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1. Introduction 
This introducing chapter gives a brief overview of the thesis in order to create an 

understanding of the research purpose. Furthermore, the background of the research topic is 

discussed, followed by a problematization. Finally, this chapter present the purpose, research 

question and limitations of this thesis.   

 

1.1. Background 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has become a worldwide issue in the last decades that 

has resulted in an increasing number of studies on CSR in business literature. Scholars widely 

acknowledge the importance of CSR practises, as companies are expected to focus on their 

social responsibilities in the daily operations, and not only on their financial performance 

(Carroll & Shabana, 2010). Consumers today are more socially conscious (Rayapura, 2014), 

and the internet allows a deeper insight of the business practices of companies around the 

world (Iglesias, Ind & Alfaro, 2013). Due to the change in consumers’ expectations and the 

transparency that the internet offers, consumers are expecting, and can find out, if the 

companies they engage with are behaving in a socially responsible manner (Rayapura, 2014). 

Engaging in CSR has been found to be of strategic importance, as it generates several benefits 

(Carroll & Shabana, 2010). For instance, CSR engagement creates trust between customers 

and organisations (Lin-Hi, Hörisch & Blumberg, 2014). Furthermore, companies that are 

perceived as socially responsible can gain an improved reputation (Lii & Lee, 2012), as well 

as increased trust and brand image (Iglesias, Markovic, Singh & Sierra, 2019). Furthermore, 

many consumers are willing to pay more for products sold by companies engaging in social 

responsibility (Nielsen, 2015). However, despite extensive research, CSR has been defined in 

a variety of different ways (Okoye, 2009). Thus, the proposed general accepted definition of 

CSR refers to economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities of a company 

(Carroll, 1991). A majority of existing studies also stress that the social responsibility of 

companies include both maximizing its positive impacts and minimizing its negative impacts 

on society (Okoye, 2009). 

  

Several authors highlight that CSR includes both ‘‘doing good’’ and the practice of ‘‘avoiding 

bad’’ (e.g., Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; Lin-Hi & Müller 2013; Minor & Morgan 2011; Mohr, 

Webb & Harris, 2001). ”Doing good” refers to CSR activities that are not set by law or social 

norms, such as funding, corporate volunteering, disaster relief donations, cause-related 
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marketing, microfinance, and the recruitment of minority employees (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 

2018). By practicing ‘‘doing good’’, companies offer some of their resources to a social 

cause, with the ambition to contribute to a better society. In line with “doing good”, 

businesses also have the responsibility to practice “avoiding bad”. By practising “avoiding 

bad”, companies avoid engaging in irresponsible behaviour that might harm other 

stakeholders or the society (Mena, Rintamäki, Fleming & Spicer, 2016). In contrast to being 

socially responsible, companies can also be socially irresponsible by practicing corporate 

irresponsibility (Carroll, 1979).  Examples of irresponsible behaviour, or “doing bad” (Price 

& Sun, 2017), include market manipulation, customer fraud, corruption, employee 

exploitation, human rights violations and tax evasion (Mena et al., 2016). Essentially, 

‘‘avoiding bad’’ means that companies should ensure that the minimum ethical standards are 

preserved in all spectrum of the business by following laws and social norms, such as 

employee relations, environmental aspects of production and consumer protection (Lin-Hi & 

Blumberg, 2018). Thus, CSR in terms of ‘‘avoiding bad’’ does not only encompass 

regulations by law, as it also includes companies’ responsibility to non-violation of basic 

principles of fairness and justice in society (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018). Businesses today are 

expected to guarantee that labor, social, safety and environmental standards are provided 

throughout their entire chain of suppliers.  

  

Only practicing “doing good” has been shown to be insufficient to maintain a responsible 

image for companies. Since the year of 2000, the most irresponsible corporation has been 

awarded with the Public Eye Award (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). The award was established by 

non-governmental organisations (NGOs) from all around the world. The Walt-Disney 

Company, Royal Dutch Shell and the Royal Bank of Canada are all companies who are 

strongly promoting themselves as socially responsible and how they are practising “doing 

good” on their websites. However, all of these companies have been awarded with the prize 

due to different ethical violations. For example, The Walt-Disney Company violated labour 

and human rights in their supply chain, while Royal Dutch Shell and the Royal Bank of 

Canada both contributed to significant environmental destruction (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). 

The examples above demonstrate that companies can be both socially responsible and 

irresponsible at the same time, and that only practicing “doing good” might not be enough to 

cover up failing to practice “avoiding bad”. 
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1.2 Problematization 
The clothing industry is characterised by fierce competition (Perry & Towers, 2013) and 

booming growth (McKinsey & Company, 2017). Due to the increased amount of available 

information and the ease of comparison that the internet allows, customers are becoming less 

brand loyal, and instead becoming more price sensitive. However, in addition to price, 

consumers also base their purchase decision on how companies act, as consumers expect 

business practices and missions to align with their own values (McKinsey & Company, 

2017). Recent years have seen a large increase in the consumption of clothing, as sales 

increased with 60% from 2000 to 2014 (Remy, Speelman & Swartz, 2016). As the 

manufacturing of clothes is highly labour-intensive, companies are moving their production to 

low-income countries as a way to keep production costs down (Diviney & Lillywhite, 2007). 

This relocation of manufacturing has resulted in that 90 % of the world’s clothing being 

produced by workers with low wages (Bick, Halsey & Ekenga, 2018). In addition to 

purchasing more clothing, consumers only keep their clothes approximately half as long as 

before (Remy et al., 2016). The view of clothes being disposable has become more prevalent 

among customers (Luz, 2007), while social media brings new trends to consumers faster 

(McKinsey & Company, 2017). This has created a trend labelled “fast fashion”, which is 

based on inspiration from fashion shows, adapted to faster production and cheaper prices. Fast 

fashion has changed the industry, as the average number of collections released has increased 

from two in 2000, to five in 2011 (Šajn, 2019). Some companies stretch this even further, 

with Zara releasing 24 each year and H&M between 12 to 16 collections (Šajn, 2019). 

  

However, the fast fashion business practice comes with several consequences, as the 

manufacturing of clothes entails environmental and occupational hazards (Luz, 2007). 

Following the increased demand of clothes, material demand naturally increases as well. The 

growing and manufacturing of the most commonly used fabrics, cotton and polyester, leads to 

large amounts of water usage, pesticides and emissions (Luz, 2007). Furthermore, many 

workers in the clothing industry experience long, intensive work days with low wages and 

poor conditions, which often do not comply with the labour laws of their countries (Diviney 

& Lillywhite, 2007). Due to the shortened life cycle of clothes and the increased pressure on 

lead time, caused by fast fashion, clothing companies must maintain an effective supply chain 

(Księżak, 2016). Moreover, the clothing industry is highly consumer driven, and consumers 

have increased their interest for sustainable clothing (Desore & Narula, 2018). To meet the 



 

4 
 

demand for clothes produced in good conditions, companies must keep a close eye on their 

entire supply chain, as a company cannot claim to be responsible if there are environmental or 

labour violations in the chain (Księżak, 2016). To achieve this, companies need to expand 

their ethical views outside of their headquarters to avoid being held accountable for poor 

conditions in their suppliers’ factories (Perry & Towers, 2013). The consumer interest 

regarding CSR also presents several opportunities. Studies have shown that consumers are 

willing to pay more for products sold by brands who commit to CSR, with nearly three out of 

four consumers aged 34 and under willing to pay extra for positive change (Nielsen, 2015). 

Embracing CSR could thus offer potential growth opportunities and competitive advantages 

for clothing companies (McKinsey & Company, 2017). 

 

Brands are psychological phenomenon that help consumers identify to which company 

products and services belong to (Mudambi, Doyle & Wong, 1997). In today’s marketplace, 

companies need to develop and maintain a strong brand identity in order to gain competitive 

advantages (Aaker, 1991; Pappu, Quester & Cooksey, 2005). The power of a brand lies in the 

minds of consumers (Webster & Keller, 2004) and can add value to a product or service by 

reducing perceived risk and increase the satisfaction felt after purchase (Mudambi et al., 

1997). Through communication and personal experiences, customers’ perceptions and 

attitudes towards a brand can be influenced (Webster & Keller, 2004). By fulfilling promises 

and expectations, and by acting in a consistent manner, consumers will begin to associate a 

brand with certain characteristics (Muylle, Dawar & Rangarajan, 2012). The potential that a 

brand has to influence consumers makes it a very valuable asset and it must be managed as 

such, as it can be used to both to keep, and to gain new customers (Muylle, Dawar & 

Rangarajan, 2012). Making sure that potential customers are aware of which products are 

associated to which brand is vital (Webster & Keller, 2004), and successful branding is the 

ability to align a distinctive brand identity and an effective product with the way consumers 

perceive the brand (Mudambi et al., 1997). 

  

One of the key concepts in branding is Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE). The concept 

of CBBE is defined as “the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to 

the marketing of the brand” (Keller, 1993, p. 2). CBBE has been found to have a strategic role 

in companies, by being a valuable asset that helps to obtain sustainable competitive advantage 

(Hanaysha & Hilman, 2015). Moreover, managing CBBE is an essential tool for measuring 

the long-term effect of marketing (Keller, 1993). Aaker’s (1991) four dimensional CBBE 
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model includes brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. This 

conceptualization of CBBE has been considered the most generally accepted model within 

academic literature (Su & Chang, 2018).  

