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Abstract


This study aims to identify the influence of Generation X and Generation Y on green buying behavior in the Indian context. Based on social cognitive theory and the generational cohort theory, the authors test the impact of Perceived Environmental Responsibility and Social Media Information Sharing on the relationship between Generation X and Y cohorts and their green buying behavior. This study uses the Quan-Qual approach to triangulate the results. A structured questionnaire was used to collect data from 427 respondents, and the hypotheses were tested with covariance-based structural equation modeling using AMOS software (AMOS 26 software). To probe further into the findings, in-depth interviews were conducted with 60 respondents from Gen X and Gen Y cohort groups, and the data were analyzed using NVIVO software. The findings reveal that the Gen X cohort seems to engage more in green buying behavior compared to the Gen Y cohort. Also, Social Media Information Sharing mediates the green buying behavior for Gen X and moderates it for Gen Y. Moreover, the qualitative inquiry confirms that the Perceived Environmental Responsibility of both Gen X and Gen Y cohorts does not significantly impact their green buying behavior.
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1. Introduction


Members of a generational cohort have distinct beliefs, values, and attitudes [1] that shape their behavior. Diprose et al. [2] stated that each generation possesses unique values and characteristics regarding consumption behavior. Understanding these disparities among cohorts could be helpful for marketers in effectively positioning products and services in their respective segments [3]. Individual consumption patterns have significantly changed in recent years due to a greater emphasis on environmental concerns, leading to green consumerism [4]. Surprisingly, extant research [5,6,7] has focused largely on the green consumption patterns of Generation Z (born between 1996 and 2007). Our literature search has found that there is a dearth of research studies linking the Generation X (Gen X born between 1956 and 1980) and Generation Y (Gen Y born between 1981 and 1995) cohorts on Green Buying Behavior (GBB). Our study aims to fill this void in the literature. Further, our research purposively excludes the Generation Z cohort (hereafter, Gen Z) as this cohort group consists of mainly students [8], who possess marginal buying power due to inadequate financial capacity. Therefore, we focus on Gen X and Gen Y.



Prior studies largely focused on generational cohorts of Western countries (from the USA and Europe), and the present study is performed in the Indian context to examine any pertinent differences caused by diverse and complex cultures with a multitude of languages, customs, religions, and practices [9]. Also, India is now the world’s most populous country, the fifth-largest economy [10], and has a strong consumer base with purchasing power that is on par with the United States and China [11]. Therefore, performing research on the green consumption patterns of Gen X and Gen Y cohorts in the Indian context could be of paramount importance to academia and practitioners, and our research aims to do the same.



Moslehpour et al. [12] found that Gen Y consumers have favorable attitudes toward green packaging, and awareness of green marketing exerts the most substantial influence on purchasing intentions. Interestingly, studies reported that the conversion of such purchase intentions into actual purchases is not always evident in the green purchase context [13]. Therefore, employing “purchase behavior” rather than “purchase intention” looks more logical [14], and thus our study employed GBB. There are only a few studies to our knowledge that tested the relationship between generational cohorts and GBB for the Gen Y and Gen Z cohorts. Dilotsotlhe [15] reported that attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control positively influence GBB for Gen Y consumers. Osarodion Ogiemwonyi [16] found that green environmental awareness, green product trust, green product value, green price sensitivity, and green behavioral control positively influence the GBB of Gen Y cohorts. Casalegno et al. [17] found in their recent study that age influences green product choices, whereas perceived communication effectiveness and environmental concerns determine GBB. While this study bears some similarities to ours, there are notable distinctions. We examine a direct correlation between Gen X and Y and GBB. Additionally, we consider Social Media Information Sharing (SMIS) and Perceived Environmental Responsibility (PER) as moderators and mediators between generational cohorts and GBB. Moreover, this study was performed in India.



Social media plays a key role in creating green awareness. Consumers may tend to visit social media platforms to share their personal experiences, opinions, and knowledge with potential audiences, thereby influencing eco-friendly behaviors [18]. Panopoulos et al. [19] suggest that individuals’ concerns about the environment, along with user-generated content on social media platforms and eco-labeling, can significantly influence the green purchase intentions of Gen Z consumers. Further, Agrawal [20] revealed that Gen Y cohorts consider the shopping experiences shared on social media by their peer group to help their buying decisions, and Gen Z gives importance to the reviews and ratings available on social media before making a purchase. Furthermore, Sun and Xing [21] demonstrated that sharing information on social media positively influences Gen Z’s purchase intention. The growing importance of individuals’ perceived responsibility to protect the environment has led to a significant rise in environmentally friendly consumer attitudes and behaviors among consumers [22]. Čapienė et al. [23] found that perceived responsibility is the most important internal factor that positively influences consumers’ sustainable consumption. Similarly, Zhao and An [24] empirically found that Gen Z cohorts in China have stronger sustainable purchase intentions in light of corporate environmental responsibility behaviors. Surprisingly, the direct relationship between PER and GBB reveals inconsistent results in the literature, with positive [23] and non-significant [25] findings and our study can validate them.



Although studies have tested the direct effect between generational cohorts and buying behavior [9,26,27], it will be interesting to examine the moderating influence of SMIS between Gen X and Gen Y cohorts and GBB. Social media exposure among cohorts can vary its influence on purchase behavior; thus, there is evidence that social media enhances GBB. Nevertheless, no study to date has tested the moderating role of SMIS between generational cohorts and GBB. This is an important contribution to our study. Similarly, PER can also moderate the link between generational cohorts and GBB as the environmental responsibility of individuals can alter the relationship between generational cohorts and GBB. To our knowledge, our study is the first to examine PER as a moderator on the link between generational cohorts and GBB, marking another significant contribution. Therefore, we pose the following as our first research question (RQ).



RQ1: Can the level of SMIS and PER vary across cohorts and alter the Gen X– and Gen Y–GBB relationship?



If social media exposure boosts green product sales, then it is a viable option for firms to focus exclusively on social media. Therefore, social media has the potential to impact the GBB, making it a crucial tool for both marketers and academics. Examining the mediating effect of SMIS will be intriguing, as it exposes cohorts who log into social media to content about green products, potentially motivating them to buy them. This is another contribution to our study. Likewise, PER can mediate the link between generational cohorts and GBB. The cohort members, when exposed to content associated with green products, can trigger the purchase of green products due to PER. Therefore, our study introduces a second research question.



