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Abstract

Purpose - The purpose of this master thesis is to examingiohehl social media behaviour
in relation to corporate sustainability issues. Base a model from environmental
psychology, factors that influence this behaviaeridentified.

M ethodology/appr oach - The study followed an explanatory and qualitatigpraach.Three
focus groups, that consisted of 19 students i, tw&re conducted.

Findings - Key findings are (1) the level of social media watyi with regard to corporate
sustainability issues is not directly connectedhte studentsawarenessand knowledgeof
sustainability issues; (2esponsibility and prioritiehave a weaker influence on social media
than on offline behaviour; (3) the perceivextus of controlcan prevent students from
communicating about corporate sustainability iniaoenedia; (4) students with high
knowledge on sustainability are less inclinedrtst corporate sustainability communication.

Resear ch limitationg/implications - To further examine individual social media behavim
relation to corporate sustainability issues, futtesearch needs to apply long-term studies
with bigger samples. Furthermore, participants wdifierent socio-economic characteristics
should be compared to see if key factors, relatiang barriers that have been the result of
this study, are also true for other socio-econaynizips.

Practical implications - The study’s findings suggest that corporations rieesbnsider three
main issues if they want to inform and engage idials in corporate sustainability activities
via social media: (1) content has to be tailored tboget groups with different levels of
knowledge on sustainability issues; (2) third-patyglorsements significantly support the
creation of confidence in the communication of cogte sustainability activities and are
therefore crucial; (3) detailed replies to criticaimments from individual users help to create
trust and transparency.

Originality/value - This study differs from previous research on sowgialdia in two ways:
(1) it focuses on social media’s empowerment pakfdar sustainability instead of political
issues; (2) it addresses the gap on individua&saas to actively participate in social media.

Keywords Communication, social media, corporate sustaingpilitdividual empowerment,
environmental psychology



Summary

The purpose of this master thesis is to examinighgal social media behaviour in relation
to corporate sustainability issues. This differsptevious research on social media in two
ways: First, it focuses on social media’s empoweanp®tential for sustainability instead of
political issues. Second, it addresses the gapdimiduals’ reasons to actively participate in
social media.

In order to examine the individual social media debur related to corporate
sustainability issues, the study followed an exalary and qualitative approachhree focus
groups, that consisted of 19 students in totalewsemducted. Afterwards, the data material
was content-analysed. A model from environmentgicipslogy served as a basis for the
category system and enabled the researchers taifydéarctors, as well as relationships
between the factors, that influence individual abenedia behaviour related to corporate
sustainability issues.

Key findings of the data analysis are that (1) el of social media activity with
regard to corporate sustainability issues is nagotly connected to the studengsbvareness
and knowledgeof sustainability issues; (2)esponsibility and prioritieshave a weaker
influence on social media than on offline behavid@) the perceivedbcus of controlcan
prevent students from communicating about corposatgtainability in social media; (4)
students with high knowledge on sustainability dess inclined totrust corporate
sustainability communication.

The study’s findings suggest three practical ingilans for corporations that want to
inform and engage individuals in their sustain@piictivities via social media: First, content
has to be tailored for target groups with differiaviels of knowledge on sustainability issues.
Second, third-party-endorsements significantly swpphe creation of confidence in the
communication of corporate sustainability actidtend are therefore crucial. Third, detailed
replies to critical comments from individual usbedp to create trust and transparency.

To further examine individual social media behaviotelated to corporate
sustainability issues, future research needs tdydppg-term studies with bigger samples.
Furthermore, participants with different socio-eaamc characteristics should be compared to
see if key factors, relations, and barriers thaehaeen the result of this study, are also true
for other socio-economic groups.
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1. Introduction

The amount of daily social media use has signitigaimcreased in recent years (Statista,
2016a). In connection to this, Facebook, Twittentd?est, and Instagram are just a few social
media platforms that have become popular (Luca,62q1 566) and thus, gained a
considerable impact on both organisational andviddal communication (Castells, 2009;
Reilly and Hyan, 2014). They facilitate the disseaion of information, opinions, and
contents, as well as promote social interactionsreyrindividuals, and between individuals
and organisations (Botha and Mills, 2012; Wand.ea15).

In this context, research has highlighted socialdiaie potential for political
participation and activism (e.g. Conroy et al., 20D3vis, 2010; Downey and Fenton, 2003;
Gil de Zuldiga, 2012; Maireder and Schwarzeneggeéi2p On the one hand, it enables
individual “new-opinion-makers” (Zerfal3 and Boelt2005; cited in de Witt, 2011, p. 85) to
spread content with global reach in a fast way; andthe other hand, it facilitates the
organisation of political and social movements dnaasnational level (Downey and Fenton,
2003, p. 190). Thus, it has become an importani fimoindividuals to find like-minded
people and to become organised in order to rasie Woices. However, previous research
focused on political issues and less attention been paid to another topic of increasing
public concern: Sustainability. In general, sustbility has been discussed in research for
decades, mainly in the context of corporate respoig towards social, human and
environmental topics (Sahlin-Andersson, 2006, 16)5Bue to this, the spotlight has been put
on corporations to take on their environmental aodial responsibilities (Johansen and
Nielsen, 2011, pp. 204-205).

An example that illustrates social media’'s empowartnpotential for sustainability is
Greenpeace’s Detox campaign. In 2012, Greenpeamessfully used several social media
platforms and mobilised a high number of supporiemsrder to force the apparel industry to
eliminate all hazardous chemicals from their supgpigins (Coombs and Holladay, 2015, p.
94). This shows how social media enabled a groumdif/iduals to pressure corporations
towards a more responsible behaviour and also iglgkl social media’s importance for
corporations in terms of managing stakeholder imiat and reputation (Coombs and
Holladay, 2015, p. 89).

As the example illustrates, social media representsignificant challenge to
corporations since they are not the only creatbrsoatent in this communication channel.
Consequently, they have lost the exclusive contbalua their public image (Eberle et al.,
2013, p. 742) and individuals can use social mddiaorder to change their power
relationships with corporations (Coombs and Hollad®A5, p. 90). Nevertheless, there have
been few studies to date that examine why indiv&laatively participate in social media and
little attention has been paid to individual motigas for sharing information and personal
opinions (Oh and Syn, 2015, pp. 2046-2048).



At the same time, the individual empowerment pa#draf social media is an increasing
concern in discussion amongst researchers (de X0ittl, p. 80), but lacks attention towards
corporate sustainability (CS) issues. Therefore,itloévidual communication behaviour in
relation to CS topics is an interesting and releydr@nomenon to examine. This leads to the
research question of this master the®ty do individuals exert or not exert their power in
social media when it comes to communication aboytarate sustainability issues?

In order to examine the research question, an eafay and qualitative study with three
focus groups was conducted. The focus group peaiits were students with three different
majors. This was valuable for the study since #lded the researchers to compare different
views and therefore, to gain a broader understgnaiirsocial media behaviour in relation to
CS topics. Students were chosen as participantg sioeng people increasingly use social
media in order to inform themselves about otheniopis as well as to “make, exchange and
share meanings about ethical and political iss(@®&stiersson and Ohman, 2016, p. 4).

The focus group discussions were content-analygedpblying a category system.
Before the results of this analysis are presentes theoretical background for the study is
provided: The second chapter illustrates the ritesaxial media and depicts it as an
empowerment tool for individuals. Furthermore, CS im¢roduced as an increasingly
important topic for individuals.

In chapter three, a model from environmental pskadois presented as an approach
to explain individual social media behaviour inatedn to CS issues. Thus, it serves as a basis
for the category system. Afterwards, the methodplfy the study is described in chapter
four, before chapter five presents the study’s Itesi’hese are discussed and critically
assessed in chapter six.

The thesis ends by summarising the most relevadings with regard to the research
qguestion. Furthermore, theoretical and practicgllications are named. Additionally, it is
pointed out how future research could further ephahe understanding of individual social
media behaviour with regard to CS issues.



2. Social M edia asa Communication Networ k

The following subchapters provide an overview afigbmedia and its impact on individual
communication behaviour. In order to highlight thessibilities and challenges of social
media, compared to traditional ways of communicgtibe subchapters focus on illustrating
the power shift towards individuals. In this corfe€S will be considered as a topic of
increasing concern for individuals.

2.1 The Rise of Social Media

During the past decades, developments in commumicahd information technologies have
led to the emergence of globally intertwined digitaetworks (Castells, 2009). This formation
has strengthened the importance of social meda @mmunication channel. Social media
are online tools that are “designed to facilitdie tissemination of content through social
interaction between individuals, groups, and orgatons” (Botha and Mills, 2012, p. 84).

Thus, they enable individuals and organisationsitieract through platforms, such as blogs,
social networks or wikis, anywhere and anytime vétlylobal reach (Castells, 2009; Reilly
and Hyan, 2014). In comparison to traditional medihich distributes information in a one-

way direction to the audience, social media fat#ita two-way, interactive communication
between involved units (Reilly and Hyan, 2014, ®)74

According to Wang et al. (2015, p. 35), individuake social media because of the following
functionalities: identity, conversations, sharingglationships, and reputation. These
functionalities differ for different social medieh@nnels. Social networking websites, for
example Facebook, focus on identity, in terms df@mesentation by creating profiles, and
maintain relationships by using integrated messesgevices (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010, p.
62; Wang et al., 2015, p. 35).

Regarding the usage behaviour of social media uSéeo (2009) distinguishes three
types: consumption, participation, and productibime usage type consumption represents the
lowest level of interaction. It refers to users,ondmly read or watch content that other users
present, without producing content themselves. Tlhis usage type is connected to the
traditional one-way communication. The next higherel of interaction is participation,
which includes an active user interaction in teohsharing content with other users or rating
content. When users create and publish own congeqgt, texts, images or videos, this
demonstrates the highest level of interaction arakscribed as production. This also includes
text production through commenting on existing pdRuehl and Ingenhoff, 2015, p. 291).



Concerning the users of social media, a worldwideesufrom 2014 states that more than
50% of the social media users are younger thaned®sy In certain channels, e.g. Instagram,
the percentage even is around 70% (Statista, 20T®ig generation, which has grown up
and is familiar with new media in terms of sociatworks as well as with the usage of new
communication technologies, can be described asrnbeof “digital natives” (de Witt, 2011,
p. 85).

As Andersson and Ohman (2016, p. 1) argue, edjyegiaung people use social
media to exchange opinions and perspectives regapdilitical and moral issues. In this way,
social media influence the meaning making abowtehssues (Andersson and Ohman, 2016,
p. 1). Furthermore, discussions in social mediaezmily become global and thus, provide the
potential for users to be crucial actors in a glamntext. Hence, they can become more
responsible actors by exchanging content (de \20tt,1, p. 80).

2.2 Social Media and the Empower ment of Individuals

Based on the changes towards global communicatitwonlkes outlined in the previous
subchapter, the question about the impact of sembdhorks on individual communication
behaviour arises. How do people use this new chgp#ézicommunicate about their own
perspective and opinion with a global reach?

According to Di Bitetto et al. (2015, p. 47), mainfoung people actively use the
internet to participate in campaigns and to exptiess opinions. Social media provides them
with the ability to create own content and to iefice their own channels of information and
news (Castells, 2009; de Witt, 2011). In this copt&@erfald and Boelter (2005, cited in de
Witt, 2011, p. 85) introduce the term “the new apmmakers” to illustrate how the control
of content creation has changed due to social medavadays, the formerly passive
audience in traditional mass media communicationtrots its own communication channels.
However, Sunstein (2001, p. 65) highlights the tiskt people are exposed to more biased
information and expression of opinions in socialdrae compared to the traditional way of
information transmission via mass media.