  

Brand loyalty is described as the attachment that a customer has towards a certain brand 

(Aaker, 1991). Moreover, brand loyalty reflects on customers’ willingness to switch to 

another brand, especially when that brand makes a change either in price or in product 

features (Aaker, 1991). Brand awareness refers to the consumers’ ability to remember or 

recall a brand when they have the intention to buy a particular product or service (Keller, 

1993). Achieving customer awareness will increase the probability of that the brand being 

considered in many purchase situations (Mohd Yasin, Nasser Noor & Mohamad, 2007). 

Perceived quality is defined as the perception customers’ have of the overall quality or 

superiority of a product or service, relative to alternatives, with respect to its intended purpose 

(Aaker, 1991). High perceived quality would consequently influence consumer’s choice 

(Mohd Yasin et al., 2007). Finally, brand associations are viewed as the brand knowledge that 

is stored in the consumer’s mind (Aaker, 1991). The existing literature shows that brand 

associations could add value to the consumers by providing a reason to purchase the brand, 

and by creating positive attitudes among consumers (Su & Chang, 2018). Due the strategic 

importance of CBBE, companies have a strong interest in identifying appropriate means to 

successfully improve CBBE. 

  

As outlined above, the clothing industry is highly consumer driven, and the availability of 

information through internet and the increase of interest regarding social responsibility among 

consumers’ pressure companies to engage in CSR activities. In addition to price and product 

performance, consumers are also assessing brands based on their values and business 

practices. Thus, making sure that the entire supply chain follows regulations and laws has 

become of vital importance. The weight consumers put on CSR also presents opportunities for 

competitive advantages to be used by companies. As previously mentioned, CBBE is one way 

to obtain competitive advantages. Previous studies have shown that CSR-activities can have a 

favourable effect on CBBE (e.g., Guzmán & Davies, 2017; Hur, Kim & Woo, 2014; Iglesias 

et al., 2019; Torres, Bijmolt, Tribó & Verhoef, 2012). 

  

This thesis argues that by engaging in CSR companies could create associations to responsible 

behaviour, and create a strong identity in line with the values and views of consumers, and in 
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turn gain favourable CBBE. However, despite several empirical studies that show a positive 

relationship between CSR and CBBE, there is a lack of empirical evidence of the impact of 

the organisational actions of “doing good” and “avoiding bad” on CBBE, and the negative 

actions of “doing bad”. As previous studies emphasize the strategic importance of “doing 

good” and “avoiding bad” (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013), it is critical to create an understanding of 

consumers’ perceptions of companies’ CSR activities, as a way to create competitive 

advantages. Motivated by this research gap, this study contributes to the existing literature by 

investigating in the relationships between the organisational actions of ‘‘doing good’’, 

‘‘avoiding bad’’, “doing bad” and CBBE.  

  

1.3 Research Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to explain the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of the 

organisational actions that are perceived as  “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, 

and Consumer-Based Brand Equity. 

  

1.4 Research Question 

“How do the organisational actions of ‘doing good’, ‘avoiding bad’ and ‘doing bad’ affect 

Consumer-Based Brand Equity?” 

  

1.5 Delimitations 
This thesis is limited to investigate the effect of consumers’ perceptions of organisational 

actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad” on CBBE. The 

focus lies on how companies in the clothing industry are perceived as engaging in any of 

these actions in the eyes of consumers, rather than investigating the companies actual CSR-

engagements. This decision was taken as CBBE is a measurement based on the perceptions of 

consumers, thus what the consumers perceive is the factor most important in order for a 

change in CBBE. Additionally, as Generation Y are more inclined to value sustainable and 

responsible business practices (Cone, 2006), and since these individuals present a huge 

potential for companies as future consumers, this thesis is limited to investigate the 

perceptions of students under the age of 34.  
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2. Theoretical framework 

This chapter will present the theoretical and core concepts relevant for this thesis. Finally, 

the initial conceptual model and the hypotheses of this study will be presented based on the 

theoretical framework.  

 

2.1 Stakeholder Theory 
The sustainability and responsibility of corporate strategic management has become an 

important issue in recent years, and companies in society today are expected not only to 

succeed economically, but also ecologically and socially (Stiglbauer, 2011). With a rising 

discussion of sustainability ethics and responsibility on business behaviour, managers face 

challenges regarding to whom businesses are responsible to and how they should meet 

stakeholder expectations towards companies. Stakeholder management puts names and faces 

on those important groups and individuals by providing ways to account for their interests in 

the strategic management process (Stiglbauer, 2011). The strategic management process 

includes the “determination of the basic long-term goals and objectives of an enterprise, and 

the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of resources necessary for carrying out 

these goals” (Chandler, 1962, p. 13). By integrating the strategic management process into 

stakeholder concept, companies’ primary goal is to create as much value as possible to its 

stakeholders (Freeman, Harrison & Wicks, 2010). Furthermore, managers have to follow 

three steps in order to achieve this objective. First, they need to identify all potential 

stakeholders and the nature of those stakes (Stiglbauer, 2011). Second, managers should 

evaluate the importance of those groups for the company, and the responsibilities that the 

company might have for them. Lastly, they have to decide upon an appropriate agenda in 

order to meet those expectations (Carroll, 1996). 

 

The definition of a stakeholder in the traditional sense is a group or individual who is affected 

by the achievement of an organisations’ objectives (Freeman, 1984). The most common group 

of stakeholders include; customers, employees, local communities, shareholders, suppliers 

and distributors (Friedman, 2006). Additionally, several external individuals also affect the 

organisation and act as stakeholders, such as media, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), 

governments and the public in general (Friedman, 2006). An organisation is a grouping of 

several stakeholders, and managing the interests, needs and views of the stakeholders should 

be the purpose of the organisation (Friedman, 2006). The idea of stakeholder management is 
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to formulate and implement processes to meet the needs of the various stakeholders by 

managing and integrating the different conflicting relationships and interests, to achieve long 

term success of the organisation (Freeman, 1984). Thus, the stakeholder approach deals with 

active management of the environment and relationships of the organisation to develop 

business strategies. Stakeholder theory is widely researched and approached in different ways. 

As a way to organise the literature in the field, Donaldson and Preston (1995) developed a 

concept in which they group stakeholder literature into three types; descriptive/empirical, 

instrumental and normative. The first being descriptions of how companies are managed, the 

second is related to how stakeholder management affects organisational objectives and the 

final discusses moral justification and the purpose of business. In addition to these, Hörisch, 

Freeman and Schaltegger (2014) add a fourth type; the integrative stakeholder theory. This 

type of theory considers the three previously mentioned theories; descriptive, instrumental 

and normative, to be inextricably linked. 

  

In regards to sustainability management, the integrative stakeholder theory was found to be a 

suitable approach as there are several similarities between them (Hörisch et al., 2014). 

Viewing the purpose of a company to be beyond maximising the short-term shareholder value 

and recognising the interlinkage between ethical issues and business are both central for the 

concepts (Hörisch et al., 2014). Furthermore, neither of the concepts acknowledge 

compensation for irresponsible behaviour as valid business practice, instead companies must 

practise business in a responsible and sustainable manner (Hörisch et al., 2014). Profit-making 

is not seen as immoral, combining the different interests of stakeholders while combining 

short-term views with a long-term perspective is essential in both sustainability management 

and in the integrative stakeholder theory.  

  

Stakeholders do not act in a moral vacuum, instead they need to cooperate with others to 

create mutual interests (Freeman, Pierce & Dodd, 2000). In the case of sustainability 

management, one of the interests around which stakeholders cooperate must be sustainability. 

Based on this, three core challenges were found (Hörisch et al., 2014). First, sustainability 

must be anchored in the mindset of all stakeholders. Second, mutual interests regarding 

sustainability must be created among the stakeholders. By unifying the values behind the 

varied interests for sustainability, challenges are more likely to be overcomed by addressing 

them collectively based on common values (Stead & Stead, 1996). Third, sustainability 

management must create approaches that allow societal stakeholders to act as intermediaries 
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between nature and the company, as nature itself might not be regarded as a stakeholder 

(Hörisch et al., 2014). To overcome these challenges value must be created for stakeholders 

based on sustainability. By creating value for consumers by producing sustainable goods they 

want to purchase, value is created for other stakeholders as it enables the company to create 

jobs, pay taxes to the government and generate profit for shareholders (Hörisch et al., 2014). 

In addition to this, producing sustainable products can make employees proud to work for the 

company, which in turn allows the company to find motivated and qualified employees while 

the local society enjoys the benefits of less pollution. 

  

Corporations today are facing strong expectations and demands from stakeholders to be 

socially responsible. To meet these increased stakeholder expectations, companies CSR 

activities should constantly be evaluated in terms of whether stakeholders’ expectations are 

being fulfilled. As previously mentioned, employees, customers, shareholders and suppliers 

are commonly classified as the key organisational stakeholders (Freeman, 1984). Customers 

are key stakeholders that help establish the reputation and identifications of the company 

(Ferrell, 2004). If customers experience that a company does not behave in a socially 

responsible way, they will most likely exercise pressure on an organisation because of their 

constant access to instant and free information. This means that corporations risk losing their 

customers to competitors if their behaviour does not reach consumers’ ethical standards (Park, 

Childlow & Choi, 2014). Therefore, companies need to address the preferred and desired 

values of the society in which they have operations in order to attract and retain customers.  