RQ2: Do the generational cohorts develop GBB through social media exposure and perceived environmental responsibilities?



The level of social media exposure varies among cohorts, and thus it will be intriguing to understand the mediating role of SMIS. Further, there is a call for such studies; Ivanova et al. [28] pointed out the need for further investigation into the role of social media in promoting responsible consumption behaviors among cohorts. The results reveal that Gen X influences the GBB and SMIS to moderate (and mediate) the link between X and Y. To our surprise, the results showed that PER was neither a mediator nor a moderator. To probe further into these non-significant relationships, we conducted qualitative research.




2. Theoretical Underpinning and Hypotheses’ Development


The Generational Cohort Theory categorizes customers into segments known as cohorts, and each cohort has similar experiences with social, economic, political, and cultural phenomena due to factors such as economic shifts, technological advancements, and societal disruptions [29]. These factors affect the cohort’s values, attitudes, and beliefs distinctly, thus separating one cohort from the other [30]. Consumers in cohorts develop congruent behaviors acquired collectively during their formative (or early) developmental stages [31], which persist throughout their lifetimes and influence their decision-making processes [32]. In an emerging postmodern society, an increasing cohort of consumers shows a willingness to attribute their consumption practices to environmental concerns, concurrently expressing environmental concerns in their consumption choices [28]. Because sustainable consumption choices are discretionary [33], a comprehensive exploration of the underlying factors that influence consumer behavior in this domain is required.



A combination of internal and external factors shapes the multifaceted process of behavioral change [34], with both dimensions deeply influencing consumer behavior [35]. Intrinsic cues, driven by an individual’s inner needs, often play a more substantial role than external stimuli in shaping purchase decisions [35]. Schiffman [36] argued that external factors, also known as environmental influences, are equally important because they have an impact on consumer behavior. The Social Cognitive Theory [37] understands the complex interplay between intrinsic and extrinsic factors of sustainable consumption. It stresses the importance of both intrinsic stimuli, comprising of personal factors like a sense of responsibility towards the environment, and external factors, which include environmental elements like social media, in shaping choices of sustainable consumption [38,39]. The intrinsic motivational factor in our study is PER, which reflects a sense of duty or obligation towards environment and also serves as a predictor of ecological behaviors [40]. Similarly, SMIS has the potential to promote sustainability and environmentally friendly behaviors, and is considered an extrinsic motivational factor in our study [41]. Consequently, the proposed model (refer to Figure 1) explores the relationship between generational cohorts and GBB, with PER and SMIS mediating and moderating this relationship.



2.1. Generational Cohorts and Green Buying Behavior (GBB)


Individuals of identical age form generational cohorts, which share a consistent set of cultural characteristics and perceive themselves as interconnected [42]. In behavioral studies, the use of generational cohorts extends to the examination of group behavior, encompassing both their roles as producers in the public sphere and consumers in the private sphere [43]. While extant research has predominantly concentrated on generational cohorts within the purview of their professional domains, exploring facets like work engagement, leadership behavior, and work ethics [44,45,46], it is crucial to acknowledge the equally consequential dimension of their role as consumers. Recognition of this dimension becomes imperative, given that consumption habits exert a direct influence on production processes [47]. Consumer studies research scholars are increasingly emphasizing the investigation of green consumption in generational studies, underscoring the significance of environmentally conscious consumer habits in preserving and sustaining ecological balance for future generations [48]. Thus, the concept of green buying behavior came into existence, defined as a consumer’s preference to buy products that do not harm the environment [49]. Drawing from the literature, it is evident that each generational cohort has distinct consumer perceptions toward green products [50]. Thus, conducting generational studies becomes crucial in comprehending their GBB in the context of the contemporary landscape.



Gen X, often denoted as the post-boomers or shadow generation [51], tends to value thrifty consumer behavior, demonstrating caution with limited resources, and prioritizing purchasing options aimed at ensuring a better life for the future generation [52]. Conversely, Gen Y, also known as Millennials [53], may exhibit less conservative consumer tendencies but display a greater inclination towards sustainable consumption. They prioritize aspects that directly concern themselves over considerations for children or families [2]. This dichotomy underscores the potential for mixed motives and inherent contradictions in the perception of sustainable consumption across these two generations [54]. Furthermore, Lim et al. [55] emphasized the importance of analyzing the transitional generational perspective of Gen X and Gen Y, given that Gen X is now part of the aging population and Gen Y is no longer a young consumer, as their evolving needs and preferences are bound to influence their consumption behaviors. Thus, based on the above arguments, we propose the hypothesis that:



H1: 

Gen X and Gen Y consumers have a positive influence on green buying behavior.






2.2. Perceived Environmental Responsibility (PER)


Perceived environmental responsibility refers to “a state in which a person expresses an intention to take action directed toward remediation of environmental problems—acting not as an individual consumer with his or her economic interests but through the lens of a citizen-consumer concept for societal and environmental well-being” [7] (p.601). Environmental responsibility can reflect individuals’ spiritual qualities (courage, perseverance, self-restraint, and public spirit) leading to an orientation towards nature [56] and act as an intrinsic motivator, influencing individuals’ behaviors regarding ecological problems [57].



Prior studies primarily concentrated on the influence of corporate environmental responsibility on green consumerism rather than PER. For example, Vu et al. [58] found that environmental corporate social responsibility initiatives were strongly and positively correlated with attitudes towards green products. Similarly, a study by Chuah et al. [59] found that a positive corporate social responsibility brand fit will enhance sustainable customer engagement behavior. Moisescu and Gică [59] found that corporate environmental responsibility impacts customer loyalty more for Gen Y, whereas the social facet of corporate responsibility is more pertinent for customers who belong to the Gen X cohort. Thus, research sporadically discusses whether consumers’ responsibility towards the environment can be a motivational factor for their purchasing behavior towards environmentally friendly products. Individuals with a higher PER can involve in activities that minimize environmental harm [60], and their environmental concerns may prompt them to purchase environmentally friendly products [61]. Gen X individuals are more concerned about the environment, and thus they are inclined to participate in pro-environmental activities [62]. Similarly, Gen Y individuals understand the seriousness of climate change and feel responsible for environmental protection [63]. Consequently, the shared environmental responsibility and concern of Gen X and Gen Y individuals may significantly influence their adoption of green purchasing habits. Thus, we propose the hypothesis:



H2: 

Perceived environmental responsibility positively mediates the relationship between Gen X and Gen Y and their green buying behavior.