At the same time, Castells (2009, p. 136) poiatsdcial media’s potential to create
shared meanings, which determine actions and snwhl, represent a form of social power.
For example, Downey and Fenton (2003, p. 189) esiphdhat social media make it easier
for individuals to find people with same opinionglaunderstandings. Thus, they facilitate the
mobilisation of other individuals for social, ersirmental or political issues.

Previous research has considered this empowerimgfiéun of social media for example in
terms of a so called “Facebook Revolution”. Thisuges on political activism, e.g. based on
the ‘Arab spring’ (Olorunnisola and Martin, 2013, p76). Furthermore, both press and
research highlight social media’s potential to @ase the efficiency and success of social
movements (Olorunnisola and Martin, 2013, p. 277).



The same is true for its potential to foster deratisation and participation worldwide. This
is also considered by Downey and Fenton (2003,8P) as well as by Fieseler and Fleck
(2013, p. 760), who argue that social media in@gaditical mobilisation and participation.
This is accompanied by a homogenisation and fragatien of civil society: On the one
hand, as already mentioned, social media connecigle with similar understandings. Thus,
it facilitates the group formation of like-mindedqple. This is a process of homogenisation.
On the other hand, the formation of like-mindedugp® can lead to an increasing polarisation
and confrontation between the single groups. Thightnhave a positive impact on
individuals’ willingness to participate in publicsdourse (Fieseler and Fleck, 2013, p. 760).

2.3 Communication about Cor porate Sustainability in Social Media

As indicated in the previous subchapter, socialim&tilitate the mobilisation of individuals
for social, environmental or political issues, weh# focus of research has been based on
scrutinising the relationship between political test and internet communication (Downey
and Fenton, 2003, p. 196; Olorunnisola and Mar@913). However, issues like
environmental catastrophes, criticism against laloonditions and the general exploitation of
resources by corporations around the world havediaublic attention to the environmental
and social responsibilities of corporations (Salimdersson, 2006, p. 596).

In this context, the internet provides a platfdonindividuals to challenge corporate
actions (Coombs and Holladay, 2015, p. 87): By angaheir own content and participating
in social media, they can put significant pressamecorporations to engage in responsible
behaviour (Di Bitetto et al. 2015, p. 47). Besidéss interactive network communication of
social media limits corporations’ control over camit that is spread about them. While this
represents a huge challenge for corporations, Ismedia can unlock a considerable potential
at the same time: As a study conducted by by Ruedtillagenhoff (2015) illustrates, the
acceptance of corporate profiles on social medsimereased over the last years. Thus, this
channel has gained importance for communicating iniividual users.

If used to its full potential, it can enable cargions to create common meanings and
values with their audience (Dovleac, 2015, p. 349reover, they can actively encourage
social media users to give feedback on corporateitees through directly addressing posts
and thus, engage in a dialogue with individuals (Rugnd Ingenhoff, 2015, p. 298).
However, a survey among corporations has revediatl the lack of control over the
generated content is a major obstacle for corpmratito engage in social media in an
interactive way (Statista, 2016c). First, this iraplthat corporations only take the position as
an observer in social media communication (Kaplaah ldaenlein, 2010, p. 60) and second,
they often use this channel in the same way they tuzditional media, i.e. for self-
presentations. Consequently, possible positive owsoof social media use become less
likely (Dovleac, 2015, p. 34).



This might pose a risk to corporations since stakddrs’ perceptions of organisational
behaviour start to rely more heavily on direct pgmnmunication instead of being shaped by
traditional media and traditional forms of orgatisaal communication (Colleoni, 2013, p.
234). In this context, a study by Ali et al. (2018s shown that a majority of respondents
considers social media to be an important way toronanicate CS activities.

Furthermore, Godemann and Michelsen (2011, p.hhi/e emphasised that social
media are important for communicating sustainabiisues, since community actions are
supposed to have a considerable power over indilsdibehaviour. One example that
illustrates this situation is Greenpeace’s Detaxgaign. Its aim is to eliminate all hazardous
chemicals from the apparel industry’s supply ci{@reenpeace International, 2015). In 2012,
Greenpeace targeted Zara to join this campaignuaed several social media platforms in
order to mobilise supporters. Within a few daysgroy million people were following their
efforts (Coombs and Holladay, 2015, p. 94). Finallys made Zara commit to the Detox
campaign’s goals (Greenpeace International, 2045ich shows how a group of individuals
had the ability to pressure a corporation to engaga more responsible behaviour. Even
though offline protest also took place during tb@énpaign, the main activity was executed
via online channels.



3. Environmental Psychology as a Per spective on Communication
about Corporate Sustainability in Social Media

This chapter presents environmental psychology@espective on communication about CS
issues in social media. In order to do so, it fgstes a brief overview over the term’s
definition and key characteristics. Afterwards, thedel of pro-environmental behaviour by
Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) is presented as anoapprto understand individual social
media behaviour in relation to CS issues. This medsles as the basis for the data analysis.

3.1 Environmental Psychology: Definition and Characteristics

Environmental psychology is a rather new field a&fyghology research that has been
recognised since the 1960s and has grown steadd#ytd the increasing awareness of
environmental problems. It is defined as “the diboe that studies the interplay between
individuals and their built and natural environnief8teg et al., 2012, p. 2), while the built
environment refers to “the very large and complexnan-made environment” (Morgan,
2008). In general, environmental psychology rededallows an interactive, reciprocal
approach: First, it scrutinises the influence that environment has on “human experiences,
behaviour and well-being” (Steg et al., 2012, p.sBrond, it also considers the influence that
individuals have on the environment (Steg et @12 pp. 2-5). In this context, human-
environment relationships refer to both the retatips between humans and their physical
settings as well as to the relationships betweanams and their social settings (Moser and
Uzzell, 2007).

One main objective of the discipline is to explaihat constraints individuals, who possess
environmental knowledge and awareness, to engagerasenvironmental behaviour,
respectively how their behaviour could be chang€allfhuss and Agyeman, 2002, p. 240;
Steg et al.,, 2012, p. 4). According to Kollmuss akglyeman (2002), pro-environmental
behaviour means that individuals “consciously sglekp minimize the negative impact of
[their] actions on the natural and built world” @#0).

As human behaviour includes perceptions, cogrstioemotions, and social
interactions, among others (Sorqvist, 2016, p. 588 way to influence environmental
behaviour is through social drivers, e.g. sociatiéng and norms (Steg et al., 2012, p. 282).

This reinforces an argument by Uzzell and Rath2@09, p. 341) who emphasise that
behaviour does not only depend on an individuatsnales, evaluations, and deliberations,
but also on cultural traditions, family, friendsnetional impulses, and trends. Furthermore,
social and cultural factors influence the shapifigvalues and attitudes that, in turn, can
influence human behaviour. However, this relatigmgtas to be handled with care since
certain attitudes will not automatically lead toatain human behaviour (Uzzell and Rathzel,
2009, p. 342).



Relative to the role of individuals, a shortcominfy existing environmental psychology
research has been described by Uzzell and Rath2@9)2According to them, many studies
assume that individuals have one role, for exartiperole of consumers. This is due to the
fact that the field focused on “understanding, mmgetand changing user needs and
preferences” (Uzzell and Rathzel, 2009, p. 341jsrearly years, which made it an attractive
approach to understand consumer attitudes and ioeigwvIn contrast to that, Uzzell and
Rathzel (2009, p. 341) advocate that individualsagbvhave several roles in their lives and
therefore should not be limited to one role wher attempts to understand their behaviour.

For increasing the understanding of individual Banbehaviour in an environmental
context, several models from different scientifields have been applied in environmental
psychology, e.g. th&heory of Planned BehavioyFishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen and
Fishbein, 1980) from social psychology and seven@adiels from sociology (e.g. Blake, 1999;
Fietkau and Kessel, 1981). However, Kollmuss angehgan (2002) felt that no current
model is sufficient to explain environmental beloavi Thus, they developed their own
model, including all the factors from previous misdéhat they consider to be the most
influential ones. This model is presented in th#of@ng subchapter. Prior to that, the
perspective of environmental psychology is apptedndividual communication behaviour
about CS in social media.

3.2 Applying Environmental Psychology to Communication about
Corporate Sustainability: The Model of Pro-Environmental Behaviour by
Kollmussand Agyeman

Applying an environmental psychology perspectiveC® communication in social media is
fruitful for three reasons: First, the definitioh the term environment is not limited to the
natural environment only, but does also refer toiadosettings (Moser and Uzzell, 2007).
Social networks are such settings that have beconportant for social interactions

worldwide today (Castells, 2009; Reilly and Hyan12p As already mentioned in chapter
two, they can both serve as a source for informatlmut also support the creation and
exchange of meanings by the participants (AnderasdrOhman, 2016, p. 4).

Second, some environmental psychology scholars si@veed to use the terms sustainability
or sustainable development instead of referrinipéoenvironment only (e.g. Corral-Verdugo,
2010; Uzzell and Réathzel, 2009). If these terms wwed, there is a shift from a solely
environmental to a broader perspective. This is uthe fact that sustainability is usually
characterised as having three pillars: a socialjremmental, and economic. This is for
example expressed in the view of Trgple Bottom Lineintroduced by Elkington (2004).



Third, as Andersson and Ohman (2016) have pointédtds likely that “sustainability issues

dealing with political and moral concerns are atiscussed and learned about in social
media” (p. 1). This is supported by Castells (2008ho emphasises that social media
mobilise individuals for social, environmental ooliical issues. Considering the role that
social media have for two-way communication andlipusctivism (see chapter two), it is

highly interesting to examine how individuals commuate about CS issues in social media -
both among themselves and with the correspondingocations. As an approach to

understand individual communication behaviour eslato CS topics in social media,

Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (2002) model of pro-enviremtal behaviour is adjusted and
applied. It is explained in the following sections.

3.2.1 The Demographic and External Factors

Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002, p. 248) see tleonographidssues as crucial influencers for
pro-environmental behaviour. These are the genddrthe years of education. The more
years of education an individual has received, rtiege likely it is that there is existing
knowledge on environmental issues. However, thg existence of knowledge might not be
sufficient to motivate pro-environmental behaviour.

Concerning the external factors, Kollmuss and Agyer(002, pp. 248-249) distinguish
three of them: Institutional, economic, and cultarad social factors. Thastitutional factors
refer to the existing infrastructure that indivitkiacan use in order to engage in pro-
environmental behaviour. The worse the infrastmastthe less likely it is that individuals will
engage in such behaviour. In the original mode$ tafers to possibilities to recycle and to
take public transport.

Economic factorsare defined as money, time, and the effort thatdsessary for
individuals to engage in pro-environmental behavigollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p. 249,
252). They are supposed to have a significant emibe on individual decisions and
behaviours. However, this relation is complex andaasal relationship cannot be proven.
Although it is possible to influence individualswards pro-environmental behaviour by
offering economic incentives, e.g. by lowering pador environmentally friendly products,
these factors have to be seen in an interplay pachological, social, and infrastructural
factors (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p. 249).

The last set of external factors, teecial and culturalones, also exerts a huge
influence on individual behaviour. On the one hathey refer to cultural norms (Kollmuss
and Agyeman, 2002, p. 249), on the other hand,rathgironmental psychology scholars
mention factors like social pressures and the emfte of peers, such as family members and
friends (Steg et al., 2012, p. 282; Uzzell and Relt2009, p. 341).



3.2.2 Thelnternal Factors

By including eight different factors, the interrfaktors are the most extensive category in
Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (2002) model. They includgtiwation, environmental knowledge,
values, attitudes, environmental awareness, enatimvolvement, locus of control, and
responsibility and priorities.