 

2.2 Corporate Social Responsibility 
It has been argued that the sole responsibility of a company is to provide maximum profits to 

its shareholders (Caroll, 1991). However, as discussed, time has shown that a company also 

has obligations to a larger group of stakeholders who take an interest in legal and ethical 

rights. The importance of CSR practices is widely acknowledged by scholars, as consumers 

today are more socially conscious than before (Rayapura, 2014). Furthermore, the internet 

allows for more transparency into the business practices of companies (Iglesias, Ind & Alfaro, 

2013). Thus, companies are expected to focus not only on profits, but also on their social 

responsibility in their daily operations. However, defining exactly what CSR is has been 

found to be troublesome (Sheehy, 2015). One such attempt to conceptualise CSR was made in 

the form of a pyramid by Carroll (1991). The pyramid consists of four kinds of social 
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responsibility that together constitute CSR as a concept; economic, legal, ethical and 

philanthropic. 

  

Economic responsibility refers to the responsibility the company has in regards to being 

profitable (Carroll, 1991). A company should act in a way that is consistent with maximising 

earnings per share. The company should also maintain a high level of operating efficiency and 

competitiveness. Furthermore a successful company should be defined as one that is 

consistently profitable. As this thesis focuses on the perceptions of consumers, the economic 

responsibility will not be an object that is studied. Besides being profitable, a company also 

has legal responsibilities. Conducting business in a way that is compliant with laws and 

regulation is expected, and it is important to provide products and services that at a minimum 

meet legal requirements. According to Carroll (1991), a successful company is a company 

that is defined as one that fulfils its legal obligations.  

  

In addition to following laws and regulations, a company also has expectations from societal 

members in regards to the company’s ethical responsibilities. Ethical values are often 

developed before laws are written, as they become the driving force for establishing new laws 

(Carroll, 1991). Thus, ethical responsibility is about living up to newly emerging values and 

norms that society expects companies to meet, even though they reflect a higher standard than 

that which is required by law. This also means that ethical responsibilities are often hard to 

define or constantly under debate, which in turn makes it difficult for companies to keep up 

(Carroll, 1991).  

  

Finally, companies can have philanthropic responsibilities, which is a responsibility based on 

the expectations of society for companies to be good citizens (Carroll, 1991). To achieve this, 

companies must engage in activities that benefits welfare or goodwill, such as contributions to 

education or the community. The difference between philanthropic and ethical responsibilities 

is that the latter is expected by the community, while not engaging in the former does not 

mean that the company is seen as unethical (Carroll, 1991). Therefore, philanthropic activities 

are more voluntary to engage in for companies, despite the societal expectation that 

companies should work towards being good citizens. However, philanthropy is more like 

icing on the CSR-cake, and the other responsibilities could be seen as more important. In spite 

of this, some companies feel that they are socially responsible as long as they are good 

citizens (Carroll, 1991). As an example, if CSR was defined simply as philanthropic activities, 
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a billion-dollar company could donate small sums of money to society but still pollute the 

environment and claim that they are practicing CSR (Sheehy, 2015). 

  

2.2.1 “Doing Good” 
Several authors approach CSR by dividing it into the positive organisational actions 

of  “doing good” and “avoiding bad” (e.g., Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; Lin-Hi & Müller 2013; 

Minor & Morgan 2011; Mohr et al., 2001). In this division, “doing good” consists of activities 

that are not enforced by law and social norms, such as art funding, disaster relief donations, 

the recruitment of minority employees and the use of environmentally friendly technologies, 

which are similar to that of Carroll’s (1991) philanthropic activities (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). 

By devoting some of their resources to a social cause, companies can contribute to a better 

society and be good citizens by “doing good” (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018), as philanthropic 

CSR activities have been found to positively effect on consumers’ attitudinal evaluations of 

the company (Lii & Lee, 2012). Much focus is put on the voluntary nature of CSR in 

academic discussions (Dahlsrud, 2008), and as a consequence many suggestions for 

companies regarding CSR are related to how they can make additional contributions to the 

well-being of society as a way to increase their social responsibility (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). 

The organisational actions of “doing good” allows for unlimited actions to be taken for 

companies in order to increase their social responsibility, while also allowing for competitive 

advantages by attracting new customers and penetrate markets that put value on social 

responsibility (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). By communicating how a company benefits the well-

being of society, the company can gain business benefits by positioning themselves as 

socially responsible (Du, Bhattacharaya & Sen, 2010). As “doing good” is voluntary, not 

practicing it should not result in a negative effect, as stakeholders do not expect companies to 

engage in pro-social actions (Lin-Hi & Blumberg. 2018). However, other researchers have 

found that stakeholders hold higher expectations of corporations that practice ‘‘doing good’’ 

than of corporations that do not practice ‘‘doing good’’ (Janssen, Sen & Bhattacharya, 2015). 

Thus, companies that are recognized for a favourable reputation for “doing good”, tends to 

suffer more in terms of a crisis than a corporation that have not profiled themselves with a 

“doing good” reputation (Sohn & Lariscy, 2015).   

 
2.2.2 “Avoiding Bad” 
Besides being good citizens who are “doing good”, society expects companies to practice 

“avoiding bad”. In other words, to prevent irresponsible behaviour that is harmful for 
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stakeholders and society, such as market manipulation, customer fraud, corruption, employee 

exploitation, human rights violations and tax evasion (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018). Not 

practicing “avoiding bad” can lead to different negative outcomes for companies, such as 

penalties and fines, customer losses, decreased employee motivation and damage to the 

company’s reputation (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). Discussions regarding CSR are mostly 

centred around “doing good”, with little attention being paid to “avoiding bad” (Lin-Hi & 

Müller, 2013). The reason behind this could be that “doing good” may award more positive 

effects for achieving a responsible company image compared to what “avoiding bad” does 

(Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). By “doing good”, companies engage in pro-social behaviour, that 

reaches beyond legal requirement and benefits the well-being of society (Lin-Hi & Müller, 

2013).  

  

On the other hand, “avoiding bad” is no more than what “any good citizen would do” (Davis, 

1973, p. 313), which leads to “avoiding bad” not being seen as an indication of a company 

being socially responsible (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). In contrast to “doing good”, which is 

highly visible and allows companies to over-fulfil the expectations set by society, “avoiding 

bad” is taken for granted and practicing it is unlikely to break any expectations (Lin-Hi, 

2010). While “doing good” gives an opportunity for companies to show how generous and 

friendly they are to society, “avoiding bad” may be taken for granted and not rewarded, which 

in turn makes it difficult for companies to position themselves as responsible by only 

practicing “avoiding bad”. Thus, “avoiding bad” is to ensure that basic labour, social, safety 

and environmental standards are maintained in the company and its entire supply chain (Lin-

Hi & Blumberg, 2018), which are practices that are unlikely to result in CSR awards (Lin-Hi 

& Müller, 2013). At a first glance “doing good” may appear to be the obvious choice for 

companies that wish to demonstrate their social responsibility, as it allows over-fulfilment of 

societal expectations. However, previous studies have found that achieving a responsible 

image requires companies to also practice “avoiding bad” as a “doing good” strategy alone is 

not enough to build the wanted image (Minor & Morgan, 2011). Lin-Hi and Blumberg (2018) 

argues that “doing good” may be efficient in the short term, but practicing “avoiding bad” 

increases the likelihood of positive effect in the long run. As irresponsible behaviour is a 

common occurrence in the corporate world, the expectations of society on companies are 

rather low (Wu, 2014). Furthermore, Pérez and Rodríguez del Bosque (2014) found in their 

study that customers have a rank of preferences, whereas legal-ethical and customer-related 

concerns are more important than shareholders and community issues.  
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2.2.3 “Doing Bad” 
In addition to being socially responsible, companies can also be socially irresponsible by 

practicing corporate irresponsibility (CSI), both intentionally and unintentionally (Carroll, 

1979; Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013), through the the negative organisational actions of “doing bad” 

(Price & Sun, 2017). When companies are “doing bad” by practicing CSI, they act in a way 

that can potentially harm or disadvantage other actors (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). This can lead 

to deterioration of the company’s value due to a negative impact on stakeholder relationships 

(Price & Sun, 2017). Previous studies have found that people are prone to overvalue negative 

information relative to positive information when combined into a single judgement (Reeder 

& Brewer 1979; Skowronski & Carlston 1987; Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer & Vohs, 

2001). In a situation when information about an ethical and an unethical action are of equal 

intensity, the result is a negative judgement rather than a neutral one (Cacioppo & Berntson, 

1994). In line with this, Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) found that consumers are more sensitive 

to negative information than to positive information when it comes to CSR. All consumers 

react negatively to negative CSR information, but only the consumers who value CSR the 

most react positively to positive CSR information (Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). Furthermore, 

negative information about a company has a stronger effect on consumers’ willingness to pay 

than positive information (Moosmayer, 2012), and it also has a larger effect on consumers’ 

evaluation of a company (Mohr & Webb, 2005). In some cases, negative ethical information 

can lead to consumers being unwilling to purchase the products sold by the companies related 

to the information (Moosmayer, 2012).  In table 1 below, examples of “doing good” and 

“avoiding bad” are given by Lin-Hi & Müller (2013, p. 1933), together with the CSI actions 

of “doing bad” (Price & Sun, 2017).  