Individuals who demonstrate environmental responsibility are more inclined to engage in pro-environmental behavior than others [64]. Also, when individuals act responsibly in safeguarding the environment, they are more aware of the green attributes of the products [65]. Thus, Gen X and Gen Y individuals with a high level of environmental responsibility are more likely to show a favorable attitude toward green purchases [66,67], on the other hand Gen X and Gen Y individuals with a lower level of environmental responsibility may reduce the strength of this relationship. Thus, we propose our third hypothesis:



H3: 

Perceived environmental responsibility moderates the relationship between Gen X and Gen Y and their green buying behavior, such that a higher or lower perceived environmental responsibility results in a positive or negative relationship between Gen X and Gen Y and their green buying behavior.






2.3. Social Media Information Sharing (SMIS)


The ability of environmentally responsible consumers to engage in green consumption is contingent upon access to pertinent information [68], and notably, social media technologies (e.g., social networking sites, blogs, forums, wikis, and microblogging tools) have emerged as a dependable and acceptable medium for the dissemination of information [69]. Social media platforms act as an important extrinsic environmental factor as per the tenets of social cognitive theory, they can be used to understand how people’s behavior changes when these communications affect their thinking process [34,70]. While the concept of social media information sharing is still evolving within academia [71], these platforms have become essential for disseminating information on events like disasters or public health crises such as COVID-19 and thereby become instrumental in creating awareness and facilitating support [72,73]. Additionally, individuals also indulge in information sharing on these social networking sites to influence their consumption patterns. In the realm of consumption decisions, research has confirmed that sharing information on social media platforms facilitates the acquisition of skills, knowledge, and attitudes essential for consumer participation in the marketplace [74]. E-word of mouth dominates in the context of green purchasing decisions [75], facilitated by social media platforms that share sustainable information and messages [76]. Social media’s influence on GBB is particularly significant among different generational cohorts. Gen X is known as “digital immigrants”, as they had to adapt to technology later in their lives, while Gen Y is known as “digital natives”, as they grew up in a digital environment [77]. Analysis of social media usage trends revealed that Gen X users primarily obtain information from online websites and blogs, leading to sustainable buying behavior, while Gen Y users devote more time to social media platforms, allowing their online peer group to influence their sustainable consumption [78,79,80]. Therefore, their familiarity with social media can mediate green buying decisions for Gen X and Gen Y. We thus frame the fourth hypothesis as follows:



H4: 

Social media information sharing positively mediates the relationship between Gen X and Gen Y and their green buying behavior.





The time consumers spend on these social media platforms influences their buying behavior [81]. Social media offers a digital space for individuals to discuss and share their ideas [82], and the way people engage on these platforms may vary and can influence their attitudes and behaviors toward the consumption of green products [83]. Thus, Gen X and Y individuals who engage in higher levels of information sharing on these social media platforms may have a favorable impact on green purchases [84], on the other hand Gen X and Y individuals with low levels of social media interaction and information sharing may otherwise impact the strength of this relationship. Based on the aforementioned observations, we propose the following hypothesis:



H5: 

Social media information sharing moderates the relationship between Gen X and Gen Y and their green buying behavior, such that a higher or lower level of social media information sharing results in a positive or negative relationship.







3. Methodology


3.1. Study 1: Quantitative


Our research performed quantitative research followed by qualitative research, hence using a mixed-method approach as was employed in [85]. This quantitative study aims to estimate the hypothesized model using structural equation modeling. A cross-sectional research design was used and the sample comprised cohorts of Generations X and Y of India. Quantitative analysis was initially carried out using SPSS 26 software.



3.1.1. Data Collection


The respondents of this study are Gen X and Y and this study borrowed reflective scales from the existing literature. Green buying behavior (GBB) was measured using a five-item scale taken from the research of Paço et al. [86]. The study by Lee [87] provided the items for measuring the perceived environmental responsibility (PER) construct, which Mark and Law [88] also used. We adopted three items from Sun and Xing’s [21] study to measure social media information sharing (SMIS). We measured all the scales using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree).



The questionnaire consists of twelve items measuring three constructs, namely, GBB, PER, and SMIS. Income was used as a control variable, aligning with prior studies [89,90]. The data collection was carried out from February to May 2023. A total of 500 questionnaires were distributed to potential respondents via popular social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, and WhatsApp. The participants were selected based on their age because it was aimed to collect a representative sample. To maximize the respondents’ participation, periodic reminders were sent, as suggested by Harindranath and Sivakumaran [91]. A total of 427 filled-in questionnaires were collected, with a response rate of 85%. The representativeness of our chosen sample was ensured by performing a nonparametric chi-square test (χ2) between generational cohorts and gender (p-value = 0.815), education (p-value = 0.769), and occupation (p-value = 0.360). These results suggest that the selected sample shows representativeness. Also, we looked at the percentage of Gen X and Gen Y in the population (Lissitsa & Kol, 2016) and compared it to the samples we chose. The results showed that the samples were mostly made up of the same people, which suggests that the samples were representative.




3.1.2. Results of the Quantitative Study


The descriptive statistics were computed using SPSS 26 and are presented below in Table 1.



Table 1 contains information about the gender, age, education, occupation, and monthly income of the respondents. The data were analyzed in sequence, based on the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing [92], which states that the analysis should commence with the measurement model, followed by structural model estimation. The measurement model is estimated using confirmatory factor analysis and it is followed by structural model estimation, and these analyses are performed using AMOS software. The predictor variable (generational cohorts) is categorical, and coded in the following manner: Gen X (coded as 1) and Gen Y (coded as 0—reference category) [93,94].




3.1.3. Common Method Bias


When independent variables (IV) and dependent variables (DV) come from the same source, common method bias (CMB) becomes a problem. We used both pre hoc and post hoc approaches. We carry out pre hoc tasks during the questionnaire development process, such as eliminating ambiguity in the questions and verifying the absence of duplicate questions, among other things. We employ statistical control approaches in the post hoc phase. This study performed Harman’s single-factor test using exploratory factor analysis in SPSS, and the results show that the variance in the first factor (44%) is less than the threshold value of 50% [95]. Additionally, this study conducted a common latent factor model test using AMOS, revealing nearly identical model fit parameters with and without the method factor [96,97]. The results of these two statistical techniques suggest that the CMB may not be an issue.