Motivationsdetermine which behaviour is chosen from the mgtiavailable. They are either
conscious or unconscious and can be distinguishted two kinds: primary and selective

motives. Primary motives are those, that make iddals “engage in a whole set of
behaviors” (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p. 250)ilevielective ones will only influence

one single action (Moisander, 1998, cited in Kok®mand Agyeman, 2002, p. 250). Kollmuss
and Agyeman (2002, p. 250) assume that primaryve®tare often overridden by selective
ones, since those would usually have a strongéreinfe on individual behaviour in one
specific situation in the specific time when it dagecur.

Concerning the factoenvironmental knowledge&olimuss and Agyeman (2002, p.
250) point to previous studies that have proven tiere is no causal relation between the
existence of environmental knowledge and the engagein pro-environmental behaviour.
In this context, it is emphasised that even peopld little concern for environmental
problems might engage in pro-environmental behavaue to economic benefits that are
connected to the choice of this behaviour, e.gigh ax on gasoline fosters a decrease of
individuals driving. However, behaviours that ardyoeconomically motivated are supposed
to be reversed easily when the economic benefipgisars or other circumstances change.

In contrast to environmental knowledgelues probably have a more significant
influence on environmental awareness and concéwmording to Kollmuss and Agyeman
(2002, p. 251), they have a high stake in shapitrgnsic motivations. While this statement is
quite clear, it is rather unclear how the valuesntkelves are shaped. Family, friends, and
other social groups probably have a key influemdegreas other actors, such as the media or
political institutions, have a less significant liidnce. Finally, the individual’'s cultural
context is the weakest of the three influences iubt al., 1995, cited in Kollmuss and
Agyeman 2002, p. 251).

The role ofattitudesin shaping pro-environmental behaviour is more glem In
general, attitudes are “the enduring positive gyatige feeling about some person, object, or
issue” (Newhouse, 1991, cited in Kollmuss and Aggem2002, p. 252). Kollmuss and
Agyeman (2002) highlight that their influence oro{environmental behaviour is indirect,
varying, and usually rather weak. By referring tee tLow-cost-high-cost-model of pro-
environmental behaviour by Diekmann and Preiserido€t992), they explain that people
will choose an environmental behaviour based oh@mscerns. These costs do not only refer
to financial resources, but also to the time arwl effort that has to be taken in order to
engage in pro-environmental behaviour.
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Due to this, even people that are aware of enviesrial problems and have a positive
attitude towards pro-environmental behaviour wdt mecessarily engage in such behaviour
when it is connected to high costs. Thus, thera gap between attitudes and behaviour.
Nevertheless, such individuals are likely to engegw-cost-behaviour, such as recycling
and also tend to be more open to changes in potitiat foster an environmental behaviour
(Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002, pp. 252-253).

The awareness of environmental probleimss just been mentioned and is a crucial
factor itself. Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) defihe$ “knowing of the impact of human
behavior on the environment” (p. 253). They stdiat tthis awareness can be limited by
cognition in three ways: First, environmental peshs are often abstract and thus, their
impacts are not immediately visible. Therefore, IKmiss and Agyeman (2002, p. 253)
emphasise the need for creating an emotional ievodnt in order to make information on
such problems more understandable, e.g. by usimggoemg pictures. In the context of
sustainability issues, this is also supported bpmA@ent and Godemann (2011, p. 35) who
recommend creating an emotional involvement by guismages that the target group can
relate to. Emotional involvement is another faatbithe model itself and will be explained
more detailed shortly. The second cognitive linotatis that environmental destruction
happens gradually and slowly. Thus, individuals afeen not capable of seeing these
changes. The last limitation is connected to theratteristic of environment problems to be
complex systems. This makes it difficult to undanst them and to see all their consequences.
All'in all, the cognitive limitations do not onlynhit the environmental awareness, but do also
influence to which extent individuals engage witlke £nvironment emotionally and to which
extent they are willing to contribute to the sadatiof these problems (Kollmuss and
Agyeman 2002, pp. 253-254).

The crucial role ofemotional involvemento make environmental problems more
comprehensible has just been mentioned beforeolimikiss and Agyeman’s (2002) model, it
Is defined as “the extent to which we have an &ffeaelationship to the natural world” (p.
254) and as “the ability to have an emotional rieactwhen being confronted with
environmental degradation” (p. 254). In generalpgomal involvement is supposed to have a
significant influence on shaping values, attituges] beliefs connected to the environment.

It is assumed that the stronger an individual eenvironmental problems, the more likely
it is that this individual will actually act in a@environmental way (Kollmuss and Agyeman
2002, p. 254). Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) expdaiack of emotional involvement with a

lack of knowledge and awareness, as well as witksestance against information that is
iInconsistent with existing values, beliefs, and takframeworks. With regard to the first

reason, it is important to highlight that those ivitals with existing knowledge and

awareness will not automatically show emotionabimement. However, this is more likely

compared to those who lack the same.
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According to Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002, p. 25h% $econd reason is closely connected
to Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive dissor@antt states that information that is
consistent with existing values, beliefs, and mlefittaneworks is perceived and processed,
while inconsistent information is neglected.

As for the creation of emotional involvement, Kollss and Agyeman (2002) assume
that individuals experience emotions of fear, sadngpain, anger, and guilt when being
confronted with environmental problems. These appesed to be necessary preconditions to
engage in pro-environmental behaviour. However,viddals tend to use “secondary
psychological responses” in order to fight negagwaotions (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002,
p. 255), which makes the performance of pro-enwviremtal behaviour less likely. The
responses include four defense mechanisms, whecheanial, rational distancing, apathy and
resignation, and delegation. An individual thainislenial will refuse to see the given reality,
or existing problems, and only accepts informatioat fits its own version of reality. When
applying the second defense mechanistional distancing an individual acknowledges that
there is a problem, but does not feel any emotmrsected to itApathy and resignation
occur when the negative emotions mentioned are cwmdbwith a feeling of helplessness.
This mechanism does usually occur when individdald they cannot influence a given
situation or problem. Finally, this might lead toetcircumstance that individuals stop to
obtain information on the situation or problem. yhwight still perform pro-environmental
actions, but these are probably rather passivévithails who refuse to accept their personal
responsibilities for a situation or problem and s#eers as the responsible parties instead, use
the defense mechanisdelegation By applying this, they try to stop feelings ofilgult is
very likely that those individuals will not takeyaactions themselves, as long as they include
personal sacrifices (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 20025p).

Another crucial factor for an individual’s decisido act is thelocus of contral
According to Newhouse (1991, cited in Kollmuss &gyeman, 2002, p. 255), this refers to
the question if one believes that own actions daange current problems or not. When
individuals feel a sense of helplessness, or ierotlords a lack of control, they are unlikely
to act and only consider other actors to be sutidasseffecting a change.

Finally, the last factor that is supposed to playgaificant role for pro-environmental
behaviour isresponsibility and prioritiesIf an individual feels responsible for an issse i
influenced by values, attitudes and the locus otrob. Depending on this, individuals assign
different personal priorities to their responsti®é. Thus, the motivation to perform pro-
environmental behaviour is likely to increase whems in accordance with the personal
priorities, and likely to decrease when it is imflict with them (Kollmuss and Agyeman,
2002, pp. 255-256).
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4. M ethodology

This chapter explains the research design and approf the conducted study. Afterwards,
the kind of data and data collection process icmasd. Finally, information on the data
analysis process is provided. The chapter concludits a critical reflection on the
methodological approach.

4.1 Research Design and Approach

Since the aim of this study is to investigate imdiinal behaviour in social media related to CS
topics, a subjectivist and interpretative stancevall as an explanatory research approach is
chosen. The taken stance is suitable to understégr@dctions between different social actors
and the individual meanings people create towandssue (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 132).
This is supported by applying a model from envirental psychology, which is concerned
with explaining the behaviour of subjects, or induals (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p.
240; Steg et al., 2012, p. 4). The explanatoryareteapproach is reflected in the use of focus
groups, which is a strong research method for gginnsights into complex behaviours
(Bryman and Bell 2007, p. 511; Morgan and Kruegef31Zited in Morgan, 1996, p. 139;
Hennink and Leavy, 2014, p. 20).

Hence, the use of this research method contriliatdse examination of the research question
in three areas: First, focus group discussionsr oféduable and detailed insights into the

participants’ use of social media and their atéttowards CS issues in social media. This is
due to the characteristic that focus groups engauparticipants to work together, but also to
argue with each other and to challenge each oth@igs. Second, it is possible that issues,
which have not been part of the guiding questiamstlie focus group, arise during the

discussions. This might uncover further key thetas are relevant in order to understand
individual behaviour in social media with regard@8 issues (Hennink and Leavy, 2014, p.
3). Third, focus groups offer a platform for thertpapants to discuss ideas related to CS in
social media. Such findings would be very interggtin order to deduce theoretical and

practical implications for CS communication andifatividual engagement in CS discussions
in social media (Bryman and Bell 2007, p. 511).

4.2 Kind of Data and Data Collection

In order to examine the research question, thremisfogroups were conducted. The

discussions had a duration of one and a half heargooup and were held in Germany

between April 8, 2016 and April 21, 2016. All paipiants of the focus groups agreed to have
the discussion audio- and video-recorded.
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The focus group participants were 19 students ftorae German universities with three
different academic backgrounds: The first groupstgied of business administration students
on a bachelor level, while the second one was adedwith master students in sustainability
sciences. The third group represented journalisrdestts on a bachelor level. All students
were aged between 18 and 26 years, except fortaderg from the US, who was 40 years
old. However, he was included in the second focusumg since his different cultural
background and age had been seen as an enriclhonéim fstudy. Apart from that, the choice
to only use students as study participants is stg@dy the fact that focus groups should be
homogeneous in terms of socioeconomic and demogragtaracteristics (Malhotra and
Birks, 2006, p. 160). Moreover, this group was gaadcessible for the researchers, and, as
mentioned in chapter 2.1, part of the age group rifaresents the majority of social media
users.

It was assumed that a focus group sample of stedleat are already familiar with each other
facilitates the group discussion and makes thdggaaihts comfortable to speak their minds
spontaneously (Acocella, 2012, p. 1127). Due to tweups’ variety of educational
backgrounds, it was furthermore expected that #régpants have a different knowledge on
sustainability and social media, which leads téedént perspectives on the topic. According
to Hisrich and Peters (1982, p. 12, cited in Aclage2012, p. 1127), having such minor
differences within focus groups is valuable sirtceniables the collection of diverse points of
view. In this study’s context, this provided a lemunderstanding of young people’s social
media behaviour in relation to CS topics.

Ethical concerns did not occur since the partitiselection process was transparent
in terms of stating the question areas that weseudsed in the focus groups. Therefore, it
was assumed that the participants are willing tresitheir thoughts, opinions and knowledge.
Moreover, it was made sure that the questions awoidtimidate the participants and that the
participants identity is not revealed. The lattésvassured by using codes for the participants
instead of their names. These codes were compdsaaboeviations for the city in which the
focus groups were conducted and of a number thatassigned to each participant in each
group. Table 1 shows an overview of the codesvileat given to the participants:
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City Major Participant Participant Code

Hamburg Business 1 HH-P1
Administration
(Bachelor level)
2 HH-P2
3 HH-P3
4 HH-P4
5 HH-P5
6 HH-P6
7 HH-P7
8 HH-P8
Lineburg Sustainability 1 LG-P1
Science
(Master level)
2 LG-P2
3 LG-P3
4 LG-P4
5 LG-P5
Eichstatt Joumalism 1 El-P1
(Bachelor level)
2 El-P2
3 EI-P3
4 El-P4
5 EI-P5
6 El-P6

Table 1: Participants and Participant Codes

According to methodology literature, the commoret focus groups is between six and ten
participants (Bryman and Bell, 2007, p. 517; Henrankl Leavy, 2014, p. 2). However, the
focus groups for this study consisted of five tgheipeople. This size was chosen since
smaller groups are more suitable for complex androgersial topics. Such topics are those
that strongly involve people and thus, make thegage in vivid discussions (Bryman and
Bell, 2007, p. 518).