 

“Doing good” “Avoiding bad” “Doing bad” 

A textile company expands 
its product range with clothes 
made from organic cotton. 

A textile company abstains 
from the employment of cheap 
but harmful production 
methods. 

A textile company uses 
harmful production 
methods. 

A computer manufacturer 
provides African schools with 
free PCs. 

A computer manufacturer 
abstains from employing 
children in its production sites 
in Africa. 

A computer manufacturer 
employs children in its 
production sites in Africa 

Table 1: Organisational Actions 
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2.3 Signalling Theory 

By engaging in CSR practises, companies can not only satisfy stakeholder expectations, but 

also build corporate image and strengthen stakeholder-company relationships (Du et al., 

2010). However, the business returns of CSR are depending on creating stakeholder 

awareness of a company’s CSR activities. Therefore, it is of high importance for managers to 

have a deeper understanding of key CSR communication (Du et al., 2010). In contrast to the 

stakeholder management approach, which emphasises the interaction between companies and 

their existing stakeholders, the signalling perspective is related to interactions with 

stakeholders who are yet to establish contact with the firm, or who further need to confirm 

their choice (Zerbini, 2017). Thus, signalling theory can act as a complement to the 

stakeholder management approach as it deals with relationship initiation rather than 

relationship management. Signalling theory is primarily about reducing information 

asymmetry between two parties and how information asymmetry influences different contexts 

(Spence, 2002). For example, the observable quality of an activity a company engages in can 

be used to influence the perceptions of the unobservable qualities that the company possesses. 

As an example, financial statements or displaying the diversity of the board can be such 

observable qualities (Zhang & Wiersema, 2009). Furthermore, communicating a company’s 

CSR activities has also been found to be beneficial as it can increase brand recognition and 

the perceived ethicality of a brand, which in turn improves brand image (Iglesisas et al., 

2019). 

  

In signalling theory there are two primary actors, the signaller and the receiver, who interact 

through signals (Connelly, Certo, Ireland & Reutzel, 2011). The signaller possesses 

information that outsiders may find useful, but is unavailable to them. This information plays 

an important part in the process of making decisions for individuals, independent of the 

situation (Connelly et al., 2011). Information asymmetry has been found to be of importance 

especially in the case of quality and intent (Stiglitz, 2000). The former being an uncertainty 

regarding another party’s characteristics and the latter is about a concern related to another 

party’s intentions or behaviour. By signalling, companies have the opportunity to present their 

own quality and to influence the perceptions of receivers to help them distinguish low-quality 

companies from high-quality companies (Connelly et al., 2011). Based on this, high-quality 

companies should benefit from signalling their quality, while low-quality companies do not 

(Kirimani & Rao, 2000). For signalling to take place, the signaller must gain something from 
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the receiver that it would not have gained without sharing information. For example, the 

receiver may be incentivised to invest in a company or purchase a product (Connelly et al., 

2011). Thus, signalling theory focuses mainly on the intentional positive signals regarding the 

qualities of the own company sent to receivers to achieve a beneficial response. 

 

2.4 Brand equity 
According to signalling theory, a brand could be seen as a marketing signal and a valuable 

information source for consumers (Shafranskaya & Potapov, 2014). The concept of branding 

has received much attention among researchers, as brands are viewed as one of the most 

valuable assets of companies (Dacin & Smith, 1994). Kotler (1991, p. 442) defined a brand as 

“a name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or combination of them which is intended to identify 

the goods and services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of 

competitors”. Brands consist of several valuable functions of a company (Keller & Lehmann, 

2006). At the most basic level, brands reflect the thorough experience that customers have 

with a product or service. Many companies also use brands as an important role in 

determining the effectiveness of marketing activities (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). It is essential 

for companies to create an understanding of the equity of their brand in order to manage it in a 

suitable way (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). Brand equity has been studied from two different 

perspectives. One is a financially-based motivation, which has been used to estimate the value 

of a brand mainly for accounting purposes (Keller, 1993). The second perspective arises from 

a strategy-based motivation, which aims to increase marketing productivity. In accordance 

with Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), this study approaches brand equity from a marketing 

perspective, as the focus of this thesis is on the individual consumer. Moreover, when looking 

at brand equity from a marketing or consumer viewpoint, brand equity is referred to as 

Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE). 

  

Essentially, CBBE is the intangible value that is associated with the product or service that 

exist in the minds of consumers.“Customer-based brand equity refers to the differential effect 

of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand” (Keller, 1993, p. 

2). It is critical for marketers to create an understanding of consumer behaviour in order to 

making strategic decisions that are in line with their target market and product positioning, 

and also tactical decisions about certain marketing mix actions (Keller, 1993). CBBE is 

achieved when the customer is familiar with the brand, whereby some favourable associations 
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have been established. By understanding the structure of brand knowledge, it enables 

companies to create an understanding of what comes to mind when a customer gets in contact 

with a specific brand (Keller, 1993). By enhancing CBBE, companies create customer loyalty, 

ability to pursue brand extension strategies and competitive advantages (Aaker, 1991). 

Positive CBBE can also lead to enhanced revenue, lower costs and greater profit (Keller, 

1993). Furthermore, conceptualizing CBBE is useful as it suggests specific guidelines for 

marketing strategies that can contribute to managerial decision making (Keller, 1993). As the 

conceptualising of CBBE by Aaker (1991) is regarded as one of the most influential 

contributions within the research field, which have been cited by numerous of academics 

(e.g., Keller, 1993, Keller & Lehmann, 2006), this thesis will be based on his framework. 

Aaker‘s (1991) conceptualization of CBBE consist of four dimensions; brand loyalty, brand 

awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. 

  

2.4.1 Brand loyalty 
Aaker (1991) claims that brand loyalty is a major element of a brand's CBBE. Brand loyalty is 

the attachment that a customer has towards a certain brand (Aaker, 1991). It reflects on 

customers’ willingness to switch to another brand, especially when that brand makes a change 

either in price or in product features (Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty is achieved when 

favourable beliefs and attitudes for the brand are demonstrated in repeated buying behaviour 

over time (Keller, 1993). Oliver (1997, p. 392) defined brand loyalty as “a deeply held 

commitment to rebuy or repatronise a preferred product or service consistently in the future, 

despite situational influences and marketing efforts having potential to cause switching 

behavior”. The definition by Oliver (1997) emphasises the behavioural dimension of brand 

loyalty. However, researchers have also characterised brand loyalty by an attitudinal 

perspective. For example, Yoo and Donthu (2001, p. 3) refers to brand loyalty as “the 

tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to buy the brand 

as a primary choice”. This thesis will conceptualise brand loyalty based on an attitudinal 

perspective, as the research focus is to investigate in consumers’ perceptions and not in their 

behaviour. 

 
2.4.2 Brand awareness 
The second dimension of CBBE is brand awareness. Brand awareness includes brand 

recognition and brand recall performance, and is related to consumers’ ability to identify a 

brand and to link attributes, such as the brand name, logo or symbol to associations in 
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memory (Keller, 1993). Brand recognition is the extent to which customers are able to 

identify a specific brand and its attributes based on that they have been exposed to the brand 

previously (Keller, 1993). Brand recall relates to consumers’ ability to correctly generate the 

brand from its memory (Keller, 1993). Keller (1993) discusses that there are three major 

reasons that explain the importance of brand awareness in consumers’ decision making. First, 

it is important that consumers imminently think of a brand when they hear about a specific 

product category. By increasing the brand awareness, the probability that the brand will part 

of the consideration will be higher (Baker, Wesley Hutchinson, Moore & Nedungadi, 1986). 

Second, studies have found that even if there are no previously existing brand associations, 

brand awareness can have a positive impact on decisions about brands in the consideration set 

anyway (Keller, 1993). Lastly, brand awareness influences consumers’ decision making by 

affecting the creation of brand associations in the brand image (Keller, 1993). 

  

2.4.3 Perceived quality 
Perceived quality is another important dimension of CBBE, which is referred to as 

consumers’ overall feeling about a brand, its reliability and performance (Aaker, 1991). 

According to Zeithamal (1998), perceived quality is not the actual quality of a product, but the 

consumers’ judgment about the complete product superiority or excellence. Perceived quality 

provides value to consumers by offering them a reason to buy and by differentiating the brand 

from competitors (Pappu et al., 2005). Brands with a high-perceived quality can be extended 

much further and receive higher evaluations than brands with a low-perceived quality (Dacin 

& Smith, 1994). Aaker (1991) stresses that perceived quality has an impact on the consumers' 

purchase decision, especially when the consumer is not able to research the specific product in 

detail. Additionally, high estimation of perceived quality can be used for brand extensions, 

since the high quality the brand is recognized for in one market can be extended to another 

marketplace (Aaker, 1991).   