3.1.4. Measurement Model


Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the reliability and validity of the measurement model. The model fit for the measurement model is as follows. The χ2/df = 1.472 (p > 0.05) and the value of χ2/df is lower than the cut-off value of 3 [98]. The Comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.995, the Incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.995 exceeds the threshold value of 0.95 [99], and the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.993 exceeds the threshold value of 0.90 [100]. The standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) = 0.0212 (cut-off value is 0.08) and the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) score = 0.033 and its cut-off value is <0.06 [99], suggesting that the measurement model has an excellent fit.



The results of the convergent and discriminant validity, standardized factor loadings, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Composite Reliability (CR), along with mean and standard deviation, are given in Table 2.



The standardized factor loadings (λ) for all the items in this study were found to be greater than 0.60, and all the constructs in this study demonstrated satisfactory levels of reliability (CR > 0.7) [94]. The AVE value of all constructs exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.50, as suggested by Fornell and Larcker [101], confirming this study constructs’ convergent validity. According to Fornell and Larcker [101], the AVE values for each factor exceeded the squared intercorrelations with other factors, indicating discriminant validity. Therefore, the measurement model’s reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity support its adequacy.




3.1.5. Structural Model Results


After the measurement model assessment, the analysis moved on to the estimation of the structural model. The χ2/df = 1.328 (p > 0.05) and the value of χ2/df is less than the cut-off value of 3 [98]. The Comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.996, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.966, and Incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.995 exceeding the threshold value of 0.95. The standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) = 0.025 (cut-off value is <0.08) and the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) score = 0.028 and its cut-off value is <0.06. [99], suggest that the structural model has an excellent fit. Controlling for Income, the coefficient for GBB was not statistically significant (β = −0.088, p > 0.1).




3.1.6. Moderation, Direct and Indirect Effect Results


The structural model analysis was conducted to test the hypotheses using maximum likelihood estimation (refer to Table 3). The results show a positive relationship between GC and GBB (β = 0.311, p < 0.001), supporting H1. This suggests that Gen X consumers have a higher association towards the purchase of environmentally friendly products compared to Gen Y consumers. Though not hypothesized, we report the results of direct effects. The relation between GC and PER is not significant (β = −0.047; p > 0.1); there is a significant relationship between GC and SMIS (β = 0.311; p < 0.001); a non-significant relationship exists between PER and GBB (β = −0.027; p > 0.1); and the relationship between SMIS and GBB is significant (β = 0.331; p < 0.001).



The mediation is performed using 5000 bootstrap samples. PER does not mediate the relationship between GC and GBB (β = 0.000; p > 0.1; 95% CI = −0.007 to 0.009), thus not supporting hypothesis H2. The moderation of PER on GC and GBB is also not significant (B = −0.010; p = 0.9); hence, hypothesis H3 is not supported. The relationship between generational cohorts and GBB is mediated by SMIS (β = 0.103; p < 0.001; 95% CI = 0.072 to 0.142), which signifies a partial mediation [102] (H4 is supported). SMIS negatively moderates the relationship between GC and GBB (B = −1.209; p < 0.001), supporting H5; thus, Gen Y demonstrates a profound moderating effect compared with Gen X, whereas Gen X shows marginal moderation, as shown in Figure 2.



To further probe the interaction effect, we performed a flood light analysis using the Johnson–Neyman method presented in Table 4 in line with the study by Harindranath and Sivakumaran [91]. For a smaller level of SMIS, the interaction effect is stronger and diminishes as the value of SMIS increases. The positive value of the interaction term favors Gen X and the negative interaction value favors Gen Y, suggesting that the two cohorts do not possess the same level of motivation towards environmentally friendly products.





3.2. Study 2: Qualitative Study


The follow-up qualitative study aimed to elaborate on the results of the quantitative study and gain a deeper understanding of how perceived environmental responsibility and social media information sharing influence green buying behavior among Gen X and Gen Y cohorts. Some unexpected findings in our quantitative study prompted exploration through qualitative research.



3.2.1. Data Collection


We gathered qualitative data via semi-structured, in-depth interviews with 60 respondents using a purposive sampling approach [103]. We propose a screening question to identify suitable respondents. We asked screening questions to determine whether respondents belong to Gen X or Y, and we did not entertain any respondents not belonging to these cohorts. A few experts developed and vetted open-ended questions to elicit information during in-depth interviews. This study conducted interviews between June and July 2023, a period of two months, with 60 respondents (30 each from Gen X and Y). Two bilingual experts, well-versed in both English and local languages, conducted interviews in vernacular languages and converted the interview transcripts to English using back-to-back translation [104]. The questionnaire for in-depth interviews is presented in Table 5.



We informed the participants about this study’s purpose and goals, and we explained what green products are. The NVIVO software systematized, condensed, and sorted the interview transcripts into preliminary categories, and then coded them using content analysis. We employed content analysis to examine and describe the interview data [105]. We identified the interview transcripts with participant identification numbers and redacted other identifiable information [106]. We derived a coding framework based on our prior research questions. Each transcript was encoded by the primary coder. Fellow researchers reviewed and analyzed the interview transcripts to ensure the material’s confirmability [107]. We then used an iterative process of decontextualization and recontextualization to analyze the coded dataset and extract its meaning [108]. The questionnaire for the in-depth interview is available in the appendix.




3.2.2. Results of Qualitative Study


We conducted interviews with both Gen X and Gen Y consumers to understand their green purchasing habits and the motivations behind these choices. Initially, we analyzed the transcripts from Gen X consumers. It was clear that they prioritized purchasing green products, largely driven by health concerns related to aging. Many experienced health issues due to environmental degradation, prompting them to purchase green products, particularly organic food. Interviewee 47 echoes this sentiment as she shares her health motivations:




“I strive for a healthy lifestyle, and eating organic food products has improved my health”. Additionally, I drive an electric car because I suffered from asthma for the past 15 years, and my doctor attributed it to pollution. “By using green products, I am making a small contribution to reducing pollution”.





Furthermore, Gen X consumers expressed a strong sense of responsibility towards future generations. They are acutely aware of the environmental challenges and feel compelled to make sustainable choices to ensure a better world for their future generations. Interviewee 23 expressed this concern, saying,




“We’ve been abusing our environment for quite some time, knowingly or unknowingly. I’m worried about whether we’ll leave a clean and sustainable world for our children. While I cannot halt environmental degradation completely, I believe we can at least try to preserve the environment for a better future by consuming green products. I’m hopeful for positive change in the coming years”.