The questions that were posed to the focus gramjicpants were divided into three
phases: During the first phase, participants wsked about their activities in social media
and about the relevance they ascribe to sustaityahild CS. This enabled the researchers to
gain knowledge on the participants’ attitudes tasaCS and social media use prior to the
study. The second phase was concerned with qussébaut CS issues in social media.
Mainly, these questions aimed to find out if anavhiibe participants interact with companies
or other social media users who communicate abous€i®s.
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As a part of this, it was asked how the commuracatf other social media users influences
the participants’ attitudes towards CS. In the lplsase, Facebook sample posts of CS
communication were given to the participants.

Posts from Facebook were chosen as examplesthisscial media platform has the
largest number of registered users worldwide, caagpdo other social networks (Statista,
2016d). The posts should help the participantsitaseon CS in social media and to make the
discussion more hands-on by adding practical exasnplhe reasons to choose Facebook
posts from three sustainable fashion companiesomedwell-known multinational fashion
corporation were two in particular: First, susthitity is a critical topic within the apparel
industry. Especially events like the Rana Plazaapsk in 2013 have drawn public attention
towards working conditions (Kozlowski et al., 2036,377). Second, apparel is an everyday
product and thus, relevant for most people. Fosgh&vo reasons, it was assumed that
participants would have views and opinions to shéren being confronted with these posts
from two different kinds of companies. With refetento the stakeholder communication
strategies by Morsing and Schultz (2006), three tpothat represent a one-way
communication (information) as well as three pastt represent a two-way communication
(involvement), were chosen by the researchers. pdsts can be found in part two of the
attachment from page 43 to page 48. All guidingstjoas for the focus group discussions
can be found in part one of the attachment fronepkgto page 42.

4.3 Data Analysis

The focus group discussions were transcribed absesuently analysed. In this context, the
gualitative data analysis programme MAXQDA was used a helping tool. Once the
transcription had been finished, it was checkedthwy researchers to avoid any errors
(Saunders et al. 2012, p. 485).

The data analysis itself was based on a contetysasiawhich was conducted in four steps:
First, the main statements from all participantseasummarised per focus group. In this way,
the key themes and patterns as well as relatioadl@fwveen them became visible more easily.
This helped with the second step of the analysis¢chvwas to develop categories in order to
group the collected data. The model of pro-envirental behaviour by Kollmuss and
Agyeman (2002) was used as a basis for buildingsghoategories. Subsequently, all
categories were made visible in MAXQDA and connedte examples from the conducted
focus groups as well as to coding rules. Third,da& from the focus groups was sorted into
the developed categories within MAXQDA (Saundersakt 2012, pp. 489-494). This
classification of the empirical data was doubleetfeel by both researchers to avoid
discrepancies. As a last step, the category systasninterpreted with regard to the research
guestion.
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4.4 Limitations

All in all, it was expected that a qualitative rasgh approach is suitable to examine the
research question. Nevertheless, this approacls beatations and risks: For instance, it does
not make the data universally comparable: Othezarehiers may form different categories
from the data material and thus develop other pnétations (Saunders et al. 2012, p. 493). In
addition, the focus groups only represent singlsesathat might not be generalizable.
However, a generalisation of the results was netaim of this study. Rather, it was a first
attempt to better understand the individual ussoafal media with regard to CS topics.

Regarding the choice of focus groups as a reseaethod, following risks had to be
considered (Bryman and Bell, 2007, p. 525): Firsthis question of control. Focus group
discussions are mainly dependent on the partiopaif the group members. Nevertheless, it
is important that the interviewer leads the dismrssvith the right level of control to gain
valuable outcomes. Second, participants with stapigions can suppress the perspectives of
others. Therefore, it is vital that the intervievigcludes all participants in the discussion and
creates an atmosphere that allows everyone to spaetakHowever, based on the collected
data material, these risks did not appear in timelgcted focus groups.
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5. Resaults

As a first step, the individual social media usegéneral was assessed. In this context, five
primary factors were identifiecconsumption of content, participation in contenéation,
production of own content, one-to-one communicatang barriers to participate and to
produce contenfThese results gave a first insight into the paréiots’ general attitudes and
behaviours in this communication channel.
As a second step, it was assessed if and how iparits do exert their power in
relation to CS issues in social media, for examplanberacting with companies or other
social media users who communicate about CS isdumsthis purpose, the model by
Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) served as a basis tiegodase the collected data. Thus,
deductive key themes weexternal, demographic, andternal factors Although these key
themes were sufficient to explain the materialytivere modified in order to apply them to
the sustainability and social media context. Irs tbontext, emotions have emerged as an

additional sub-theme. Table 1 shows an overvieth@itoding categories:

Main categories Codes Subcodes
Social Media Usage Consumption no
Behaviour
Participation no
Production no
One-to-One no

Communication
Behaviour towards
Corporate Sustainability
in Social Media

Table 2: Coding categories

Communication

Barriers to Participate or to
Produce Content

External Factors

Internal Factors

« Privacy Concerns

+ Low Quality

« Reluctance to harm
others

« Infrastructure
« Economic
« Social & Cultural

« Motivations

+ Knowledge & Awareness

« Responsibility & Priorities
Locus of Control

« Attitudes

« Emotional Involvement &
Emotions
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In general, the following sections will refer taetfocus groups by naming their majors. This
is only due to structural reasons, since certaitepa could be observed during the data
analysis. However, it was not this study’s goatdmpare the single groups to each other, but
to gain a broad understanding of young people’sabmeedia behaviour in relation to CS
topics.

5.1 Social M edia Usage Behaviour

Results show that all participants use social madi have active accounts in social media
networks, mostly in Facebook. Although the usadgeab®ur differs among the participants,
the most important reason to use social media extthhange messages with friends and to
organise university groups and events (e.g. LGH3;P7, HH-P2). Below, the five key
themes related to the social media usage behaareresented in detail.

Consumption

Most participants from the business administragjosup emphasised that they only consume
content in social media. This includes reading névid-P8) and the ratings of companies,

restaurants, or other places, that were produceath®r social media users (HH-P4, HH-P7,
HH-P8). Obtaining information on events and uniitgnelated issues were further prominent
reasons to consume content (HH-P7). Overall, thiécp@ants from this focus group stated

that they are passive users and avoid any interacttith organisations or personally

unknown persons in social media (e.g. HH-P3; HH-P7)

In the sustainability science group, half of thetipgpants only consumes content in
social media (LG-P1, LG-P2, LG-P3). Another pap#sit, who is more active than the three
ones previously mentioned, emphasised that herealys comments generated by other users
“if there is (..) a controversial topic” (LG-P5).

Similar to the business administration group, thenpalism focus group is also mainly
concerned with consuming content (EI-P2, EI-P3PEJ-EI-P5). One of their main reasons to
consume is reading the news (e.g. EI-P3). Whiletrabthe participants from the other two
focus groups indicated that they only scan presetmatent, participants from the journalism
group were more interested in reading commentsdtiedr users gave to certain posts, e.g.
posts from news agencies or companies (EI-P2, EERrP4). For one participant (EI-P1),
reading comments was only interesting when hendisehave written those comments.

Participation

Participation was rather low in the business adstiaiion group. Only two students
mentioned that they regularly participate in soamadia. For HH-P7, participating in
university groups on Facebook is the main reasdnlewHH-P1 often tags her friends in a
comment in order to draw their attention to a sipepost.
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In the sustainability science group, two studetdted that they only participate in university

groups and very rarely like or share content (LG-B2-P3). Two other students (LG-P4,

LG-P5) showed that they participate in a strongay.wHowever, sharing a post does only
make sense for LG-P5 if the message reflects hisarp

LG-P4 agreed with this behaviour: “for me it's mabout elaborating, or more than | do
comments. | think I'm like you, | like a lot andshare”. This student mainly shares posts
connected to topics of justice and equity. He dtdéit@t he actively uses the option to share
such posts in order to spread information amondyigisds.

A similar picture emerged in the journalism grotfalf of the students indicated that
they only react to content on Facebook by likingwhile the other half showed stronger
participation. One student (EI-P4) tags friendcamments and two others (EI-P5, EI-P6)
sometimes share news articles on Facebook.

Production

In total, five students indicated that they prodoeen content in social media, while this is
concentrated on the social network Facebook. HHfR¥n the business administration
group, produced content once when she was in needoomation about a delayed flight.
Thus, she posted her question on the corporatédeoof Facebook.

Two students from the sustainability science gragularly produce content in order
to spread information on political, social, and taumability issues. LG-P4 mainly posts
information “that people could use to criticallysass the situation [US elections] all the
better and [tries] to present it in a way that's polarising”, while LG-P5 posts content in
relation to three main topics: the refugee crisis@ermany, sustainability, and the US
elections. He stated that he tries to use Facebsakchannel to actively spread his view on
these topics among other users. However, he reffedom commenting on posts:

I would usually just share it because | agree wulith message and, yeah... because for me, to, to
comment on that | would have to disagree someho@&-H5)

In the journalism group, two participants stateat tiney sometimes comment or post content,
but the reasons are more for entertaining thamformation purposes (El-P2, EI-P5).

One-to-One Communication

All'in all, the use of social media is mainly cooterl to social reasons, like staying in touch
with friends or participating in university groupsid events (e.g. LG-P3, HH-P7, HH-P2).
Therefore, all participants use social media, dsfigcFacebook and instant messenger
services like WhatsApp and Snapchat, in order tharge messages with people they know
in real life. In this way, they rather use sociadédia as an additional tool for one-to-one
communication than for communicating issues frore-tmymany. Exceptions are only five

students, as previously mentioned.
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Barriers to Participate or to Produce Content

Overall, the general willingness to actively papate in social media or to produce content is
limited. Throughout all three focus groups, main reasonsotoparticipate and to produce
content areprivacy concernsa perceivedow quality of social media content, and the
reluctance to harm othetsy giving critical comments.

Privacy concerns are related to participants’ ulivghess to appear on social media
sites with their names (HH-P1, HH-P4, EI-P5).

The quality of social media content is perceivedas since participants feel that
many comments of other users are either not retemanot constructive for the discussion.
Thus, they do not want to take part in them (HH4E®;P1, EI-P4, EI-P5). Furthermore, they
accentuated that the most active users in socidlardiscussions seem to be people with a
highly negative attitude towards the topic (“hatdgl-P4). In their view, this circumstance
hinders constructive outcomes of social media disicuns.

An interesting barrier was mentioned in the busnedministration group. Two
students (HH-P3, HH-P8) of this group indicated thay do not want to harm corporations
by criticising them publicly via social media. laatd, they would rather contact the
corporations directly by e-mail.

5.2 Communication Behaviour towards Corporate Sustainability in Social
Media

Findings indicate that most participants do notrexeeir power in relation to CS issues in
social media. Despite the fact that participant®ach group show some variation in their
opinions, it is possible to observe tendencies vatfard to attitudes as well as with regard to
sustainability knowledge and awareness for eachro
Results for all key themes and sub-themes that disovered in the data material

are presented below. The demographic characteri@ige, level of education) of the focus
groups were named in the method section on pagéliérefore, they are not explained
separately at this point.

5.2.1 External Factors

An infrastructure in terms of social media accesgiven for all students. All of them use at
least Facebook and for most of them, it is the rsairial media channel (e.g. LG-P1; LG-P2;
LG-P3; EI-P4; EI-P5). Other popular social mediatfgrms named by some students are
Instagram, Twitter, and YouTube as well as theaimsimessenger services Snapchat and
WhatsApp (e.g. HH-P7; LG-P1; EI-P5).
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In the study at haneéconomic factorappeared as the availability of time to engagenime
discussion about CS issues and as the time and nioagarticipants are willing to spend in
order to act sustainably offline. It was expectedit this sheds light on the importance that
participants ascribe to sustainability issues eirtpersonal lives, which helped to understand
their online communication behaviour related to €sties.