  

2.4.4 Brand associations 
The last key parameter influencing CBBE is brand associations. “A brand association is 

anything linked in memory to a brand” and “a link to a brand will be stronger when it is 

based on many experiences or exposures to communications” (Aaker, 1991, p. 109). Brand 

associations are closely related to brand image, which reflects how consumers identify a 

brand. Brand image relates to consumers’ perception of a brand as reflected by the 

associations that is held in memory (Keller, 1993). In other words, the brand image is the 
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reflection of the associations that consumers hold towards the brand. These associations that 

make up the brand image need to be strong, favourable and unique in order to make it 

possible for the customers to differentiate the brand from its competitors (Keller, 1993; 

Keller, 2001).  Favourability refers to the importance or valuable the brand associations are to 

the customers (Keller, 2001). Strength includes how strongly the brand is identified with the 

brand associations. Uniqueness is referred to as the way the brand is distinctively identified 

with the brand associations (Keller, 2001). It can be highly challenging for marketers to crate 

strong, favourable and unique associations, but it is fundamental in the development of 

CBBE. Brand associations can be formed directly from  customers’ own experiences and 

contact with the brand, or indirectly through the depiction of the brand in advertising or by 

some other source of information, for example by word-of-mouth (Keller, 2001).  

  

2.5 CSR and Consumer-Based Brand Equity 
Several studies have been conducted regarding the impact of CSR on CBBE. In developing 

countries, such as India, researchers have found that CSR can be used as a way to achieve 

competitive advantages through increasing CBBE and build trust in the eyes of the consumers 

(Fatma, Rahman & Khan, 2015; Singh & Verma, 2017). Thus, the researchers suggest that 

companies in developing countries should invest in socially responsible activities to 

differentiate themselves from competitors. However, the benefits of CSR are not restricted to 

developing countries, as the positive effects on CBBE were also discovered in more 

developed parts of the world. In the case of major consumer-oriented companies in South 

Korea, CSR initiatives were found to have a positive effect on brand credibility and 

reputation, which in turn acted as key mediators for the link between CSR and CBBE (Hur, 

Kim & Woo, 2014). A similar effect was observed in the hospitality sector, in which hotel 

business were able to use CSR as a key strategic tool to increase CBBE. By engaging in CSR 

initiatives, hotel business can achieve competitive advantages through increased brand 

awareness and loyalty, improved brand image and a higher perceived quality of the services 

provided by the hotel (Martínez & Nishiyama, 2017). The intangible nature of services makes 

maintaining a strong brand crucial (Martínez & Nishiyama, 2017), and the communication of 

CSR activities is one tool to achieve this. The nature of services means that customers cannot 

try the service offered before purchase, therefore it is important for companies to maintain a 

positive brand image to reduce the perceived risk experienced by customers (Iglesisas et al., 

2019). 
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By communicating a company’s CSR activities, customers may experience an increased 

brand recognition and perceive the brand as more ethical, which in turn improves brand 

image. Hoeffler and Keller (2002) argue that CSR can enhance brand image by creating new 

associations and making the brand appear sincerer, more caring and genuine. Furthermore, if 

a customer recognises a brand and associates it with positive emotions or feelings, they are 

less affected by poor service performance and are less likely to blame the brand for failures in 

service performance (Iglesias et al., 2019). In accordance with this, Torres et al. (2012) also 

verified that CSR can be used in order to increase the credibility of a company, which in turn 

builds a more positive image of the company in the minds of customers, investors, bankers, 

suppliers and other stakeholders. Moreover, engaging in CSR can also increase organisational 

commitment and productivity among employees (Hur et al., 2014). Based on this, Torres et al. 

(2012) claim that CSR can provide positive effects independent on which stakeholder it is 

focused on, as it has potential to bring both financial and brand benefits. 

  

2.6 Summary 
To conclude, the key concepts of this thesis are the stakeholder theory and signalling theory. 

Stakeholder theory posits that the essence of business is primarily to build satisfying 

relationships and creating value with its stakeholders. CSR is a response of strong 

expectations and demands from stakeholders to act socially responsible. Both stakeholder 

theory and CSR stress the importance of companies’ responsibilities to communities and 

society. The body of research on CSR used in this thesis divide positive CSR into “doing 

good” and “avoiding bad”. In contrast, companies can also be socially irresponsible by 

practicing CSI, namely “doing bad”.  Differently from stakeholder theory, the signalling 

theory is related to interactions with stakeholders who are yet to establish contact with the 

firm, or who further need to confirm their choice. By engaging in CSR practices, companies 

can not only satisfy stakeholder expectations, but also build corporate image and strengthen 

stakeholder-company relationships. Numerous scholars have shown that CSR can be used to 

increase CBBE, which in turn can measure the value consumers put on a product or service of 

a brand. A brand has the potential to bring many benefits for a company, which makes it a 

very valuable asset. Therefore, the brand must be managed and maintained to ensure it does 

not lose its value, and CBBE is one way of measuring successful branding. On the basis of the 
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theory presented, and under the assumption that the organisational actions of “doing good”; 

“avoiding bad” and “doing bad” affect CBBE, the following hypotheses have been developed; 

 

H1: Organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good” affect CBBE positively. 

H2: Organisational actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad” affect CBBE positively. 

H3: Organisational actions that are perceived as “doing bad” affect CBBE negatively. 

 

2.7 Conceptual Model 
Based on the theoretical framework and the hypotheses presented, a conceptual model has 

been developed (see Figure 1). In this initial model, CBBE and its components are dependent 

variables, which are affected by the independent variables of “doing good”, “avoiding bad” 

and “doing bad”. 

 

 
Figure 1: Conceptual Model 
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3. Method 
In the third chapter, the methodology of the thesis will be presented and discussed. The 

different parts of the method chapter highlights the research approach, primary- and 

secondary data, research strategy, the data collection process, the sample and the 

measurement scales used to test the research hypotheses. Lastly, reliability and validity of the 

data will be presented, as well as ethical considerations.  

 

3.1 Research approach 
Within business and management research, there are mainly three different types of research 

approaches; deductive, inductive and abductive (Bell, Bryman & Harley, 2019). Deductive 

research is recognized as the most common view of the relationship between theory and 

research (Bell et al., 2019). The deductive approach tests the validity of assumptions from 

theoretical considerations. Inductive researchers often use a grounded theory approach, 

whereby they develop new theories by analysing the data that have been collected (Bell et al., 

2019; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). Similar to deductive and inductive approach, 

abduction is used as a way of building theories about the world (Bell et al., 2019). However, 

an abductive approach combines deduction and induction by moving back and forth between 

theory and data  (Bell et al., 2019). In this thesis, a deductive approach has been used in order 

to develop hypotheses based on previous knowledge and the theoretical foundation that has 

been presented. As this thesis tests relationships between different variables through statistical 

inference, it is more suitable to undertake a deductive research approach, rather than the 

inductive or abductive method (Bell et al., 2019). This study was conducted by initially 

collecting existing literature as a foundation for the empirical study. Then the empirical data 

were analysed to develop modified frameworks and theories.  

 
3.2 Choice of method 
A qualitative approach to research is generally associated with an inductive approach, with 

the aim to gain an in-depth insight of specific case by establishing a theory based on the 

collecting data (Bell et al., 2019).  In contrast, quantitative research is primarily associated 

with a deductive approach, whereby researchers are using data to test existing theory (Bell et 

al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2012). Given that the purpose of this thesis is to explain the 

relationship between consumers’ perceptions of the organisational actions that are perceived 

as  “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, and Consumer-Based Brand Equity, a 
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quantitative research method has been undertaken. For this purpose, hypotheses have been 

developed from prior literature in order to empirically test the relation between different 

variables. A quantitative method was conducted to amplify the reach of as many respondents 

as possible simultaneously (Saunders et al., 2012). Moreover, the quantitative method was 

used in order to get a broad view, and to attain an understanding of the consumer perspective. 

A quantitative method offers also a more holistic view of the population than qualitative 

research, which increases the opportunity to generalise the findings of the results (Saunders et 

al., 2012). However, the quantitative research method is not without its limitations. For 

example, it is hard to achieve a deep understanding of the research subject due to the missed 

opportunity to ask additional questions to the respondents (Bell et al., 2019). Additionally, 

quantitative research, along with deductive approach on social phenomena, has been criticized 

for not taking personal interpretations of reality into account (Bell et al., 2019). 

 

3.3 Choice of theory 
The theoretical framework of this thesis is based on the stakeholder theory, Carroll’s (1991) 

pyramid of corporate social responsibility, the signalling theory and Consumer-Based Brand 

Equity (Aaker, 1991). These theories have served as a base to understand the relationship 

between CSR and CBBE, and how the organisational actions of “avoiding bad”, “doing good” 

and “doing bad” affect the relationship. The stakeholder theory emphasises that an 

organisation is a part of a large network, with relationships to many stakeholders, such as 

customers, employees, shareholders and governments (Friedman, 2006). The idea of 

managing stakeholders is to formulate processes that meet the varied needs of the different 

stakeholders to achieve long term success of the organisation (Freeman, 1984). In regards to 

sustainability management, stakeholder management is important to create a mutual interest 

in the mind-set of the stakeholders and to create value for them that is related to sustainability 

(Stead & Stead, 1996). Carroll’s (1991) pyramid divides CSR into four parts; economic, legal, 

ethical and philanthropic, of which the legal and ethical responsibilities are related to the 

organisational actions of “avoiding bad”, while the philanthropic CSR activities are related to 

“doing good”. While the stakeholder theory deals with those who are already in contact with 

the company, the signalling theory is related to the stakeholders who are yet to establish 

contact with the company, or to those who are still uncertain of their choice. As a complement 

to the stakeholder theory, the signalling theory focuses on relationship initiation instead of 

management by reducing information asymmetry between potential stakeholders and the 
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company. Finally, CBBE is used to measure the intangible value of a brand in the minds of 

consumers, which is associated to a product or service (Aaker, 1991). CBBE consists of four 

dimensions; brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. 