In similar lines, Interviewee 11 also expressed, “For the past two to three years, I have switched from using conventional cooking oil to marasekku oil (cold-pressed oil from natural nuts, vegetables, or seeds, using an age-old mill called “chekku” in local language). The chekku or oil mill is close to my house… I prefer to buy such green products because I always believe in protecting nature, which will protect our family’s health and future generations…



Furthermore, among Gen X consumers, there is a discernible trend toward green products, apart from organic food. This includes adopting eco-friendly household items, such as biodegradable cleaning supplies and recycled paper products. This holistic approach reflects their commitment to minimizing impact on the environment in various ways, aiming for a sustainable lifestyle that aligns with their values of conservation and responsible consumption. For instance, Interviewee 58 remarked:




“I’ve noticed that my priorities have shifted over the years. It’s not just organic food; I’m trying to use green products in every aspect of my life. For instance, I’ve switched to using eco-friendly household products like biodegradable cleaning supplies, garbage, and recycled paper products. I believe that every little bit helps when it comes to reducing our environmental footprint”.





Examining the transcripts from the Gen Y cohort reveals that these consumers gravitate towards green products that provide uniqueness and style. Interviewee 6 highlighted their inclination towards innovative and eco-friendly products.




“……I have a 6-month baby. Recently, when I visited a shop, I found a bamboo diaper that is both healthy for the baby and the environment. Such unique and innovative products are very attractive to buy, and I also recommend them to my friends……”





Likewise, Interviewee 13 echoed a similar sentiment, stating, “I always prefer to buy unique products. One such product I came across is the vetiver (perennial grass of India) slippers. I have been using it for the past two months. It feels very good for my heel and also good for the environment to use such eco-friendly products…”.



In exploring the perspectives of Gen Y consumers, it becomes clear that many feel dissatisfied with the limited assortments of green products available to them. A majority of respondents voiced concerns about the inadequate variety when it comes to environmentally friendly options. For instance, there is frustration over the sparse availability of brands manufacturing electric vehicles, which restricts choices for consumers interested in reducing their environmental impact. Furthermore, many people perceive some green products, like solar panels and organic items, as expensive and not widely commercialized, rendering them inaccessible. This scarcity poses a significant challenge for Gen Y consumers striving to make sustainable purchasing decisions amidst the current market landscape. Interviewee 29 echoed these concerns, highlighting the dissatisfaction among Gen Y consumers with the limited availability of green products:




“… My friends, the majority of them, feel that they don’t have enough green brand choices to choose from. For example, if I want to buy an electric vehicle, there are only a few brands available, so making a choice becomes difficult. Additionally, certain environmentally friendly products are not readily available. For instance, solar panels come at a high cost and are not widely commercialized. There are only a few brands available for green products, which makes it difficult for us to choose or purchase them if their availability is limited”.





In terms of perceived environmental responsibility, both Gen X and Gen Y individuals confirm their concerns about the environment and take steps to mitigate environmental impact. However, this commitment to environmental consciousness often does not translate into consistent purchasing behaviors for green products. For instance, Gen X Interviewee 34 (a housewife) highlighted her effort to support the environment:




“I am a housewife, so I don’t get out much to contribute to the environment beyond my home. That’s why I started doing home gardening and using organic manure from my vegetable waste…… Yes, I acknowledge there are organic products available in stores. But when it comes to buying them, I’m unsure if they’re truly organic…… We are unaware of their natural growth methods or their source. At home, our gardening practices are environment-friendly, because we use vegetable waste for producing organic manure”.





This quote illustrates the skepticism surrounding commercial organic products. The preference is given to homemade organic foods over those commercially available in the shop.



Similarly, Interviewee 57, who is currently serving as the president of an apartment complex, reflected:




“I’ve taken the initiative to plant trees in our vicinity to contribute positively to the environment. ……… I have doubts about the organic brands available on the market. Products packaged in stores don’t instill confidence in their organic claims. Instead, I prefer purchasing from vendors who grow vegetables in their backyards. This way, I can ensure the authenticity of the products I buy”.





Similarly, Gen Y individuals also express skepticism about the authenticity and reliability of green products. For example, Interviewee 4 stated:




“…if I find any plastics on the ground or seashore, I don’t shy away from picking them up and putting them in the proper dust bin, and I contribute this way to the environment rather than buying green products, of which I don’t know whether they are organic and chemical-friendly……”.





Additionally, Interviewee 19 reflected on the environmental impact of their purchasing decisions.




“You could say I’m purchasing and charging an electric car, which increases my electricity consumption. However, in India, electricity primarily comes from thermal or nuclear power, which still pollutes the environment. Unless there’s a widespread shift to renewable energy sources, purchasing these items doesn’t make much of a difference”.





These perspectives from both Gen X and Gen Y individuals show that they prefer to act in a responsible way to protect the environment rather than purchasing organic or green products.



Social media has significantly influenced the purchasing behavior of Gen X and Y consumers for green products.



For Gen X, platforms like Facebook have become beneficial sources of information and trust-building regarding organic and environmentally friendly products. Many Gen X consumers rely on social media to learn about and verify the authenticity of green products before making a purchase. For example, one Gen X interviewee (Interviewee 51) stated,




“…through these social media platforms, especially Facebook, we got to know more information about organic soaps and washing powders. The Facebook page provides comprehensive information about these organic products, ensuring our trustworthiness. Additionally, my family has been using these products for the past five years. (Interviewee 51)”.





Similarly, another interviewee (Interviewee 48) noted, “I became aware of organic food products solely through social media…… I follow a Facebook page called Horticulture, which provides comprehensive information about these organic products. For the past two years, I’ve been purchasing vegetables and pulses from them via Facebook”.



Gen Y consumers actively leverage social media platforms such as Instagram to share and discuss green products within their peer groups, contributing to a collective shift towards sustainable consumption. However, the level of engagement with social media varies among individuals, which can facilitate the purchase of green products. The qualitative analysis underscores the varying degrees of influence and engagement, illustrating the social media role in shaping the purchasing habits of green products among Gen Y.



For instance, one Gen Y respondent (Interviewee 16) highlighted the significant impact of social media on their purchasing behavior:




“I often share these posts about organic products with my friends on Instagram. As a group, we discuss the product’s ingredients through Instagram messages and have recently shifted to sustainable hair and skin care products”.