In the business administration group, economicofachad a significant influence on
sustainable behaviour. The students emphasised thigher price of sustainable products (in
terms of organic vegetables or fairly producedhes), compared to conventional products,
hinders them to consume more sustainably (e.g. BHHM-P7). Furthermore, they stated
that a certain time effort is required to act suwstly (HH-P1, HH-P7).

In the other two focus groups, economic aspect® wess important for individual
behaviour. Some participants from the journalisougrdislike that social media is very time
consuming and distracts them from offline actit{&l-P1, EI-P4). Another participant (El-
P1) mentioned that the financial aspect is relevdrn purchasing sustainable products, but
highlighted that this is no significant criteriar foer own purchase decisions. In contrast to
that, the sustainability science students rathscudised economic aspects of sustainability
from a global perspective:

If those organisations are now incurring the trostof doing business, the impact, the externalitie
globally, now the price of products goes up préityh and our ability to consume goes down pretty
extremely too. (LG-P4)

As already mentioned in subchapter 5.1, social anedan important tool for the participants
to stay in touch with their friends and to contpebple that they know in real life. However,
only few of them (e.g. HH-P1, HH-P2, EI-P1) stathbdt it influences them when content is
shared by one of their friends:

But | give it a different meaning when it is postadfriends of mine because then | am interestetien
person as well. In this case, | rather read theecdror look at it than when it is posted by soneeelse.
(HH-P2, translated from German)

For another participant from the sustainabilityescie group, it does not make a difference
what other say to a specific content (LG-P3).

Participants of the business administration grotgted that they perceive a high
awareness towards sustainability issues in Germéhgy argued that this influences their
individual behaviour since they feel it is expecéed common:

For us it is natural. | think everyone in Germaray® somehow attention to it unknowingly because
you have been brought up like this... that is thdetgc. and you do not necessarily think about it
anymore like: Ohh, | am environmentally conscid® just do it. (HH-P8, translated from German)
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5.2.2 Internal Factors

Motivations

As primary motives for the participation and protilue of content in social media, several
participants mentioned to exchange messages wéhds and to organise university team
projects (HH-P1-8; HH-P7; LG-P3; EI-P4) as wellodiser events (HH-P5; HH-P7).

The motivation to inform themselves or to commutgcabout CS topics in social
media was rather low throughout the three focusiggoMost participants stated that they do
not follow corporations in social media and are md¢rested to do so (e.g. LG-P1, LG-P4,
HH-P1, HH-P7). Nevertheless, this does not meanhahaf them are passive when it comes
to sustainability topics in general. Especially tofdhe sustainability science students (LG-P4
and LG-P5) indicated that they regularly partiogpdiy sharing and liking. Moreover,
expressing their political opinion and convincirtgers of their opinion was a highly relevant
motive:

My behaviour has recently changed from being aipasonsumer to becoming more of a political
activist because (...) so many people were... ndlyrpalitical, even though the situation in Germany
became... bad. I, I'm specifically talking about tfefugee crisis and this was when | started posting
more on Facebook and sharing more links other pgopst, ‘cause |, | felt (...) | needed to expitbss
and (...) to convince people of the right thindsG{P5)

While LG-P5 mentioned that he regularly particigatnd produces contents to convince
other users in general, LG-P4’s motives are mdexsee. He stated that he gets active when
a specific comment or post raises his interestpdted out that his main topics for posting

content are equity and justice:

Every once in a while (...) there is just somethiti@ve to share regarding equity or justice (.wjll

find some statistics that | think are generallielinformative, that, | think, information that pee
could use to critically assess the situation adl tetter and try to present it in a way that's not
polarising, | just want the information to be ouete. (LG-P4)

Although their motives slightly differ, the two p&ipants seem to disagree with prevailing
political and social circumstances. This is an iniwe for them to get active, which was also
illustrated when LG-P5 mentioned that he would artdynment on posts if he disagrees with
the posted message.
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Knowledge and Awareness

Two patrticipants from the sustainability scienceugyr (LG-P4, LG-P5) mentioned that they
participate and produce content related to sudiditya They presented a significant
knowledge on sustainability issues during the dismn. Their fellow students showed a
similar knowledge and awareness (LG-P1, LG-P2, I3k-But do not perform the same
behaviour. As already indicated earlier, they weatber passive with regard to participating
and producing social media content. The journaldudents (EI-P6, EI-P5, EI-P1, EI-P4)
showed awareness of CS issues:

Everyone knows these negative stories and evegytiiout Nestlé but still people buy their products.
(...) I had a look at Nestlés’ PR page and it &lyegood. They consider the criticism and answdyi
telling you exactly what you want to hear... (E}P1

The business administration students presentekiessledge, but were also aware of some
sustainability problems. Related to that, they noerad that they changed some offline
behaviour patterns, e.g. bringing own bags to tiednarket instead of buying them, but
they did not feel the need to communicate about gsues in social media (e.g. HH-P1, HH-
P7).

Responsibility, Priorities and Locus of Control

Participants from the business administration gragicated that sustainability is not a
priority for them, respectively that they only eggain sustainable behaviour when it is
connected to existing cultural norms, as mentiommedsection 5.2.1. For them, acting
sustainably is especially difficult in relation fashion consumption. They prioritised the
pleasure of shopping over sustainability issues faftdthat sustainable fashion is neither
matching their taste nor is affordable for theng.(élH-P1; HH-P2).

Participants from the journalism and sustainabiityence group showed a stronger
tendency to prioritise sustainability issues, laiher expressed this by lowering or changing
their consumption behaviour than by engaging inasgbility communication or questioning
CS actions via social media (e.g. LG-P3, LG-P5, €|H-P1).

In terms of tackling sustainability problems, pagants from the business
administration and journalism group felt that tleynot have the power to change prevailing
circumstances (e.g. HH-P1; EI-P5). The journaligodents assumed that expressing their
opinions in social media might not be effective doange corporate practices or to be
considered by other users in general (e.g. EI-P&4L

| don’t know if a company actually pays attentionniegative or positive comments on social media. If
that really puts pressure on them... (EI-P4, traadlftom German)
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Other participants saw the need for individuals @odiety to change towards a more
sustainable lifestyle, but rather connected thesiers to the offline than to the online world
(e.g. LG-P4; EI-P4). Some journalism students daled) this responsibility to other actors,
such as political and economic ones (EI-P2, EIER45). They felt that these “big players”
(EI-P4) have more power in effecting a change.

Attitudes

When it comes to companies in social media, mamiicgzants do not want to follow them
because they do not want to be carriers and resedfeadvertisements or because they feel
annoyed by the amount of company posts (e.g. HHHPLLP7; LG-P1; LG-P4; EI-P4).

With regard to CS activities, the participants shdwenilarattitudesas well: Distrust
on companies’ honesty is prevailing and commurocabn sustainability activities is often
perceived to only happen for marketing or imageoea (e.g. HH-P1; HH-P3; HH-P8; LG-
P5; EI-P1). However, participants across all tHoeis groups highlighted the role of third-
party-endorsements for creating confidence in C¥iaes. These could be endorsements
from media (e.g. HH-P1; LG-P2; LG-P3; LG-P4; EI-F:P2), through certifications (e.g.
LG-P4; LG-P2), non-governmental organisations (el§5-P2; LG-P5), and political
institutions (EI-P4). The doubts about CS activitiesgeneral were also reflected in the
participants’ attitude towards the communicatiorlC&f issues in social media:

I think 1 will always have the feeling if a compappsts something about their sustainable... work, |
will always have the feeling, what do you hide? {P@)

I think it is difficult if they are starting to pbsnore on Facebook themselves. One does not knthisif
is really true, or just consider how many things plnotoshopped... (EI-P6, translated from German)

As the participants’ statements and reactions tdsvéine sample posts showed, the amount
and way of communication are crucial factors i3 tontext:

If they [the corporations] spam you, you do not tviendeal with it [information about sustainability
activities] at that moment and you are just annogred then you will certainly not look at it anymore
(HH-P8, translated from German)

| think this is slightly connected to the frequenbpw often do people click on that. If it is ordpe
article or contribution from time to time, then tbleances are higher that one says: OK, | click andl
have a look on it. But when there is something cgmip all the time, one does not read it. (EI-P6,
translated from German)

Moreover, some participants did not consider sowmialdia, especially Facebook, to be a
reliable platform for communication about CS iss{geg. LG-P4; EI-P4).
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While doubts about the reliability of CS communioatexisted across all focus groups, it was
interesting to see that the sample posts were ipectéifferently by the groups. Informative
posts were rather less appealing to participaota the business administration group:

Even if the message behind that is super, thiserath an advertisement post for me. (...) we are
sustainable and this is the explanation, but ifdady follow them, | do not need to be remindedhatt.

So, | would not be that happy if | would see thhgt would annoy me. (HH-P1, translated from
German)

For me, this article is too much connected to tbe-movement. Also the comments, these are the
typical people, little bit of activists, that anetd the topic (...) sure, this is a high level, Huis too
difficult for me to connect with that (...) it ihreally tangible. (HH-P8, translated from German)

Two commonalities of all groups were the overaljatéve reaction towards the multinational
corporation’s post and the positive reaction towaadsmaller, sustainable fashion company’s
detailed replies to critical comments. The firseda mainly connected to doubts about the
company’s honesty and the feeling that the comnatwedt issue is ridiculous (e.g. HH-P5;
HH-P7; LG-P5; LG-EI-P4; EI-P5, EI-P1), whereas ffseond one is seen as an indicator for
transparency and honesty (e.g. HH-P7; EI-P4; EI-P6)

Emotional Involvement and Emotions

As already mentioned above, two participants from gustainability science group (LG-P4,

LG-P5) indicated that they express their politigainion in social media in order to convince

others. According to their statements (seetivation3, both participants seem to share a
feeling of injustice connected to current politieadd social issues that they want to fight by
spreading information on social media. The feebhgnjustice can be classified as a negative
emotion. At the same time, it seems to cause diyp®@motion for LG-P4 if he can share

such information with others via social media:

Even if, like, | can influence anybody or | donitfluence, and maybe | just feel a little bit better
because I, hopefully somebody finds it and thad kif maybe gives him a little bit better informed
decision. (LG-P4)

However, there are also negative feelings conneotéthat action:

| try to stay away from that as much as | can,dugtry once in a while (...) something gets me finpd
(...) but then, (...) it's almost like I'm apolo@ggt‘cause immediately after that | will post sonfike,
silly pictures of some cat (...) like I'm, not tng to steer political agenda or something. (LG-P4)

26



Concerning the reactions towards the sample posisticipants from the business
administration group showed positive emotions whemmg confronted with those posts that
try to engage social media users and do not dyrguiint to sustainability issues. As the
following statement illustrates, this is connectedhe use of appealing pictures and contents
that match the participant’s interests:

For me, it is important that the issue is commuteiddike this, that it does not bear this eco-inspren
from the very beginning, but that it is exactlydithis (...) that it sparks my interest. (HH-Panslated
from German)

In contrast to that, participants from the sustailityt science group reacted rather negatively
to all sample post, no matter if they communicatieeir messages in an informative or
engaging way. They were mostly considered as sig@yfmarketing or not truly sustainable
(e.g. LG-P1; LG-P3; LG-P4; LG-P1).