Positive CBBE can lead to enhanced revenue, lower costs and increased profits (Keller, 

1993), while also creating customer loyalty and competitive advantages (Aaker, 1991).  

  

3.4 Critique of the sources 
The articles used for this thesis are peer-reviewed and scientific, retrieved from Web of 

Science, Google Scholar and Summon@HKR. In order to put the topic of this thesis into 

context, briefings, sustainability reports and web articles have also been used. In addition to 

the sources mentioned, academic literature account for the remainder of the sources. 

  

In this thesis, a total of 102 sources have been used, of which 75 are scientific articles. Out of 

these 75 articles, 57 were published in scientific journals graded by the Academic Journal 

Guide (AJG) of 2018. The AJG-system served as a guide for evaluation of the quality of the 

articles that were used. This guide is based on peer review, editorial and expert judgements 

from the evaluation of publications (CABS, 2018). Below is a list of the rankings presented in 

Table 2. 

 

AJG rating Ratings Explained 
4* Leading journals in the field, regarded as exemplars of excellence. 

4 Top journals in their field, typically with high submission and low acceptance rates. 

Among the highest citation impact factor within their field. 

3 Highly regarded journals which are very selective and have good submission rates. 

Medium citation impact factor within their field. 

2 Journals of acceptable standard. More modest citation impact factor within their field. 

1 Journals of modest standard. The journals of this rating meet normal scholarly standards, 

but few carry a citation impact factor within their field. 

Table 2: AJG-ratings (CABS, 2018) 

 

Out of the 75 articles, 52% have been published in leading-, top- and highly regarded journals 

in their fields. This indicates that a majority of the articles used for this theses are of good 

quality. 24% of the articles used are from journals not recognized by AJG, which indicates 

that they could be of lower quality. However, these articles still contained research valuable to 

this thesis, but were not used as the core of the main theoretical framework.  
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AJG rating 2018 Number of Articles Percentage 
4* 11 14,7% 

4 7 9,3% 

3 21 28% 

2 10 13,3% 

1 8 10,7% 

Not recognized in AJG 18 24% 

Total 75 100% 

Table 3: AJG-Rating of Articles (CABS, 2018) 

 

3.5 Time horizon 
According to Saunders et al. (2012), a time horizon is needed for the research design 

independent of the research method that is used. The time horizon of the research design can 

be of either cross-sectional or longitudinal design (Saunders et al., 2012). The longitudinal 

design is described as a design that is used to map change in business and management 

research (Bell et al., 2019). With a longitudinal design, studies are repeated over an extended 

period (Saunders et al., 2012). Unlike longitudinal studies, a cross-sectional study is 

conducted over a limited time period. With a cross-sectional design, the researcher examines a 

particular phenomenon at a particular time (Saunders et al., 2012). The cross-sectional design 

is often associated with social surveys, including questionnaires and structured interviews 

(Bell et al., 2019). Although, there are also many others research methods within the context 

of cross-sectional design, such as structured observations, content analysis, official statistics 

and diaries (Bell et al., 2019). In the context of this research, the cross-sectional time horizon 

is used as this study is conducting questionnaires that are limited to a specific time frame.  

  

3.6 Research strategy 
In general terms, research strategy is defined as “a plan of how a researcher will go about 

answering her or his research question” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 173). Research strategy is 

of eight different types; experimental, survey, archival research, case study, ethnography, 

action research, grounded theory and narrative inquiry (Saunders et al., 2012). Within 

business and management research, quantitative method is principally related to experimental 

and survey research strategies (Saunders et al., 2012). A survey research is usually conducted 

in quantitative research in form of questionnaires, structured interviews or structured 
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observations (Saunders et al., 2012). The survey strategy is frequently used in business and 

management research for exploratory and descriptive research (Saunders et al., 2012). In the 

context of this research, a survey strategy was found suitable considering the undertaken 

deductive and cross-sectional research approach. Furthermore, a survey strategy was 

conducted in this thesis, as it enables the collection of standardised data from a sizeable 

population that are easily comparable (Saunders et al., 2012). Furthermore, the survey 

strategy allows researchers to collect quantitative data that can be analysed by using 

descriptive and inferential statistics.  

 

3.7 Sample selection 
Sampling is a crucial element in research, because resource constraints often make it 

impractical for the researcher to collect data from the entire population (Saunders et al., 

2012). A population should represent the universe of units that share common attributes from 

which a sample is selected (Bell et al., 2019). When undertaking a quantitative approach, 

researchers are striving to be able to generalise their findings. It is therefore essential that the 

sampling method and the sampling size are appropriate. In order to be able to generalise the 

findings of this study, the sample must be representative without having to collect data from 

the whole selected population (Bell et al., 2019). In this thesis, the sample consisted of 

university students. Previous research has found that young adults, compared to an older 

population, are usually more supportive of social causes and socially responsible companies 

(Furlow, 2011). Generation Y is the main cohort among current university students, who are 

commonly defined as being born between 1985 through 2005 (Nielsen, 2015). Members of 

Generation Y appear to have more positive attitudes towards socially responsible companies 

in that they are likely to trust the company more, purchase the company’s products and pay 

attention to the message of the company (Cone, 2006). In addition, Generation Y represent 

huge potential for retailers as market segment, and as these individuals graduates from 

university and enter the workforce they will be an even more powerful consumer group 

(Taylor & Cosenza, 2002). For these reasons, the respondents in this study are a part of 

Generation Y and a university student sample has been applied. In addition, a student sample 

has been used because of its accessibility, convenience and low cost.  

There are two main categories of sampling techniques; probability sampling and non-

probability sampling (Saunders et al., 2012). When using probability sampling techniques, 

each individual in the population has an equal chance of being randomly selected. Probability 
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sampling is often used in survey and experiment research strategies (Saunders et al., 2012). 

By contrast, non-probability sampling refers to when the selection of individuals from the 

population is not random and when everyone in the population does not have an equal chance 

of being selected (Saunders et al., 2012). Additionally, there are three types of non-probability 

sampling techniques; quota sampling, convenience sampling and snowball sampling (Bell et 

al., 2019). In this thesis, a convenience sampling has been used, as the respondents have been 

selected primarily because they are easily accessible to participate in the study. In addition, 

members of the target population were found based on geographical proximity, availability at 

a given time and the willingness to participate. Moreover, as participants were encouraged to 

share the survey, a snowball sample was also used, as individuals of the targeted population 

established contact with others within the population (Bell et al., 2019).  

     

3.8 Data collection 
In the initial stage of this thesis, several articles were used as sources of secondary data in 

order to reach an elaborated overview of what have already been examined linked to the 

research field. In addition, primary data were collected through the use of a questionnaire. 

According to Saunders et al. (2012), questionnaires are one of the most commonly used data 

collection methods within the survey strategy. The use of a questionnaire enables for a 

simultaneous collection of a large amount of data, as each respondent is answering the same 

set of questions (Saunders et al., 2012). The design of the questionnaire varies according to 

how the researcher chooses to deliver it, how it is collected and the amount of contact made 

with respondents (Saunders et al., 2012). In this thesis, a self-completed questionnaire was 

sent electronically (Internet-mediated or Web-based questionnaire) and delivered by hand to 

each respondent (delivery and collection questionnaire). Self-administered questionnaires are 

advantageous because of the possibility of wide reach, particularly if distributed 

electronically. However, there is a risk of lower response rates if the respondents perceive the 

questionnaires as impersonal or uninteresting. To overcome this challenge, the questionnaire 

included a personalised introduction and ensured confidence in anonymity. In addition, long 

and difficult questions were avoided.  The respondents were asked to agree or disagree to 

different statements on a 1-7 likert scale (1= Strongly disagree, 7= Strongly agree) related to 

the Consumer-Based Brand Equity and the organisational actions of this study.  
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It is strongly recommended that the questionnaire should be pilot tested before being 

administered (Saunder et al., 2012).  Therefore, a pilot study was conducted by using a copy 

of the actual questionnaire on a small sample of respondents that have the same characteristics 

as the intended sampling frame. The purpose of a pilot test is to ensure that the respondents do 

not have any difficulties answering the statements. A pilot study can also asses the researcher 

with some assessment of the questionnaires’ validity and reliability of the indented data 

collection (Saunder et al., 2012). According to Flink (2009), the minimum number for a pilot 

survey is 10. Hence, the pilot study was administered to a group of 20 respondents in order to 

test if the data collected could be used to answer the research question (Saunders et al., 2012).  

 

Once the questionnaire was pilot tested, two rounds of data collection were undertaken. First, 

the questionnaire was distributed online via Webbenkäter through Facebook. Respondents 

were approached in six student Facebook groups with 4607 members related to Lund 

University, and in one group related to Kristianstad University with 37 members. It is 

beneficial to use an online survey, as it is convenience for the respondents to be able to 

complete it wherever and whenever they want (Bell et al., 2019). Secondly, printed copies of 

the questionnaire were distributed at Kristianstad University and Malmö University, to allow 

for data collection from some of the students who have missed the opportunity to participate 

in the online questionnaire. Data collection was carried out in May 2019, and resulted in the 

questionnaire being shared to 4644 respondents online, and 118 printed copies handed out. 