In contrast, another respondent (Interviewee 35) expressed a different perspective:




“… I don’t buy green products unless they are somewhat branded; otherwise, I stick to conventional products…… I am on Facebook, but I am not very active and rarely browse it”.








4. Discussion


This study addresses a few important research gaps in the sustainable consumption domain. Based on Sharma et al.‘s [109] systematic review, which makes the point that cohort analysis is important for understanding green consumption, this study does the same by examining how different generations affect green buying habits in an emerging market like India. Given the effectiveness of cohort segmentation in targeting consumer markets, we emphasize the pressing need for nuanced insights into the GBB of Gen X and Gen Y cohorts. While the existing literature often compares Gen X and Gen Y cohorts across domains such as ethical dilemmas, work values and beliefs, and online purchase behavior [110,111,112], there remains a dearth of such comparative studies concerning GBB. Therefore, our study addresses this gap by providing insights into the green consumption habits of these cohorts, offering valuable implications for marketers seeking to target environmentally conscious consumers effectively.



This study examines the influence of generational cohorts (here, Gen X and Gen Y) on their GBB. Except for two, all our hypotheses received support. The first hypothesis’ results indicate that Indian Gen X consumers exhibit higher levels of green buying compared to their Gen Y counterparts, a finding that aligns with similar studies [113,114]. The probable reason would be that Gen X, being at a stage of life where health concerns become more important, may develop more sustainable consumption habits than Gen Y consumers [115]. The study of Syropoulos and Markowitz [116], which reported that responsibility to the future generation was found to be a strong predictor of engagement in pro-environmental behavior, supports Gen X’s prioritization of the future generation’s well-being, and a qualitative study echoes these findings. The qualitative results also suggest that Gen Y individuals prioritize uniqueness and style when it comes to their consumption of green products. The study by Soh et al. [117], which found that the need for uniqueness influences Gen Y purchase intention, supports this. The qualitative findings reveal that challenges with product availability and costs associated with green products impede their green consumption, potentially causing them to consume fewer green products than Gen X customers. Numerous studies provide support for these statements. Wijekoon and Sabri, for example, state that limited product availability widens the gap between positive intention and actual behavior toward green purchase behavior [118]. Also, a study by Moslehpour et al. found that consumers feel that green products are costlier than conventional products, which may also affect their green purchase behavior [119].



The outcomes of the second and third hypotheses indicate that PER does not serve as a mediator or moderator for Indian Gen X and Gen Y consumers in influencing their GBB. The findings of previous studies [88,120] suggest that PER has a mediation effect on green buying, while Duan et al. [121] underscore the moderating role of PER. While Gen X and Y’s environmental concerns may not directly lead to GBB due to inherent skepticism about green products [122,123], they could manifest in other sustainable actions. Although consumers are responsible for their environment, they do not show this responsibility in consumption. While they engage in environmental activities, their understanding of environmental responsibility is not comprehensive [25]. Qualitative findings also reflect this, revealing that both generations frequently doubt the authenticity of green products. This skepticism prompts them to prioritize environmental protection, such as collecting litter and placing it in the appropriate basket, over buying organic or green products. Gen X consumers express skepticism about the authenticity of commercially available organic products, preferring those with verifiable sources. Gen Y consumers also express their skepticism differently. Though electric vehicles are sustainable, the energy consumed by such vehicles comes from a non-renewable source (i.e., Thermal energy).



The fourth hypothesis findings reveal that SMIS mediates the relationship between the Gen X cohort and their GBB. The findings may indicate that Indian Gen X consumers share more green information on social media, resulting in an improved GBB. This finding is supported by the studies of Peralta [124] and Sun and Wang [114], who found that Gen X individuals are likely to engage in social media platforms to enhance their product knowledge before making their purchase decisions. This fifth hypothesis shows that SMIS moderates Gen Y and GBB (refer to Figure 2), indicating that Gen Y consumers show high engagement when exposed to environmental information on social media and are inclined to purchase green products.



The blue line (in Figure 2) indicates the profound moderating effect of SMIS on the relationship between Generation Y and green buying behavior. The green line indicates a marginal level of SMIS’s moderating effect on the relationship between Generation X and green buying behavior.



Conversely, reduced engagement with or exposure to such environmental information may result in lower levels of GBB. Studies by Zhao et al. [125] and Strähle and Gräff [126] support this result, stating that social media networks, where sustainability discussions often occur within green communities, highly influence young consumers (Gen Y). Our study found that Gen X influences GBB positively, SMIS moderates the relationship between Gen Y and GBB positively, and, to our surprise, PER neither mediates nor moderates the relationship between generational cohorts and GBB. We triangulated these results with qualitative findings, revealing that social media has a crucial role for both generations. Gen X uses social media platforms like Facebook to verify product authenticity, while Gen Y uses Instagram for peer discussions and recommendations. The qualitative narratives complement the quantitative findings, illustrating the nuanced motivations, challenges, and social media influences that shape green purchasing behaviors across generations.




5. Theoretical Contribution


Our research used “social media information sharing” as a moderator between generational cohorts and GBB, thus expanding the information-sharing literature. This research is in line with the prior studies that have used “information sharing” as a moderator. For example, Dang [127] used SMIS as a moderator between two relationships: social networking site involvement and relationship quality (moderate positively), and social networking site involvement and social life satisfaction (moderate negatively). A study by Pandey et al. [128] also discovered that “cross-functional information sharing” weakens the connection between “asymmetric investments by a sourcing firm and its strategic supplier base” and the “perceived tendency of the strategic supplier base to shirk”. Further, Wei et al. [129] reported that marketing information sharing moderates positively the relationship between “Innovative culture perception” and job satisfaction.



Our paper discovered that SMIS positively mediates the relationship between Gen X and GBB and this is our second contribution. Our findings add to the existing literature that uses “information sharing” as a mediator. Wu [130] reported that IS mediates positively social capital and firm competitiveness, and similarly, Obadă and Dabija [131] reported that “fake news sharing” mediates positively the path between Perceived Control (PC), Concentration (CON), and Time distortion (TD). Surprisingly, our results for the relationship between PER and GBB are not significant for our samples for both cohorts, i.e., Gen X and Gen Y. Our results contradict the findings of existing studies, which reported significant relations between PER and GBB. Attaran et al. [66] found that environmental responsibility strongly predicts “willingness to pay” for green buildings. Also, Klöckner [132] found in his meta-analysis that individuals’ PER is likely to affect their environmentally significant behavior. However, our qualitative investigation reveals that respondents engage in pro-environmental behaviors and do not purchase green products due to skepticism [133]. Though not a noticeable contribution, our study used the Johnson–Neyman algorithm or flood light analysis to probe the interaction of SMIS on the relationship between cohorts and GBB.




