = .005. There was also a statistically significant mean difference between Gen Y and Gen Z for racial diversity, with Gen Y valuing racial diversity higher (M = 4.74, SD = 0.95) than Gen Z (M = 4.34, SD = 1.13), p = .029 (illustrated in Figure 3).
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Figure 3 presents a comparative analysis of advocacy intentions for minority traits across Generational Cohorts X, Y, and Z. Overall, all generations demonstrate a moderate intention to advocate for minority traits, with mean scores ranging from 4.22 to 4.96 on a scale of 7.00.

These findings support Hypothesis 2 (H2), which posits a pronounced generational shift in the inclination to advocate for the rights and inclusion of LGBTQ+ individuals (H2a), ethnic/racial diversity (H2b), and religious diversity (H2c). Gen Z is more proactive in promoting and supporting these forms of diversity within higher education contexts, demonstrating higher advocacy intentions for LGBTQ+ traits compared to Gen X.
However, the results for disability and age-related traits provide mixed support for Hypothesis 3. While older generations did show higher value congruence for disability traits (H3a) and higher advocacy intentions for including disabled students (H3b), the differences were not as pronounced for older students (H3c, H3d). This suggests that while there is support for H3a and H3b, H3c and H3d require further investigation to fully understand the generational dynamics regarding the inclusion of older students in higher education.
5.1.7.3 Summary of Study 2 Findings
The analysis of value congruence and advocacy intentions across generational cohorts (Gen X, Gen Y, Gen Z) in higher education marketing reveals a complex interplay between these factors. Figure 2 demonstrates that Gen Z exhibits significantly higher value congruence for LGBTQ+ traits compared to Gen X and Gen Y, supporting Hypothesis 1 (H1), which indicates that expectations for the inclusion of LGBTQ+, ethnic/racial diversity, and religious diversity significantly differ across generational cohorts. This heightened value congruence among Gen Z underscores their perception of inclusivity as integral to both the educational experience and broader societal justice. One participant remarked, "There's a clear visibility of LGBTQ groups and events, which is reassuring to see as it wasn’t the case a few years ago," highlighting this generational shift towards inclusivity.
However, Figure 3 presents an intriguing contrast: despite high-value congruence for LGBTQ+ traits, Gen Z's advocacy intentions for religious diversity are significantly lower than those of Gen Y. This discrepancy suggests that while younger generations may recognise the importance of certain diversity traits (value congruence), it does not always translate into proactive advocacy (advocacy intention). This finding partially supports Hypothesis 2 (H2), which anticipated a generational shift in advocating for inclusivity, with Gen Z expected to be more proactive. While Gen Z does exhibit higher advocacy intentions for LGBTQ+ and ethnic/racial diversity, their lower advocacy for religious diversity indicates an intricate and selective approach to diversity advocacy. As one Gen Z participant mentioned, "It often feels like they're ticking boxes rather than fostering genuine inclusion," reflecting scepticism about the authenticity of some DEI efforts.
Furthermore, the lower advocacy intentions for religious diversity among older generations, particularly Gen X, suggest that historical and cultural contexts significantly influence advocacy behaviours. This observation aligns with Hypothesis 3 (H3), which proposed that older generations, due to their historical connections and experiences, would show a deeper appreciation for disability inclusion and advocate more strongly for it. While this holds true for disability traits, the expected advocacy for religious diversity (H3c and H3d) is less pronounced, highlighting a gap that requires further investigation. A Gen X participant noted, "Disability access is still an afterthought in some of the older campuses," pointing to a critical need for practical inclusivity that goes beyond mere policy statements.
The divergence between value congruence and advocacy intentions across generational cohorts indicates that HEIs must adopt a multifaceted approach in their DEI marketing strategies. They need to ensure that the values portrayed in their marketing align authentically with their institutional practices to bridge the gap between recognition of importance (value congruence) and proactive support (advocacy intention). This approach is crucial for fostering a genuinely inclusive environment that resonates across all generational cohorts, thereby enhancing engagement and support for DEI initiatives.
These findings underscore the importance of integrating generational perspectives into HEI DEI marketing strategies. By understanding the distinct ways in which different generational cohorts value and advocate for various diversity traits, HEIs can tailor their marketing efforts to better reflect the values and expectations of their diverse student body. This targeted approach will not only improve the effectiveness of DEI initiatives but also foster a more inclusive and supportive educational environment. As one participant from Gen Y emphasized, "There’s a clear visibility of LGBTQ groups and events, which is reassuring to see as it wasn’t the case a few years ago," tying back to the quantitative result that shows a generational shift in how DEI is valued. This dialogue between qualitative insights and quantitative evidence offers a comprehensive view of the dynamic landscape of DEI valuation across generations within UK higher education.