The online and printed questionnaires received a total of 289 responses, which is a response 

rate of 6%. 

  

3.9 Operationalization 
In deductive research, theory and concepts need to be operationalised in order to enable facts 

to be measured (Saunders et al., 2012). Operationalization is described as the process whereby 

concepts are transformed into measures and variables are used to provide measures for the 

concepts chosen for the research (Bell et al., 2019). In other words, operationalization works 

as a framework for conducting and analyzing data (Bell et al., 2019). In this study, 

operationalization was created by structuring statements for the questionnaire and connecting 

them to existing theories (see Appendix 1). 
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3.9.1 Dependent variables 
The dependent variables in this study are attitudes toward their most recent purchased 

clothing brand. Measures were developed from the concept of Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

(CBBE) by Aaker (1991), whereby CBBE consist of four dimensions; brand awareness, brand 

loyalty, perceived quality and brand associations. 12 statements, adopted from previous 

research (Hanaysha & Abdullah, 2015; Martínez & de Chematory, 2004; Mohd Yasin et al., 

2007; Yoo et al., 2000), were included in the questionnaire, with three being related to each of 

the four dimensions of CBBE (see Appendix 2). Students indicated their agreement with each 

statement on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).  

 

In order to make sure of the reliability of the scale, a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient test was 

conducted. The 12 statements related to each of the four dimensions were combined into four 

variables. The result of the reliability testing of these four variables provided coefficients of 

(𝛼 = 0.838) for Brand Loyalty, (𝛼 = 0.779) for Brand Awareness, (𝛼 = 0.841) for Perceived 

Quality and (𝛼 = 0.793) for Brand Associations. Based on previous studies (Aaker, 1991), all 

twelve statements were converted into a final measurement for CBBE as a whole. Reliability 

testing of this measurement provided a satisfactory coefficient of (𝛼 = 0.863). A value of (𝛼 < 

0,7) is desired (Multon & Coleman, 2010), however in tests regarding opinions or 

characteristics, a lower value of (𝛼 < 0,6) is acceptable. 

 
3.9.2 Independent variables 
The organisational actions used in this study were adopted from the CSR pyramid presented 

by Carroll (1991), split into different levels based on the actions of “doing good” (Lin-Hi & 

Blumberg, 2018), “avoiding bad” (Lin-Hi & Blumberg) and “doing bad” (Price & Sun, 

2017).  12 statements were given regarding the respondents’ perceptions of the actions taken 

by the brand of their most recent purchased clothing item, with four being related to each 

organisational action. The level of the respondents’ agreement to the given statements was 

measured on a Likert scale where 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree. To ensure the 

reliability of the measures, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was conducted. The tests 

provided coefficients of (𝛼 = 0.854) for “avoiding bad”, (𝛼 = 0.871) for “doing good” and (𝛼 

= 0.886) for “doing bad”.  
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3.9.3 Control variables 
Gender: 

The respondents were asked to define their gender, which has been coded according to 1= 

female and 0 = male. Gender was used as a control variable given that previous studies have 

found that there might be some gender differences in CSR attitude and corporate 

responsibility priorities (Haski-Leventhal, Pournader & McKinnon, 2017). For instance, 

research shows that females tend to place a higher value on ethical responsibilities and more 

positive attitudes towards CSR than males (Albaum & Peterson, 2006; Haski-Leventhal et al., 

2017).  

 

Age: 

The respondents of the questionnaire were asked to state their year of birth. The answers have 

then been subtracted from 2019 to determine their age. Age was used as a control variable, as 

interest for sustainable clothing has grown (Desore & Narula, 2018) and previous studies have 

found that consumers, especially those aged 34 and under, are willing to pay more for 

products by brands who show a commitment to CSR (Nielsen, 2015). Thus, there may be 

some differences depending on the age of the respondents.  

 

Ethnicity: 

The respondents were also asked to specify their native language, as a measurement of 

cultural diversity. This was used as a control variable given that prior studies have found that 

there are some differences across countries in business ethical standards because of cultural 

norms (Roxas & Stoneback, 2004; Peterson, Albaum, Merunka, Munuera, & Smith, 2010). 

Given that the study was performed in Sweden, the respondents have been coded into 

Swedish = 1 vs not Swedish = 0 and European = 1 vs not European = 0. 

 

Educational level: 

The respondents were asked to indicate their educational level. This was used as a control 

variable to discover if the level of education at a university had an impact on the respondents’ 

attitudes towards companies and their CSR practices. The educational level was coded into 

four different dummy variables; Bachelor, Master, PhD and Other.   
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3.10 Data analysis 
Quantitative data in a raw form convey very little meaning. Hence, it is necessary to proceed 

and analyse these data (Saunder et al., 2012). The raw dataset generated by Webbenkäter was 

compiled in MS Excel 2015, and all statistical analyses were conducted by using IBM SPSS 

25. Initially, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was conducted on all of the variables in order 

to test the level of internal reliability (Bell et al., 2019). Second, descriptive statistics were 

calculated for all dependent-, independent- and control variables used in the study. 

Furthermore, a Pearson correlations matrix was created to observe possible correlations 

between the variables (Pallant, 2016). Finally, four multiple linear regressions analyses were 

conducted to test the relationship between the organisational actions of “doing good”, 

“avoiding bad”, “doing bad” and the concept of Consumer-Based Brand Equity. Additionally, 

16 regression analyses were conducted post-hoc to further explore the nature and the strength 

of the relationships between the dimensions of CBBE and the organisational actions. 

 

3.11 Reliability and validity 

The importance of measuring the accuracy and consistency of the collected data is known as 

validity and reliability. Validity and reliability are key aspects in the evaluation of 

questionnaire designs. Validity refers to whether or not the measurements of a concept really 

measure what is supposed to be measured (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2012). According 

to Bell et al. (2019), there are several ways of testing the validity of data, such as ace validity, 

concurrent validity, predictive validity, construct validity and convergent validity. For 

example, by using pre-existing measures researcher can refer to others who have already 

determined the validity of the measures. This form of validity is called face validity and is 

needed when a researcher develops new measurements (Bell et al, 2019). In order to establish 

the face validity in this thesis, the statements regarding CBBE in the survey were retrieved 

from previous quantitative research papers. However, the statements regarding the 

organisational actions of “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad” have not been tested 

before, but were adopted from Carroll (1991). Another possible test for the validity is 

construct validity, whereby the hypotheses have been developed from prior theories and 

concepts (Bell et al., 2019). In line with the construct validity, all hypotheses in this thesis 

have been deducted from the theories that have been presented in the theoretical framework.  
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The principle of reliability is the extent to which the collection technique and analysis process 

will demonstrate consistent findings (Saunders et al., 2012). There are three prominent factors 

that can determinate reliability; stability, internal reliability and inter-rater reliability (Bell et 

al., 2019). Stability is the extent to which measurement on the same test is consistent over 

time, which is referred as a test-retest reliability method. If the measure is stable, there would 

be a high correlation between two variables. Internal reliability refers to if the indicators 

measure the same concepts. Cronbach’s alpha is a commonly used test in order to test the 

internal reliability, whereby the average of all possible split-half reliability coefficients are 

being calculated. According to Multon and Coleman (2010) a value of (𝛼 < 0,7) is desired for 

internal reliability. However in tests regarding opinions or characteristics, a lower value of (𝛼 

< 0,6) is acceptable. 

 

3.12 Ethical considerations  
When conducting a quantitative study, there are some ethical aspects that researchers need to 

take into account (Berntson, Bernhard-Oettel, Hellgren, Näswall & Sverke, 2016). First, the 

individuals participating in the study must be protected from harm and affronts, thus the 

researcher needs to consider the purpose of the study. If the study includes sensitive 

information, it is important to approach the study in an ethical manner, as there is a risk that 

the respondents are offended or harmed by certain questions (Berntson et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, the respondents must be informed of the purpose of the study, so that they can 

choose based on the purpose if they want to participate or not, and to avoid deception (Bell et 

al., 2019). Before starting the questionnaire for this thesis, the respondents were presented 

with a short text which explained the background and purpose of the survey. The respondents 

must also have the opportunity to stop and quit the study at any point. Moreover, it is 

important to make sure that the answers are not directly linked to an individual, and to let the 

respondents know this, to maintain a high level of confidentiality (Bell et al., 2019; Berntson 

et al., 2016). In the introduction text of the survey, the respondents were informed that the 

responses collected would be anonymous and treated confidentially for the sole use of this 

thesis. 
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4. Results and Analysis  
The following chapter will present and analyse the empirical findings from the data obtained 

through statistical data analyses of the questionnaire. Based on the findings, a final 

conceptual model is presented in the last section.  