6. Conclusions


Our study examines the relationship between Gen X and Y and green purchase behavior in an emerging market. This study establishes a significant generational difference (between Gen X and Gen Y), as Gen X has a higher green buying behavior than Gen Y. Thus, marketers must focus on Gen X due to their higher buying power compared to Gen Y. Furthermore, our study revealed that SMIS mediates the relationship between Gen X (and not Gen Y) and green buying behavior, indicating that individuals exposed to social media exhibit higher levels of GBB. Gen X social media users could be critical for purchasing green products. The results show that for Gen Y with a lower level of SMIS, the GBB is low, and for those with a higher level of SMIS, it is high. On the other hand, for Gen X with a lower level of SMIS, the GBB is moderate; for those with a higher level of SMIS, it has a small effect (see Figure 2). SMIS influences the GBB to be higher for Gen Y and moderate for Gen X. As a result, green product marketers target Gen Y individuals, who spend more time on social media than Gen X. Conversely, Gen X individuals require more social media advertisements to increase their awareness of green products.




7. Managerial Implication


Our research suggests that social media is an important product promotion tool, and marketing managers should demand a higher budget for social media promotion among top management. The firms design and post regular advertisements about green products on prominent social media platforms, especially during festivals (e.g., Diwali, Christmas, and Ramadan) and holidays. The firms must focus on social media like Facebook, Instagram, and LinkedIn. The advertisement message should have environmental protection cues to draw the attention of Gen X and Y [134]. Delivering environmental protection messages packed with benefits, such as quantifying power savings, highlighting the advantages of sustainable foods, and emphasizing sustainable packaging, can significantly influence consumers’ consumption decisions. Wherever possible, marketing communication should be targeted separately for Gen X and Y. For instance, one may provide more price-conscious information to Gen X than to Gen Y. Similarly, educating Gen X customers about eco-benefit products can elevate the GBB level. Websites and blogs can stimulate discussions and debates among Gen Y individuals. It is not just about promoting products on social media; potential customers can also benefit from information about a product’s availability on these platforms. The results indicate that SMIS moderates and mediates the relationship between generational cohorts and GBB, making it a valuable variable for practitioners. Therefore, firms can develop online quizzes on SMIS and encourage individuals to participate, thereby evaluating the SMIS scores of Gen X and Y individuals. Designing a marketing campaign for individuals with SMIS scores above the mean allows for targeting potential customers. Influencer marketing is another effective and proven method to promote green products through social media. Our study’s important finding is that PER does not influence GBB. The generational cohorts have PER but are not converting to a purchase decision. The latent stage of PER necessitates a trigger to transition into a behavior, and this trigger can manifest in various ways. We can design an effective advertisement to transform the latent stage into action. For example, a low-carbon-emitting computer advertisement can trigger a purchase.




8. Limitations and Future Research Directions


The current study has some significant limitations. Self-reported surveys may show social desirability bias regarding green product purchases [135]; so, future research can plan for experimental design. Since social media plays a predominant role in green consumerism, there is an opportunity to explore additional dimensions of social media. Future research could extensively investigate influencer marketing, user reviews, and testimonials available on social media, as well as their impact on green purchases. Given that onsumers’ environmental responsibility does not significantly predict green purchases, we could test a potential mediation effect between factors such as perceived sacrifice, post-materialistic values, and their green purchase attitude. We conducted this research in India, and future studies can explore cultural variations in other countries.



Consumer product firms’ role in promoting pollution reduction will be a key future research agenda, and it can help increase product adoption among cohorts. We present a few examples below, and future research can conduct similar studies. Environmental, social, and governance (ESG) activism influences exploratory green innovation in family-owned firms, and the influence is greater for second-generation family firms [136]. The effect of digital transformation on city decarbonization varies depending on the heterogeneity of companies, regions, and sectors [137], and digital transformation significantly promotes firm pollution reduction [138].
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Figure 1. Hypothesized model. 
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of Social Media Information Sharing. 
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Table 1. Demographic details.






Table 1. Demographic details.





	

	
Group

	
Frequency and Percentage (%)






	
Gender

	
Male

	
215 (50.4)




	
Female

	
212 (49.6)




	
Age

	
Generation X (44 to 58 years)

	
201 (47.1)




	
Generation Y (26 to 43 years)

	
226 (52.9)




	
Education

	
Diploma

	
40 (9.4)




	
Graduate

	
112 (26.2)




	
Postgraduate

	
187 (43.8)




	
Doctoral

	
88 (20.6)




	
Occupation

	
Working Professional

	
192 (45.0)




	
Government Employee

	
59 (13.8)




	
Business

	
56 (13.1)




	
Homemaker

	
120 (28.1)




	
Monthly Income

(in Indian Rupees)

	
Less than INR 40,000

	
143 (33.5)




	
INR 40,000 to INR 80,000

	
149 (34.9)




	
Greater than INR 80,000

	
135 (31.6)




	
Note: INR 100 = USD 1.20 in January 2024











 





Table 2. Measurement model.






Table 2. Measurement model.





	
Constructs

	
Standardized Loadings

	
t-Stat

	
CR

	
AVE






	
Green Buying Behavior (GC)

	

	

	
0.947

	
0.78




	
GBB1: I changed products/brands for environmental concerns

	
0.918 ***

	

	

	




	
GBB2: I refrained from purchasing a product due to its potential adverse environmental impact

	
0.888 ***

	
29.28

	

	




	
GBB3: I plan to purchase items in reusable containers or bags

	
0.878 ***

	
28.41

	

	




	
GBB4: When faced with the option between two equivalent products, I opt for the one that poses lesser harm to both individuals and the environment

	
0.85 ***

	
26.27

	

	




	
GBB5: I make an effort to purchase energy-efficient devices and appliances

	
0.892 ***

	
29.56

	

	




	
Perceived Environmental Responsibility (PER)

	

	

	
0.903

	
0.75




	
PER1: I should be responsible for protecting our environment.

	
0.886 ***

	

	

	




	
PER2: Environmental protection starts with me.