6.0 Study 3 - Quantitative Phase 2
Building on the findings from Studies 1 and 2, our objective in this section is to explore how Gen X, Y, and Z consumers evaluate and advocate for the inclusion of minority traits within Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) DEI marketing initiatives. We aim to empirically validate a model where the impact of DEI marketing on advocacy is mediated by value alignment and perceived authenticity. This offers strategic insights for optimising DEI marketing to effectively engage consumers and promote inclusivity within the educational sector.
6.1 The Mediating Role of Value Congruence and Authenticity in Marketing Appeal and Advocacy
Having examined how HEIs' DEI efforts are perceived across generations, we further explore the underlying motivations driving these perceptions in Gen X, Y, and Z and how these translate into tangible actions. Our study introduces a conceptual model centred around serial mediation by value congruence and perceived authenticity. Based on a comprehensive review of marketing and psychological literature, the model posits that DEI marketing messages influence consumer advocacy through an intricate sequential process. Initially, DEI initiatives must resonate with consumers on a personal value level, termed value congruence (Zhang & Bloemer, 2008). Subsequently, these messages must be perceived as genuine or authentically conveyed (Hernandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 2019; Papadopoulou et al., 2023).
This sequential mediation model is informed by findings that highlight the importance of emotional and moral appeals in marketing communications for initiating consumer engagement (Lindauer et al., 2020; Yousef et al., 2023). It further integrates the critical roles of value congruence and perceived authenticity in enhancing consumer responses (Jiang et al., 2022). For DEI marketing efforts in higher education to be truly effective, they must align with consumer values and be perceived as genuinely representing them, fostering a genuine connection and encouraging advocacy behaviours. Given this background, the study formulates the following hypothesis:
H4: Value congruence and perceived authenticity mediate the relationship between the appeal of DEI marketing initiatives and consumer advocacy for minority inclusion in higher education.
This hypothesis seeks to validate a model where DEI marketing's impact on advocacy is mediated through a two-step process of value alignment and authenticity perception.
6.2 Method 
Using the same experimental survey sample, method as in  2, Study 3 measured appeal using the scale developed by Bruner and Kumar (2000), while perceived authenticity was measured using the scale developed by Kapoor et al. (2023). Both measurements were conducted on a 7-point Likert scale. The reliability of the appeal measurement yielded a Cronbach's alpha of .80 and perceived authenticity and advocacy, Cronbach's alpha values were .76 and .79, respectively.
6.3 Data Analysis and Results
Study 2 extended the findings of Study 1 by exploring how the appeal of an advertisement's focal trait impacts consumer willingness to advocate for its inclusion. Using the Hayes PROCESS macro (Model 6) with a 95% confidence interval and 5,000 bootstrap samples, composite scores for ad appeal, value congruence, perceived ad authenticity, and advocacy intent were analysed(Figure 4). Results showed that ad appeal significantly predicts value congruence, explaining 68.8% of the variance (R² = .688, β = .675, p < .001). In predicting perceived ad authenticity, both ad appeal and value congruence were significant, accounting for 67.0% of the variance (R² = .670), with value congruence being the stronger predictor (β = .537, p < .001)(See Figure 4). Additionally, a significant interaction between ad appeal and value congruence suggested that value congruence moderates the relationship between ad appeal and perceived authenticity (F(1, 415) = 35.403, p < .001).
Regarding advocacy intention, the model incorporating ad appeal, value congruence, and perceived ad authenticity explained a substantial 79.8% of the variance (R² = .798). All predictors were significant, with ad appeal (β = .345, p < .001) and value congruence (β = .524, p < .001) being particularly impactful. The total effect of ad appeal on advocacy intention was notable (β = .754, p < .001), with both direct and indirect effects through value congruence and perceived ad authenticity being significant (β = .409, CI[.332, .486]).
Figure 4: Mediation Model of Ad Appeal on Advocacy Intention via Value Congruence and Perceived Authenticity
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Figure 4: Mediation model showing the influence of ad appeal on advocacy intention for the inclusion of the trait, mediated by value congruence and perceived authenticity. The model includes direct and indirect paths with standardised beta coefficients and significance levels (p < .001).