The journalism group’s reaction can be considepethea in between the other two
groups. They reacted positively to one post thaegketailed informed, since the corporation
“explained everything step by step” (EI-P4), bug tkaction towards the more engaging posts
were rather mixed. Some participants considerenh tteefollow a good concept (e.g. EI-P3;
El-P4), while others were not convinced by thepraach (e.g. EI-P5).
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6. Discussion

This study suggests that one-to-one communicasica nain incentive to use social media,
rather than to share content and communicate wahymThis finding contrasts existing

literature. This usage behaviour seems to havengadt on the participants’ communication
behaviour towards CS issues in social media as Rebults indicate that the level of social
media activity with regard to CS issues is rather, lavith only few exceptions. Thus, social

media’s potential as an empowerment tool is nabekdd by the participants.

6.1 Social M edia Usage Behaviour

Overall, the classification of the collected dat#oithree social media usage types is in
accordance with the types defined by Shao (2006yvd¥er, these three types could not be
found in every focus group. Moreover, findings sesjghat the classification by Shao (2009)
IS not sufficient since it excludes one-to-one camivation.

As already mentioned in subchapter 5.1, most of shedents use social media in a
consumptivavay. This rather passive behaviour illustratessardpancy to previous research,
since for example Castells (2009) highlights thegtalities for individuals to create own
content in social media and spread it with a glaleakh. The level oparticipation varied
among the three focus groups, however contentrghavas limited to certain topics and
sometimes to content produced by friends. Only sistadents unlock the full potential of
social media in the role of “the new opinion-makKees it is defined by Zerfal? and Boelter
(2005; cited in de Witt, 2011, p. 85), ambducecontents.

In general, the majority of participants acts ratpassive in social media, which
suggests that the distinction of social media utethe passive audience in traditional mass
media is not as clear as Castell (2009) statesommextion to this, the study reveals that
social media does not change communication behessiimtially since most participants use
social media fobne-to-one communicatiomith friends or with people they know in real life.
This points to the need to extend Shao’s (200¥sdiaation of social media usage types by
including personal one-to-one messaging.

Barriers to Participate or to Produce Content

Participants across all three focus groups indicétat privacy concerns are a major barrier
that makes them refrain from posting or commentngcorporate social media sites. Those
concerns are also mentioned by Sanchez et al. 2@ conducted a survey among students
in order to assess their privacy expectations & gbcial media context. Their findings
suggest that students want to keep their privaesatds potential employers, but still publish
a lot of personal information in social media netvgo
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Since the present study found that participantsndb want other individual users and
corporations to see their names on corporate so@dia sites, the first finding by Sanchez et
al. (2012) can be supported. However, participanthis study are in general rather passive
when it comes to sharing their personal informadod opinions on social media networks.
This contradicts Sanchez et al.’s (2012) secondirf@y but is in line with a more recent
study, carried out by Custers et al. (2014). Theglym®d consumers’ privacy expectations
with regard to social media and came to the commuthat those were significantly high
(Custers et al., 2014, p. 291).

Another barrier for the participants in the studyhand is that they often perceive
content and discussions in social media as lowityuates. Thus, they do not want to engage
in the same. To the authors’ knowledge, low qudiég not explicitly been mentioned as a
barrier for individual social media use in previaesearch. However, research by Agichtein
et al. (2008) and Figueiredo et al. (2013) poimtstite potential lack of quality in user-
generated content. A second finding that - agarthé authors’ best knowledge - has not
been covered by previous studies is that somecpaatits from the business administration
group refrain from contacting corporations publialysocial media since they do not want to
harm them.

6.2 Communication Behaviour towards Corporate Sustainability in Social
Media

Results indicate that the level of social mediavagtwith regard to CS issues is not directly
connected to the participants’ sustainability kredge and awareness. Even if these two
factors are given, most participants were not inmedi to communicate about CS. One reason
might lie in the perceived locus of control. A sedoreason might be that personal
responsibility and prioritising sustainability apeatly has a weaker influence on social media
than offline behaviour. Finally, findings suggebat students with a high knowledge on
sustainability issues are less inclined to trust €@®Bnmunication and to be involved
emotionally by engaging pictures and texts only.

6.2.1 External Factors

The findings of this study suggest that externattdies play a role for individual
communication behaviour towards CS issues. Howelierpriginal definition, as suggested
by Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002), is only partly aggdble to the present data material.

While they see institutional factors as relatedht® infrastructure of public transport
and recycling facilities (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 20(. 248), this definition was not
entirely tenable for the analysis of the focus goat hand since their main focus was online
instead of offline behaviour.
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Thus, institutional factors mainly appeared as ranlinfrastructure. This refers to the
availability of social media accounts in order tartgipate in CS discussions on these
platforms.

Although economic factors were visible in the dataterial, as explained in section
5.2.1, they do not seem to be directly connectethaoparticipants’ social media behaviour
towards CS issues. As in the original definitiongiaband cultural factors were visible as
influences from the participants’ culture and frgmople in their environment, i.e. family,
friends, and acquaintances. Nevertheless, onlypfsticipants mentioned social and cultural
influences explicitly and thus, they do not seenplay a decisive role for their behaviour in
social media.

6.2.2 Internal Factors

For the data analysis, Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (20@2rnal factors had to be modified.
The modifications are explained below. The fas@iuescould not be assessed based on the
data material.

Motivations

In the context of the data material at hand, mtitwawas scrutinised with regard to two

issues: First, the motivation to participate anadpice content in social media in general. This
helped to gain a better understanding of the conmratian behaviour in social media, which

was relevant for scrutinising communication about i€8uies. Second, the motivation to
consume, participate or produce content in sociatlien with regard to CS issues was
assessed.

The data analysis showed that participants’ bel@udriven by both primary (e.qg.
the comfort of social media as a communication foolprivate and university issues) and
selective motives (e.g. getting or spreading fafirmation in one specific situation). This is
in accordance with Kollmuss and Agyeman’s model 020p. 250). However, the
participants’ motivations to inform themselves amuenunicate about CS topics in social
media were rather low throughout the three focusugs. Thus, the question remains why
most participants do not use their communicatiomgyonvhen it comes to CS issues.

Only two participants (LG-P4, LG-P5), who were frdime sustainability science
group, indicated that they regularly participatel gsmoduce content with regard to social,
political, and sustainability topics. Their mairgament for this action was to inform others
about these topics, either in order to convincenttod their opinion (LG-P5) or in order to
provide information that helps them to reflect tbpics critically (LG-P4). This behaviour is
in accordance with a statement by Oh and Syn (20%y highlight that people are more
likely to participate in social systems if they éfethat they have enough knowledge and
expertise in a particular subject and that thi kelp others” (p. 2047).
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Although LG-P4’s and LG-P5’s motives slightly diffethey seem to share a feeling of
injustice connected to political and social issukat they want to fight by spreading
information on social media. Thus, disagreementhwptrevailing circumstances is an
incentive for them. This positive impact of polatisn on individual willingness to
participate in public discourse is also highlighbgdprevious research (e,g. Fieseler and Fleck
2013, p. 760).

Knowledge and Awareness

As indicated by Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002, p. 234)owledgeand awarenessof
environmental problems do not automatically fogies-environmental behaviour, but can
make it more likely to occur. Thus, it was assuntkdt knowledge and awareness of
sustainability problems make a pro-sustainabilighdviour, including the communication
about these problems, more likely, but not a néityedshis was confirmed by the focus group
participants. Although participants from the susahility science group showed the most
extensive knowledge on sustainability issues, dwly students from this group claimed to
regularly engage with social, political, and susahility issues in social media. The
participants of the other two focus groups stateat they neither communicate about CS
issues in social media nor contact corporationgctly, even if they are aware of
sustainability issues.

Responsibility, Priorities and Locus of Control

According to Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) it is mbkely that individuals engage in pro-
environmental behaviour when these are “in alignmweith [their] personal priorities” (p.
256). When considering the findings from the busshadministration group, this can be
confirmed since participants stated that sustalityais not a priority for them and apparently,
this is why they also do not engage in communioagioout CS issues in social media.

However, this factor fails to explain the sdanedia inactivity of the journalism and
sustainability science students. Some participfot® the journalism group acknowledged
the importance of sustainability issues. HoweVeegjrtactivity level with regard to CS issues
in social media was no different from the busiredsinistration group.

With only two exceptions, the same was true for gbstainability science students
since sustainability is a priority for all of therand they are aware of their own
responsibilities. As already indicated, they ratelkeow this by changing their consumption
behaviour. This suggests that responsibility andripies might have a weaker influence on
social media than on offline behaviour.
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Furthermore, another reason for this inactivity mif@e the locus of control. This is for
example visible when participants stated that tinewyld not have the power to change
sustainability problems. Instead, they felt thdientactors from economy and politics have
more power in effecting a change, which is in adaace with Kollmuss and Agyeman
(2002, p. 256).

Attitudes

Although Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002, p. 252) ascrib weak, indirect and varying
influence to attitudes as the shapers of pro-environmental behaviour, ghdicipants’
attitudes offered valuable insights into their abonedia communication behaviour related to
CS issues. Attitudes could mainly be observed vatard to three areas: the attitude towards
social media, the attitude towards CS, and theud#itowards CS communication in social
media.

Concerning the first area, participants shomexed attitudes: On the one hand, they
valued social media as an easy tool to organisetgwand university team works as well as to
stay in touch with personal contacts (seetivation3. On the other hand, they doubted its
reliability and effectiveness when it comes to ¢spthat are not directly related to their
private lives. The attitude towards CS activitiegjiste similar across all the focus groups
since distrust towards corporations’ honesty isvailing and the communication on
sustainability activities is often perceived toyhbppen for marketing or image reasons.

With regard to the third area, many participanéest that they do not want to follow
corporations in social media which is contraryitalings presented by Smith and Gallicano
(2015). They have found that young people wishsialdish a dialogue with organisations
and thus, have subscribed to their content. Howeagticipants in the present study did not
subscribe to content from corporations. Especidilty sustainability science students showed
a strongly negative attitude towards CS commurooain social media. Similar to their
opinion on CS activities in general, they judge tb@mmunication as a marketing and
reputation management tool. Hence, they do noteperdt as trustworthy or really addressing
sustainability issues. This critical opinion is pably related to the fact that students from this
group show the highest levels of sustainability memnass and knowledge, compared to the
other two focus groups. Still, even the majoritytlois group was not willing to express their
opinions on CS issues in social media or to distiisse issues with corporations or other
users. The main reason was that social media isortidered to be an appropriate tool for
getting information and for having discussion ab@# issues. For this purpose, other
channels, such as accredited sustainability repats favoured. In relation to that,
participants across all three focus groups empbdsithe relevance of third-party-
endorsements in order to create confidence in CSmzomcation. This relevance has also
been pointed out by existing literature on corpwrabmmunication (e.g. Walter, 2012, p.
152).
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Emotional Involvement and Emotions

A feeling of injustice seems to motivate two pap@nts (LG-P4, LG-P5) from the
sustainability science group to participate anddpo® contents on current political, social,
sustainability issues in social media. This feeloan be classified as a negative emotion
which might lead to emotional involvement. Consedlyeractions become more likely
(Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p. 254).

With regard to LG-P4, the posting of entertainimgptent after political content might
point to concerns about social acceptance, whinhbeaseen as a negative emotion. Although
he considers the content he posts or shares tofmtant, he might feel that it is not popular
in his network. This underlines the purpose of glogiedia networks for self-presentation and
social-integration, which has been identified bgvyous research (Lin and Chung, 2014;
Wang et al., 2015, p. 35). Furthermore, accordm@offman (1959, cited in Kaplan and
Haenlein, 2010) “the concept of self-presentatimtes that in any type of social interaction
people have the desire to control the impressidghergeople form of them”. Thus, with
regard to this and to Kollmuss and Agyeman (200255%), LG-P4 might try to fight this
negative emotion by posting entertaining pictuned hence, create a distance to the content
he had posted before.