	
0.828 ***

	
21.65

	

	




	
PER3: Environmental protection is the responsibility of both the government and the mine

	
0.897 ***

	
23.78

	

	




	
Social Media Information Sharing (SMIS)

	

	

	
0.921

	
0.79




	
SMIS1: My engagement with environmental topics on social media sharing has influenced my green product purchases

	
0.839 ***

	

	

	




	
SMIS2: The eco-friendly information shared in social media messages gave me more accessible access to information or feedback on green products

	
0.922 ***

	
24.56

	

	




	
SMIS3: Information-sharing content about green products is worthwhile and trusted on social media

	
0.916 ***

	
24.38

	

	




	
Discriminant Validity (Fornell–Larcker Criterion)




	
Constructs

	
Mean

	
Standard deviation

	
GBB

	
PER

	
SMIS




	
GBB

	
3.184

	
1.027

	
0.885

	

	




	
PER

	
3.871

	
0.983

	
0.427

	
0.893

	




	
SMIS

	
2.158

	
1.037

	
−0.022 **

	
0.042

	
0.870








Note: GBB is green buying behavior; PER is Perceived Environmental Responsibility; SMIS is Social Media Information Sharing; CR is Composite Reliability; AVE is Average Variance Extracted; *** p < 0.001 and ** p < 0.01.













 





Table 3. Structural model results.
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Path

	
Unstandardized

Estimate (B)

	
Standard Error

	
t-Stat

	
Hypothesis

(Supported/

Not Supported






	
Moderating analysis




	
SMIS * GC → GBB

	
−1.299 ***

	
0.1160

	
−11.218

	
H5 supported




	
PER * GC → GBB

	
−0.010 NS

	
0.0930

	
−0.1056

	
H3 not supported




	
Mediation analysis




	
Indirect path

	
Standardized

Estimate (β)

	
Standard error

	
95% bias-corrected confidence interval

	
Hypothesis

(supported/

not supported




	
LLCI

	
ULCI




	
GC → PER → GBB

	
0.072 NS

	
0.004

	
−0.007

	
0.009

	
H2 not supported




	
GC → SMIS → GBB

	
0.103 ***

	
0.018

	
0.072

	
0.142

	
H4 supported








Note: *** is significant at < 0.001 level; NS is Not Supported; * is multiplication; GC is Generational Cohorts; PER is Perceived Environmental Responsibility; SIMS is Social Media Information Sharing; GBB is green buying behavior. LLCI: Lower limit confidence interval; ULCI: Upper limit confidence interval.













 





Table 4. Conditional effect using Johnson–Neyman Technique.
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	SMIS
	Effect
	SE
	p-Value
	LLCI
	ULCI





	1.0000
	1.7516
	0.1258
	0.0000
	1.5043
	1.9989



	1.2820
	1.4970
	0.1094
	0.0000
	1.2105
	1.7120



	1.4211
	1.2424
	0.0954
	0.0000
	1.0549
	1.4300



	1.6316
	0.9879
	0.0850
	0.0000
	0.8207
	1.1551



	1.8421
	0.7333
	0.0798
	0.0000
	0.5765
	0.8901



	2.0526
	0.4788
	0.0805
	0.0000
	0.3205
	0.6371



	2.2632
	0.2242
	0.0872
	0.0105
	0.0528
	0.3956



	2.3037
	0.1751
	0.0891
	0.0500
	0.0000
	0.3503



	2.4737
	−0.0304
	0.0986
	0.7583
	−0.2242
	0.1635



	2.6257
	−0.2142
	0.1090
	0.0500
	−0.4284
	0.0000



	2.6842
	−0.2849
	0.1133
	0.0123
	−0.5077
	−0.0622



	2.8947
	−0.5395
	0.1302
	0.0000
	−0.7954
	−0.2835



	3.1053
	−0.7940
	0.1485
	0.0000
	−1.0860
	−0.5021



	3.3158
	−1.0486
	0.1678
	0.0000
	−1.3785
	−0.7187



	3.5263
	−1.3032
	0.1878
	0.0000
	−1.6723
	−0.9340



	3.7368
	−1.5577
	0.2083
	0.0000
	−1.9671
	−1.1484



	3.9474
	−1.8123
	0.2291
	0.0000
	−2.2625
	−1.3621



	4.1579
	−2.0669
	0.2501
	0.0000
	−2.5585
	−1.5752



	4.3684
	−2.3214
	0.2714
	0.0000
	−2.8548
	−1.7880



	4.5789
	−2.5760
	0.2928
	0.0000
	−3.1515
	−2.0004



	4.7895
	−2.8305
	0.3144
	0.0000
	−3.4484
	−2.2126



	5.0000
	−3.0851
	0.3360
	0.0000
	−3.7455
	−2.4246







Note: SMIS is social media information sharing; SE is standard error; LLCI is lower limit confidence interval; ULCI is upper limit confidence interval; To evaluate the interaction of SMIS on GBB, our research uses the Johnson–Neyman algorithm in PROCESS macro that employ different moderator values. The table shows the ranges of moderator values (SMIS) in which the predictor (GC) is significant to the outcome (here GBB).













 





Table 5. In-depth interview questions about green products (the interviewer gave a brief description of green products at the beginning of the interview).






Table 5. In-depth interview questions about green products (the interviewer gave a brief description of green products at the beginning of the interview).





	Interview Questions
	Corresponding Probes





	1. Please introduce yourself.
	How old are you?

Are you currently employed/job title?

Industry are you working and job experience?



	2. Your belief about green products?
	Do you buy green products? And types?

How long have you been purchasing?

Why switch to green products from conventional ones?

Your opinion about the availability and affordability of green products?



	3. Please describe how your sense of responsibility towards the environment in purchasing green products.
	Are you concerned about the environment?

What are the benefits of your efforts to protect the environment?

Can you give examples of your effort?

Is environmental protection a driving factor?

What is the importance of companies practicing sustainability?

The workplace and your community support role in buying green products?



	4. The role of social media in buying green products.
	What social media platforms do you prefer?

Do you come across posts related to environmental crises on social media?

Do you engage with posts related to green products by liking, commenting, or sharing?

Have you encountered posts specifically promoting green products?

Do you purchase green products been influenced by social media platforms?

Social media provides sufficient information about green products.

Share information obtained from social media with your friends.

Do you engage in discussions about green products through the social media platforms?
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