These findings underscore the crucial role of value congruence as a mediator, surpassing perceived authenticity, in the link between ad appeal and advocacy intention. This highlights the necessity for HEIs to develop promotional materials that are not only value-aligned but also authentically portrayed to effectively boost advocacy intentions for diversity initiatives. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 (H4) is supported, confirming that value congruence and perceived authenticity mediate the relationship between the appeal of DEI marketing initiatives and consumer advocacy.
6.3 Summary of Findings
The findings from Study 3 offer a comprehensive exploration of how DEI marketing initiatives resonate with different generational cohorts within UK higher education, focusing on the sequential mediation of value congruence and perceived authenticity in influencing advocacy intentions. The study substantiates that generational cohorts distinctly evaluate DEI portrayals, directly impacting their willingness to advocate for minority inclusion. For instance, one Gen Z participant expressed, "When I see university campaigns that actually reflect real diversity, it makes me feel like they understand what we're looking for in education today." This aligns with the study's findings where Gen Z showed the strongest response to DEI initiatives that mirrored their values and expectations of inclusivity and authenticity.
Similarly, a participant from Gen X highlighted the importance of authenticity in DEI portrayals: "I've seen too many superficial diversity statements. It’s the genuine efforts that count and make us believe in the institution's commitment." This reflects the study's outcome where the perceived authenticity of DEI marketing was found to significantly enhance advocacy intentions, serving as a critical mediator between value congruence and advocacy.
Furthermore, the study elucidates that while value congruence significantly influences advocacy intentions across all cohorts, its impact is most pronounced among Gen Y. "There's a real need for universities to align their DEI actions with their marketing if they want us to engage seriously," remarked a Gen Y participant, underscoring the pivotal role of aligning institutional DEI values with those of the target cohorts.
These insights are critical as they demonstrate that effective DEI marketing must not only engage generational cohorts through tailored communications that reflect authentic values but also ensure these values are genuinely represented in institutional practices. The consistent emphasis from participants on genuine and value-aligned DEI initiatives supports the study’s conclusion that higher education institutions need to adopt sophisticated, targeted strategies to foster a truly inclusive environment compelling enough to engage diverse generational cohorts in advocacy and support for DEI. Overall, the findings from Study 3 highlight the intricate relationship between generational values, perceived authenticity, and advocacy for DEI, providing crucial implications for policymakers and educational marketers aiming to enhance the inclusivity and appeal of higher education environments.

[bookmark: _Hlk161175721]7.0 Discussion and Conclusion
This investigation utilises generational cohort theory (Chauvel, 2010; Inglehart, 7; Strauss & Howe, 1991; Mannheim, 1972) alongside value congruence perspectives (Cable & Parsons, 2001; Edwards & Cable, 2009) to examine how DEI marketing by higher education institutions (HEIs) shapes public perceptions in the UK. The findings reveal that while ethno-racial and disability values are highly esteemed across generations, there are significant differences in the valuation of traits such as sexual orientation and religious beliefs. Younger generations, particularly Gen Z, demonstrate stronger advocacy for LGBTQ+ rights, reflecting a societal shift towards inclusivity. The study underscores the role of value congruence as a more robust moderator than perceived authenticity in influencing the relationship between ad appeal and advocacy intentions. This highlights the necessity of integrating intersectional diversity traits in HEI marketing to foster an enriching campus life and multifaceted community engagement.