When looking at the focus groups’ reactions towdh#ssample posts, the finding from the
business administration group was interesting. fThiather negative attitude towards
corporations and sustainability topics in socialdraecontrasted their reaction in this case.
The pictures and contents seemed to appeal to tmean emotional level, since they were
more inclined to react after they had seen thesesp®his is accordance with Adomf3ent and
Godemann (2011, p. 35) who highlight that commuioca should create emotional
involvement by using images that the target grauprelate to.

Apparently, this does not work for the other twa@us groups since the journalism
students considered posts with detailed information sustainability topics to be most
interesting and trustworthy, while the engagingtposaused both positive and negative
reactions. For the sustainability science studethis,reactions were negative towards all
posts. Consequently, the willingness to react orptsts and participate in the discussion did
not increase for most participants from those twaugs.

6.3 Key Relationships

In conclusion, the data material shows that thelle¥social media activity with regard to CS
issues is not directly connected to the particigaawarenesandknowledgeof sustainability
iIssues. However, two participants with high susthility knowledge and awareness were the
only ones who claimed to regularly participate apebduce content with regard to
sustainability topics.
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This suggests that knowledge and awareness maikstyaatore likely, but not a necessity
since the other participants from the sustaingbgitience group were not engaging in the
same behaviour. As already indicated, they rathewsd that sustainability is @iority for
them by changing their consumption behaviour, sxtef communicating about these issues
online. This points to a weaker influence of resbility and priorities on social media than
on offline behaviour.

As findings from the journalism focus group suggestother reason for not
communicating about CS issues in social media nlighthelocus of contral Participants felt
that not themselves, but other actors from econanuypolitics have more power in effecting
a change.

The patrticipants’ reactions towards the samplespiosplied another relationship between the
factors: While most of them had negatattitudestowards social media as a communication
tool for corporations and sustainability issueg, lusiness administration students’ reaction
towards the sample posts contrasted this attitdithe. posts seemed to causmotional
involvementince the participants stated that they were rmmieed to react after they had
seen these posts. Thus, their attitude towards pi&ston social media seemed to change after
emotional involvement had been caused.

The fact that most participants from the other tfeous groups reacted rather
negatively towards the sample posts might be cdedeto their level of knowledge on
sustainability issues. Especially participants frima sustainability science group indicated
that they are very critical towards corporate adi@nd thus, have difficulties to trust CS
communication.

Although all participants of the sustainability esate group agreed on this view, two
of them (LG-P4, LG-P5) show a more active sociatimeisage than their fellow students.
This suggests that tHevel of educatiordoes not have a decisive role for activity sintte a
participants went through several years of studias is contrary to Kollmuss and Agyeman
(2002, p. 248) and Oh and Syn (2015, p. 2057), déscribe the level of education as a
crucial factor for motivation and information shagi However, Kollmuss and Agyeman
(2002, p. 248) mention that the educational levaghinnot be sufficient to motivate a
behaviour, but that other factors play a role Fos as well. This is confirmed by the findings
of this study. They rather point to the relevan€e¢he subject of educatigrsince the most
active participants are from the sustainabilityeace group. However, the fact that both
participants put a higher emphasis on communicathmut social and political issues, rather
than about sustainability issues, might relatedgnitive limitationsas they are mentioned by
Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002). While environmentadtdection happens slowly and is not
immediately visible, the political issues the papants are referring to have a high current
relevance. However, this is only one possible exgtian and other factors are probably
shaping this behaviour as well.
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All in all, the mainly criticalattitudestowards social media as a communication tool for
sustainability issues, as well as the barriersnigage in social media discussions, are often
too high for the majority of the students. Most tbem were not motivated to follow,
comment or react on CS issues in social media. Timey, are not inclined to exert their
communication power with regard to CS topics in thiannel.

6.4 Applicability of the Pro-Environmental Behaviour Model by Kollmuss
and Agyeman

Most categories from Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (20@@del were suitable for the analysis
of the focus group discussions. However, some oatg and underlying factors were
modified due to the context of social media: Whilest external factors could be applied to
the data material in their original definition, thenpact was mainly connected to individuals’
offline behaviour towards sustainability issuesu3htheir relevance for the aim of this study
was limited.

The internal factorsesponsibility and prioritie@ndlocus of controlcould be applied in their
original definition (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, 2b66). Valuescould not be assessed
based on the data material. The other internabfadtad to be modified to match the context
of sustainability and individual social media beioav:

First, awarenesswas not only considered as “knowing of the impatthuman
behavior on the environment” (Kollmuss and Agyen2002, p. 253), but as acknowledging
the environmental and social impact of human behaviThe same is true f&mowledge
which was understood as knowledge on sustainabggyes and thus, was broader than
environmental knowledge only.

As suggested by Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002, p.,2B0)vationscould be divided
into primary and selective ones. Nevertheless, these not considered in relation to pro-
environmental behaviour, but first, with regardtih@ motivation to participate and produce
content in social media in general, and secondj vagard to the motivation to consume,
participate or produce content related to CS issues.

A similar modification was made concerning the dactttitudes While the definition
of the term could be maintained (Newhouse, 199&dadn Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002, p.
252), attitudes towards pro-environmental behaviaere not a key theme in the data
material. Instead, attitudes could be observed vagfard to three areas: the attitude towards
social media, the attitude towards CS, and theud&itowards CS communication in social
media.
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The last modified factor ismotional involvementn Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (2002) model,
it is defined as “the extent to which we have drdive relationship to the natural world” (p.
254) and as “the ability to have an emotional rieactwhen being confronted with
environmental degradation” (p. 254). In the datatemal, emotional involvement rather
emerged as the participants’ emotional reaction rwheeing confronted with CS
communication in social media. In connection te tisictor,emotionsappeared as a relevant
factor. Especially negative emotions in terms &eling of injustice could be identified as an
incentive for active participation. This is in liméth previous research conducted by Fieseler
and Fleck (2013) who state that an increasing salion can have a positive impact on
individuals’ willingness to participate in publicsdourse.

6.5 Critical Reflection of Results and Further Resear ch

As mentioned previously, studies about individuaimenunication behaviour related to
sustainability topics in social media are stilleain connection to this, it is rather unexplored
how individuals use social media in order to chajle corporate actions and CS issues.
Therefore, this thesis aimed to contribute to fleddl. The purpose was to examine individual
social media behaviour related to CS issues. This amalysed by using three focus groups,
composed of students from different academic baxkgis. As a result, knowledge has been
gained about factors that might foster or hinddhiiduals to use their communication power
with regard to CS issues in social media. For tippse, Kollmuss and Agyeman’s (2002)
model of pro-environmental was applied in a modifreay.

The qualitative approach of using focus groups @mtent analysis was suitable to achieve
this study’s goal. Still, it has limitations. Firsthe factorvalues from Kollmann and
Agyeman’s (2002) modeatould not be assessed based on the data materiateFesearch
could specifically target how this factor influescea pro-sustainable communication
behaviour in social media. Second, several pasit only use certain social media
platforms, mostly Facebook. Thus, the findingsho$ study are above all connected to this
social media platform. Further research could eramthether the individual communication
behaviour with regard to CS issues is different timeo social media platforms. Third, the
chosen participants only represent one socio-ecangroup with two cultural backgrounds
(German and American). Therefore, further reseaochd apply long-term studies in order to
scrutinise bigger samples or to compare particgpanith different socio-economic
characteristics (e.g. cultural background, agegnme, education level). This enables to see if
the key factors, relations, and barriers that Hasen the result of this study, are also true for
other socio-economic groups. Since only two parénts of all focus groups indicated that
they are regularly active on social media wheroihes to political and sustainability topics,
the results on factors that determine such behawoei rather weak. Further research could
scrutinise samples of active participants in otddind out what motivates their behaviour.
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7. Conclusion and Outlook

Overall, the model of pro-environmental behavioyrkollmuss and Agyeman (2002) was a
suitable basis to evaluate students’ social medr@wour in relation to CS issues. The key
themes were sufficient to explain the data mateliai they had to be modified in order to be
applicable to the context of social media and suakdlity.

The empirical results of the study suggest thatilig) level of social media activity
with regard to CS issues is not directly connectethé studentsawarenessandknowledge
of sustainability issues. However, knowledge andrawess may make activity more likely;
(2) responsibility and prioritieshave a weaker influence on social media than dimef
behaviour; (3) despite of an acknowledgment ofasnability issues, the perceivéocus of
control can prevent students from communicating about gapits in social media; (4)
students with high individuaknowledge on sustainabilitare less inclined to trust CS
communication and to be involved emotionally byasyigg pictures and texts only.

In conclusion, most participants are not inclinedcekert their communication power
over corporations in social media. According to tdodlected data material, this is not only
true for CS issues, but for most discussions inasmeedia in general.

The findings point to several theoretical and pcatimplications: First, findings question the
relevance of social media as an empowerment tabl iegard to CS issues. This is contrary
to previous research on political and social mov@serhus, further research is necessary in
order to validate this study’s results for the ave€S issues.

Second, there has been a lack of studies to datesisess the reasons for individuals
to use social media interactively. Moreover, lithgtention has been paid to individual
motivations for sharing information and personalngms (Oh and Syn, 2015, pp. 2046-
2048). The study at hand contributes to this afe@search by focussing on CS topics. In
connection to this, three main barriers for indiats to communicate about CS issues in
social media were identified: While privacy concerare an issue that has already been
considered in previous literature (e.g. Custeralet2014; Sanchez et al., 2012), this study
found two additional barriers that have not beemtineed previously: a perceived low
quality of social media discussions and conterd, tae reluctance to harm other social media
users, in this case corporations.

Finally, three practical implications can be drawfhe mainly critical attitudes
towards social media as a communication channeC®topics question its appropriateness
to communicate these issues. According to thisysufindings, corporations that want to
inform and engage individuals in their CS activitiega social media need to consider the
following issues: First, it is crucial to communieaCS content in a way that is tailored for
different target groups. While students with higlowledge on this topic prefer to have in-
depth information rather than engaging posts, siisdevith lower knowledge are more

inclined to react to engaging posts that do naatly point to sustainability issues.
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Second, corporations benefit from third-party-eséanents, since they significantly support
the creation of confidence in the communicationG8 activities. Third, it is crucial for
corporations to give detailed replies to criticalhronents from individual users in order to
create trust and transparency.
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I. Guiding Questions for Focus Groups

1) Are you active on social media and what are yoain activities?
2) Do you follow any companies in social media?
3) If so, which companies do you follow and whyndit, why do you not follow any
companies?
4) Do you know the term sustainability and whatyda connect with it?
5) Do you consider sustainability to be importanyour personal life?
6) Do you consider companies to be responsibleldoess social and environmental
issues?
7) Which channels do you trust most when it cornatporate sustainability
communication?
8) Do you trust corporate sustainability communarain social media? Why or why
not?
9) Do you have the impression that companies age tpfeedback in social media?
10) Do you give such feedback to companies by camtingg on their posts or by
messaging them?
11) Do you share companies’ posts on sustainability
12) Do you follow comments to corporate sustairnighplosts that you have liked?
13) What are the factors that encourage or hindertgy comment on posts / to share them
/to message companies?
14) Do your friends / family members communicatewdlrorporate sustainability in
social media or share corporate sustainglubsts?
15) If so, does their communication influence yopinion on corporate sustainability?
16) How important is the reaction of companies saricomments or their reaction on

user feedback to you?
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17) Does it make a difference for you if the companly distributes information on its
sustainability engagement (one-way commuitioabr if it tries to engage the users
in sustainability actions and goals (two-veaynmunication)? (in terms of credibility,
legitimacy, developing the own understandihgustainability,...)