7.1 Theoretical Implications
The analysis of value congruence across generational cohorts indicates that younger generations, particularly Gen Z, demonstrate a higher alignment with LGBTQ+ traits. This suggests that Gen Z views inclusivity in sexual orientation as integral to both educational and societal justice. Participant 2 highlighted this sentiment: "When I see my own struggles reflected in university policies and marketing, it feels like they truly understand and value my presence." Additionally, Gen Y and Gen Z show strong value congruence for disability traits, supporting the notion that younger cohorts are more attuned to inclusive practices. These findings align with existing studies that emphasise the increasing acceptance and support for LGBTQ+ rights among younger generations (Jeannet & Dražanová, 2023; Langdridge et al., 2023).

However, religious diversity shows lower value congruence among older generations, where personal experience over religious authority shapes Gen X's lower advocacy for religious diversity. This finding aligns with Beaudoin's (1998) research, which highlights Gen X's preference for personal experience over institutional religious authority. Additionally, the lower advocacy intention for religious diversity among older generations suggests that HEIs need to develop more inclusive and relatable narratives to engage this demographic effectively (Beaudoin, 1998; Miller & Miller, 2000).

Contrastingly, advocacy intentions reveal that while Gen Y has high advocacy intentions for disability and racial diversity, Gen Z shows lower advocacy intentions for racial diversity compared to Gen Y. This discrepancy suggests that although Gen Z values racial diversity, their proactive advocacy might be influenced by other factors not captured solely by value congruence. Further investigation into additional moderating variables, such as perceived efficacy of advocacy efforts, is needed. Participant 5 noted, "I've noticed more positive portrayals, but they still feel somewhat tokenistic at times," indicating a potential gap between value alignment and advocacy action. These findings align with Bardhan and Gower's (2022) study on the role of leadership in fostering inclusivity and diversity.

7.2 Practical Implications
From a practical standpoint, these findings underscore the importance of aligning DEI marketing strategies with generational values to foster advocacy intentions effectively. For instance, marketing campaigns that highlight authentic LGBTQ+ and disability narratives are likely to resonate more with Gen Z and Gen Y, enhancing their engagement and support for DEI initiatives. The divergence between value congruence and advocacy intentions points to a critical area for improvement in DEI marketing: ensuring that promotional content not only aligns with the values of different generational cohorts but also effectively mobilises them towards advocacy. For HEIs, this means creating campaigns that go beyond superficial inclusion, embedding genuine narratives that reflect the lived experiences and challenges of minority groups. Participant 7 remarked, "Physical disabilities are acknowledged, but there’s less proactive engagement to adapt or innovate beyond basic compliance." This approach is vital for fostering a supportive and inclusive campus environment that appeals to all generational cohorts.

7.3 Conclusion
In conclusion, the interplay between value congruence and advocacy intentions across generational cohorts highlights the intricate dynamics of DEI marketing in higher education. The findings indicate that younger generations exhibit higher value congruence and advocacy for LGBTQ+ and disability traits, while older generations show mixed advocacy intentions for disability traits despite high-value congruence. Additionally, the findings from Study 3 underscore the crucial role of value congruence as a mediator, surpassing perceived authenticity, in the link between ad appeal and advocacy intention. This confirms that value congruence and perceived authenticity mediate the relationship between the appeal of DEI marketing initiatives and consumer advocacy. These insights underscore the need for HEIs to adopt tailored and authentic DEI marketing strategies that resonate with generational values, fostering a more inclusive and engaged academic community.