18) Do you know these examples of corporate suatdity posts on Facebook? The
participants will see examples of corporatgtainability posts on Facebook. With
reference to the stakeholder communicatiatesgies by Morsing and Schultz
(2006), they will see posts that represesmie&way communication (stakeholder
information) as well as posts that represemio-way communication
(stakeholder involvement).

19) What do you think about the way in which thiimation is presented? Do you
consider it to be comprehensible and tramspar

20) Do you consider the corporate sustainabilitivdies to be legitimate, judging from
the Facebook posts and user comments?

21) Do you have the impression that the compames@nmitted to sustainability
judging from the Facebook posts? Why or wbt?n

22) Would you react to these particular posts arsithem? Why or why not?

23) When considering your own experiences andxhenples that we have shown you:
What would you like to change with regardtoporate sustainability post contents
and/or the way of communication about corfsaistainability in social media (e.qg.
preference of one-way or two-way communiggtiwho should communicate, which

contents,...)?
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Il. Facebook Sample Postsfor Focus Groups

~auwee POple Tree reeree PEOPlE Tree
It's brilliant to see the ethical fashion movement growing among the new Does the #SlowFashion lifestyle speak to you?

generation of designers. With more educatlop and'awareness‘ together Our team have been inspired to take a fresh look at our wardrobes and
we will be empowered as consumers. http:/fal.cn/2tiv we've pulled together our top tips to help create a unique and stylish

capsule wardrobe. We'd love to hear your tips and ideas too!
http://fal cn/2tZx

Ubersetzung anzeigen

Ubersetzung anzeigen

Fur-free coats and wood heels: study a master's in

sustainable fashion

The shift is towards more ethical and sustainable practices in the manufacturing
process, and a number of postgraduate courses are setting the trend

6 Tips to Create Your Perfect Capsule Wardrobe

Capsule wardrobes are becoming increasingly popular but this fashion movement
is about more than the average catwalk craze - it's a long-term commitment

Mehr dazu

Gefallt mir Kommentieren Teilen |

r Geftallt mur Kommentieren Teilen L
QO 116 Top-Kommentare *

00

i

3 Mal geteit
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0 ARMEDANGELS

Fir unz ist Bio kein Trend, sondern eine Einstellung und Verantwortung
gegeniber unserer Umwel, keine Option, sondern ein Muss. Deshalb setzen
wir auf nachhaltige Materialien wie z.B. Bio-Baumwolle...mehr dazu gibt's
hier: hitp:4www.armedangele de/bio-baumwolle

y Gefallt mir B Kommentiersn & Teilen |

g 474

|
Chrenologisch = m

Sonja Krout Super Sache?
Gefdlt mir Aptworten

—

F. Februarum 1748

Ladies first Gemiund Ein groffer Tell der neven Kellektion won
ARMEDANGELS ist schon bei uns eingetroffen, Wir fihren Armedangels bis
Grofke XL, also Grofke 46
Gefaltt mir - Antworten - 15 1

3. Februar um 1935
% 1 Antwort

Carzsten Behr Sie schreiben, dass Ihre Baumwolle weniger Wasser
bendtigt, alz konventionell angebaute, VWie sieht es mit dem VWasserverbrauch
je produzierter Einheit Baumw olle aus? Ich gehe davon aus, dass der
Wasserverbrauch je Einhelt Flache wirklich geringer ist, ... Mehranzeigen

Gefilt mir Antworten €51

ARMEDANGELS @ Hi Carsten, der Wasserverbrauch ist bei
Bio-Baumwolle deutlich geringer als bei konventioneller. Wieviel das
genau pro Einheit ist, missten wir aber checken. Zum Kuhmist: Viele
un=erer Bauern arbeiten bereitz mit Wurmkompost Anlagen. Als wir im
MNovembe... Mehr anzsigen

L

4. Februar um 13:35

4. Febriar um 1402

Gefalt mir - Antworten

w VWeitere Antworten anzeigen

Carsten Behr Zweite Frage: Aus welchen Lindern stammt die
BioBaumwolie?
um 1337

Februar

Gefalt mir  Antworten £

ARMEDANGELS @ Unsere Bin-Baumwolle stammt aus Indien und der
Torkei. Wenn Du auf unserer FB Seite etwas runterscrolist findest Du
auch Bider unserer Indienreize. Im November waren wir dort, haben
die Bauern besucht und bei der Ernte mitgeholfen.

4. Februar um 14,04

Gefill mir - Antweorten

Michael Riewendt Bio ist ein Irrglaube!
Gefalt mir

EF= - v . i 3y 8
4. Februarum 1630

Antworten

Taminc Monte Schade, dass ihr nicht komplett vegan seid. "Fair” bedeutet
fiir mich auch, fair unzeren tierizchen Briddern und Schwestern gegeniber
7u Rein alkn nichte Tieriches 70 verwenden



E!

die Hauern besucht und berder trnte mitgenolten.
Gefilt mir - Antworten - £ Februar um 1404

Michael Riewendt Bio izt ein Irrglaube!

I

Gefalt mir - Antworten - £ Februar um 1830
Tamino Monte Schade, dass ihr nicht kemplett vegan =eid. "Fair” bedeutst

fiir mich auch, fair unseren tierizchen Bridern und Schwestern gegeniber

ZU =ein, alzo nichts Tieriches zu verwenden.

Gefalt mir - Antwerten €31 - 5. Februar um 16:41

o ARMEDANGELS & Hey Tamino, sehen wir genauso. Obwohl wir uns
nicht dazu entschieden haben ein veganes Modelabel zu =ein, achten
wir bei der Arbeit mit tierizchen Rehstoffen-auf ein terwirdiges und

dennoch nachhaltiges Verfahren. Fir unsere Artikel nutzen wir
ledigli... Mehr anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworden - 52 - 17 Februar um 1514

Céline Miller also dann =ind die gewis=e hosen mit lederpatches auf der
website noch alte modelle? hitp/wrw w armedangelz deffravenbeklsidung-
skinny-zoe...

-' Zoe Skinny | ARMEDANGELS

erhaltlich in schwarz, rot, braun, oliv, blav und tirkis -
Skinny, 57 % Baumwolle {bio), 3% Elasthan, Shim Fit -

ARMEDAMNGELS DE

Gefalt mir - Antworten -2 Marz um 12:32
ARMEDANGELS @ Ganz genau._. =orry, Kommentar irgendwie
ubersehen...Ab 5516 nur noch Jacron.

Gefdlt mir - Antworten - /51 11 MErz um 1442

m
1
i
=
or
1
ol

s Weitere Antworten anzeigen
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ZARA

Faihih

In support of #earthHour the lights in our store windows will remain off on
March 19 from 8.30 to 9.30pm
CHAMNGE FOR CLIMATE

Ubersetzung anzeigen

Gefallt mir

QO 1123

26 Mal geteilt

Earth Hour

Kommentieren

Teiien

=

Top-Kommentare ™

Kaitlyn Webb Patience Whatever happened to customer service? The
Inditex website states "Customers lie at the heart of our business model.
Customer service is an absolute priority.”

What a joked... Mehr anzeigen

Dbersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten €32 4 April um 15:2

ZARA © Hello Kaithyn, please accept our sincerest apologies for any
inconvenience caused as all of our tems undergo strict quality
measures before distribution. In order to further assist, please send
us the following information via a private message to

our... Mehr anzeigen

Uber=etzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten -4 Aprilum 27148

Meghan Lewison Your customer service is the worst® | placed an order a
week ago with expedited shipping and when i finally contacted customer
=zervice to find out where it was they told me that through ‘a warehouse glitch
my order had been canceled and offered me free shipping on my next order.
They did not offer to place the order for me and get it to me guickly even
though it was completely your fault. Unbelievable !

Ubersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten - o 4 - 20, Marz um 2321

ZARA © Hello Meghan, we apologize for any inconvenience this may
have caused. Please send us a private message through our
Customer Care account ZARA Care hitp:on. fo.me/ 1 zZphdl, with the
order number. Ve await vour reply. Thank you.

(lbersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworen - 30 Karz um G0:21

w Weiters Antworien anzeigen

Sara Daley | bought a trench coat a week and a half ago in Paris that is
completely faling apart. | am living in Germany and | have the amount charged
to my credit card, but | can't find the receipt. | called the France and US
customer service with everyone just pushing me around to the next person.
Who can | talk to about thiz?

Dbersetzung anzeigen

Gefdlt mir - Antworten - @53 28 Mirz um 16:15 - Bearbeitst

L
i
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o

BGMEA Thanks ZARA for its support to #earthHour. Really any development
won't be sustainable leaving our envircnment vulnerable. We have to
minimize industrial impacts on the envircnment we lve in.

Obersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten - 31. Marz um 06:58

Alizon Halmos Good initiative! That would be great that all the stores turn
off the lights in their store windows everynight... | keep dreaming that will
happen one day ‘5 At least what you do is a beginning (22

Ubersetzung anzeigen

Gefdlt mir - Antworten - 49 - 18 Marz um 1215

earbeited

m

Mike Tévé if you stop poliuting rivers in underdeveloped countries, mavbe
your "change for climate” would have better resultz. don't you think?
(bersetzung anzeigen

Gefdlt mir - Antworten @57 - 19. Marz um 15:54

Diana Stepanova Absolutely disgusted and disappointed with Zara and
there customer service team. | purchased a shirt last Thursday for me and
my reommate, my roommate by accident threw away my receipt as it was in
a bag that she thought was garbage. | didn't like the ... Mehr-anzeigen
Ubersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten - K31 - 30, Marz um 22:50

Courtney King Humphrey ZARAR holy hell, yallare kiling me® who is
desinging for yall right now bc they need to be stopped The collection is
SCHIEZD.. | scroll through and it feels like 'm on a site that combined Forever
21, American Apparel and threw some Limited i... Mehr anzeigen
Ubsrsetzung anzeigen

Gefdlt mir - Antworien 30, Marz um 02:08 - Bearbeite!

Lizzle Fo'shizzlemydizzle Sericusly Zara only one hour ? What keeps you
from just plainly stopping to light your windows at night 7

Obersetzung anzeigen

Gefalt mir - Antworten €56 18 Marz um22:02  Bezarbeitst

Matt Szura After having been azsured that we were going to be credited on
AT16 {for package number two #2111850 of order #173744193 for
5478.62} and being told that all we need to do was provide verbal
confirmation that here was not a open (or reopened} disput... Mehr anzeigen
(bersetzung anzeigen

Gefdlt mir - Antworten @51 - 28, Marz um 21:48

besgivves People Tree

1 April at 11:23 - &
Today is Walk to Work Day! If you're inspired to make it a new habit with the
longer days and better weather on the way, check out our top tips:

http://fal.cn/2txr. And we'd love to hear yours on getting up and being active
in the morning! Organic coffee anyone?

We're big advocates of anything that encourages health and positivity at People
Tree; life is too short not to be out there enjoying every day! But the work/life
balance can be difficult to maintain, and finding easy ways to fit things in around...

HTTP//FAL.CN/2TXR

¥ Like ¥ Comment ~ Share

015
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. “\ Mud Jeans with Adelé Vainoraité and Janne Erxleben
\uoo/
Launching The Recycle Tour at B Corporation. We're going to bring our

returned jeans to the recycle factory in Valencia. Roadtrip! Hand in your old
jeans at our goodbye event May 1st in Amsterdam. More info soon!

!

Top comments ~

Q02

1 share

E' S

\

gNappies that's such a good idea!l Nice to meet you fellow B Corporation
people! (£
Like - Reply

,.ﬁ All Clifford that's brilliant! Look gNappies - another brilliant B Corporation
A brand for you!! (£

Like - Reply - &5 1
< 1 Reply

Jacqueline van der Wel Mooi!! Ziet er goed uit
See transiation

Like - Reply

Jacqueline van der Wel

—

Like - Reply

Write a comment...
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