7.4 Study Limitations and Future Directions
This study, a pioneering qualitative and quantitative assessment of DEI marketing in higher education, acknowledges limitations such as its focus on White British participants and the need for broader demographic and cultural inclusion in future research. Expanding the scope to include more diverse traits such as linguistic diversity and socioeconomic status would deepen understanding of DEI initiatives' resonance with target audiences. Future research should test the model across varied cultural settings and demographic cohorts, incorporating additional factors like social norms to further elucidate consumer advocacy for DEI in higher education.

In summary, while this study provides foundational insights into DEI marketing dynamics in higher education, it highlights the need for continuous refinement in engaging diverse consumer bases through targeted DEI strategies. The identified limitations and future research directions underscore the ongoing journey towards a more inclusive and equitable educational landscape.
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Appendix 1A: Experimental Survey Stimuli for Diverse and Inclusive Higher Education Marketing Campaigns(using a library context)
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Explore our diverse and inclusive library, emphasising LGBTQ+ support and collaboration. Whether you seek a quiet study area or vibrant teamwork, we celebrate your unique journey. Join our inclusive community, where your voice matters in a space that champions diversity, equality, and inclusion. Together, let's build a brighter future. Join us today.
	
 Discover our welcoming library, focused on supporting physical disabilities and fostering collaboration. Find the perfect spot, from serene study spaces to lively group areas. Your unique path is valued in our community, which prioritises diversity, equality, and inclusion. Let's create a better future together. Join us now! 

	[image: A group of people studying in a library
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 Discover our diverse and inclusive library, with a focus on supporting and fostering collaboration among individuals from various religious backgrounds. Whether you're in search of a tranquil study spot or an energetic teamwork environment, we celebrate your distinct path. Join our inclusive community, where your voice holds significance in a space that promotes diversity, equality, and inclusion. Together, let's shape a brighter future. Join us today!
	
Explore our diverse and inclusive library, emphasising ethno-racial differences support and collaboration. Whether you seek a quiet study area or vibrant teamwork, we celebrate your unique journey. Join our inclusive community, where your voice matters in a space that champions diversity, equality, and inclusion. Together, let us build a brighter future. Join us today!

	

	
Discover our wide-ranging and inclusive library, focusing on fostering support and collaboration among people of varying ages. Whether you're in search of a tranquil study environment or an energetic atmosphere for teamwork, we wholeheartedly embrace your path. Become part of our inclusive community, where your voice holds significance in a setting that champions diversity, equity, and inclusion. Together, let's work towards creating a brighter tomorrow. Join us today!



The figure showcases the various stimuli and emphasises support and collaboration among minority groups. Each advertisement highlights the commitment to LGBTQ+ inclusion, physical disabilities, religious diversity, ethno-racial differences, and varying ages. 


Figure 2: Comparison Value Congruence of the Traits Across Generational Cohorts(X, Y and Z)

X	
LGBTQ+	Age	Religion	Disability	Race	4.5456989247311839	4.7258064516129057	4.5295698924731189	4.6989247311827969	4.7697132616487465	Y	
LGBTQ+	Age	Religion	Disability	Race	4.7968749999999991	4.9359374999999988	4.7046874999999986	5.0588541666666664	4.9697916666666666	Z	
LGBTQ+	Age	Religion	Disability	Race	4.8192771084337345	4.9096385542168672	4.9126506024096388	5.0150602409638552	5.0632530120481922	Generational Cohorts


Mean Values




2

image1.png
Generational Cohorts: Value
(Gen X, GenY, Gen 2) Congruence

~

Ethno-racial Diversity

Religious Diversity
Physical Disable Diversity >{ Advocacy Intention for
Sexual Orientation Diversity inclusion of the trait

Age diversity





image2.png
Axis Title

52

«

-
3

-
&

IS
S

-
9

-

28

Figure 3: Comparison of Advocacy Intention for Traits Across Generational Cohorts
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