 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive Statistics 

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Gender 205 0 1 0,59 0,494 
Age 205 20 34 25,05 2,897 
Ethnicity Swedish 205 0 1 0,81 0,390 
Ethnicity European 205 0 1 0,97 0,182 
Bachelor 205 0 1 0,61 0,489 
Master 205 0 1 0,30 0,458 
PhD 205 0 0 0,00 0,000 
Other 205 0 1 0,09 0,291 
CBBE 205 1,83 6,67 4,78 1,014 
Brand Loyalty 205 1,00 7,00 3,54 1,608 
Brand Awareness 205 1,00 7,00 3,57 1,364 
Perceived Quality 205 1,00 7,00 5,42 1,114 
Brand Associations 205 1,00 7,00 4,46 1,347 
Avoiding Bad 205 1,00 7,00 4,73 1,043 
Doing Good 205 1,00 7,00 4,01 1,005 
Doing Bad 205 1,00 5,75 3,35 1,064 
Valid N (listwise) 205         

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics 

 

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all variables used in the study and are shown in 

Table 4, which demonstrate an overview of the empirical investigation. When the 

questionnaire was completed, a total of 205 valid responses were collected. The examined 

sample consisted of university students, whereby the youngest respondents to answer the 

questionnaire were 20 and the oldest were 34 years old. The mean age of the respondents 

were 25,05 years. Gender was measured and coded according to a dummy-variable, whereas 1 

= female and 0 = male. The majority of the respondents were female students (59%), and 

male accounts for 41%. Given that the study was conducted in Sweden, 81% of the 

respondents were of Swedish ethnicity. The descriptive statistics table also demonstrate that 

97% of the respondents were of European ethnicity. In terms of educational level, 

approximately two-third of the respondents (61%) were currently studying on bachelor level 
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and 30% were studying a master programme at university. A small number of the respondents 

(9%) stated that they were studying at a university, but at another level than the choices given. 

 

Besides the control variables, Table 4 also present the mean value of the dependent variable 

and the three independent variables. The overall mean score for the independent variable of 

CBBE was 4,78 out of 7. This reveals that the respondents were more in agreement than in 

disagreement with the statements related to the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of their most 

recent purchased clothing brand. Moreover, perceived quality achieved the highest mean 

score of 5,42. The last part of the model demonstrates the three independent variables, 

whereby the respondents were asked to state their perception of companies’ organisational 

actions of “avoiding bad”, “doing good” and “doing bad”. This result demonstrates that the 

average response to the organisational actions of Doing Good was 4,01 and Avoiding Bad 

was 4,73. Finally, the average value of Doing bad was 3,35.    

 

4.2 Pearson Correlation Matrix 

In Table 5 below, the Pearson correlation matrix of the variables in this thesis are presented. 

A bivariate Pearson correlation was used as it is designed for a mix of continuous and 

dichotomous variables which were used in this thesis, while also being suitable for when the 

variables are normally distributed (Pallant, 2016). Due to the sample size of 205 respondents, 

an assumption of normality was taken, as a sample size of 200 or more can cancel out the 

negative effects of non-normality (Hair, 2010). The bivariate Pearson correlation shows a 

positive or negative relationship between two variables, where a positive relationship 

indicates that when one of the variables increases, so does the other. On the other hand, a 

negative relationship indicates that when one variable increases the other one decreases 

(Pallant, 2016). 
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Table 5: Pearson Correlation Matrix

  Pearson Correlations 
  Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Gender                             
2. Age -0,067                           
3. Ethnicity Swedish -0,019 -0,026                         
4. Ethnicity European -0,049 0,050 ,394**                       
5. Bachelor 0,017 -0,130 ,159* -0,040                     
6. Master -0,102 0,106 -,266** 0,005 -,792**                   
7. Other 0,098 0,070 ,152* 0,060 -,400** -,208**                 
8. CBBE -,170* -0,042 0,051 -0,004 -0,098 ,147* -0,042               
9. Brand Loyalty -0,093 -0,036 0,054 -0,065 -0,119 ,151* -0,006 ,813**             
10. Brand Awareness -0,030 -0,079 0,060 0,029 -0,121 ,141* -0,005 ,684** ,350**           
11. Perceived Quality -,304** 0,007 0,002 0,055 0,043 0,002 -0,065 ,622** ,407** ,158*         

12. Brand 
Associations 

-0,120 -0,008 0,026 -0,009 -0,066 0,119 -0,059 ,834** ,564** ,501** ,403**       

13. Avoiding Bad -0,133 -,153* -0,073 -0,049 0,097 -0,008 -,147* ,412** ,362** ,214** ,361** ,294**     
14. Doing Good 0,081 -0,022 -0,112 -0,059 0,049 0,010 -0,099 ,245** ,240** 0,037 ,223** ,230** ,482**   
15. Doing Bad 0,004 0,082 -0,003 0,012 0,044 -0,067 0,032 -,148* -0,130 -0,065 -,168* -0,085 -,512** -,228** 
Note: *** p < 0,001; ** p < 0,01; * p < 0,05                         
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In the correlation matrix, the relationships between the dependent variables of CBBE, Brand 

Loyalty, Brand Awareness, Perceived Quality and Brand Associations and the independent 

variables of Avoiding Bad, Doing Good and Doing Bad are presented. In addition to these, 

the relationships between the independent and dependent variables and the control variables 

of Gender, Age, Ethnicity Swedish, Ethnicity European, Bachelor, Master and Other, are 

shown. 

 

By analysing the correlation matrix in Table 5 above, several significant correlations can be 

found. The dependent variable of CBBE naturally correlates positively with Brand Loyalty 

(0,813**), Brand Awareness (0,684**), Perceived Quality (0,622**) and Brand Associations 

(0,834**), which indicates a strong relationship between CBBE and the dimensions that 

compose the concept. Additionally CBBE correlates positively with the independent variables 

of Doing Good (0,245**) and Avoiding Bad (0,412**), while having a negative correlation 

with Doing Bad (-0,148*). These relationships give an indication that CBBE has a weak 

relationship to the three organisational actions of this study. Additionally, CBBE also has a 

weak negative relationship with being female, as the Gender variable was coded 1 = female 

and 0 = male. Currently studying on a Master level also shows a weak, but positive, 

relationship to CBBE. 

 

In the case of the organisational actions and the dimensions of CBBE, Avoiding Bad is shown 

to have a weak positive relationship with all of the four dimensions. Doing Good only has a 

relationship with three of the dimensions; Brand Loyalty, Perceived Quality and Brand 

Associations. This result suggests that philanthropic engagement might not influence the 

awareness of a brand in the minds of consumers. Finally, the correlation matrix shows that 

Doing Bad only has a negative relationship with Perceived Quality, which might indicate a 

deterioration of quality perception in the eyes of consumers as company practices are 

perceived as increasingly “doing bad”. 

 

4.3 Multiple Linear Regression 

To test the three hypotheses of this thesis several multiple regression analyses were 

conducted. Due to the low number of respondents who answered that they studied on PhD or 

Other level, these control variables were excluded in the analyses. Furthermore, as only 3% of 

the respondents were non-European, this control variable was also excluded. Before analysing 
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the results of the multiple linear regressions, the collinearity diagnostics of the tests had to be 

examined to check for multicollinearity, which occurs when the independent variables in the 

model are correlated (Pallant, 2016). In order to control for multicollinearity, the tolerance (T) 

and the variance inflation factor (VIF), which explain to which extent the variability of an 

independent variable is not explained by the other independent variables in the model, can be 

studied (Pallant, 2016). A T-value below 0,1 or a VIF-value above 10 suggest the possibility 

of multicollinearity (Pallant, 2016). The regression analyses used in this study had a T-value 

range of 0,342 - 0,987 and a VIF-value range of 1,013 - 2,924, both within acceptable levels 

that indicate that there is no multicollinearity. 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Dependent Variable CBBE CBBE CBBE CBBE 
  Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E 
Control Variables                 
Gender -0,178** 0,139 -0,099 0,132 -0,154 0,142 -0,105 0,134 
Age -0,063 0,023 -0,003 0,023 -0,054 0,024 -0,010 0,022 
Ethnicity Swedish 0,119 0,181 0,122 0,171 0,088 0,186 0,135* 0,171 
Bachelor -0,015 0,229 -0,052 0,218 0,025 0,235 -0,066 0,218 
Master 0,153 0,251 0,132 0,238 0,171 0,258 0,130 0,237 
Independent Variables                 
Doing Good 0,271*** 0,068         0,090 0,074 
Avoiding Bad     0,413*** 0,063     0,422*** 0,082 
Doing Bad         -0,132 0,066 0,102 0,070 
Constant 4,112*** 0,727 2,740*** 0,748 5,527*** 0,718 2,068* 0,858 
F-Value 4,897***   9,178*** 2,685*   7,380***   
Adj. R sq. 0,103   0,194   0,047   0,200   
VIF value, highest 2,916   2,919   2,912   2,924   

    n=205   n=205   n=205   n=205 

Table 6: Multiple Linear Regression 

 

The three hypotheses of this thesis were tested through initial multiple regression analyses, 

presented in Table 6. A total of four models were tested, where Model 1 tested H1: 

Organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good” affect CBBE positively. H2: 

Organisational actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad” affect CBBE positively was 

tested in Model 2, and Model 3 tested H3: Organisational actions that are perceived as 

“doing bad” affect CBBE negatively. Finally, Model 4 included all of the three organisational 

actions in one test which shows the effect on CBBE when controlling for the three actions 

simultaneously. 
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4.3.1 Model 1 
In Model 1, Doing Good was used as the sole independent variable. The adjusted R2 explains 

how much of the variance in the dependent variable is explained by the model (Pallant, 2016). 

In Model 1, the adjusted R2 is 0,103, which indicates that 10,3% of the variance in CBBE, is 

explained by the model. Furthermore, the F-value (4,897***) is significant which shows that 

the independent variables used in the model improves the explanation of CBBE in comparison 

to a model without the independent variables (Wahlgren, 2014). When not controlling for 

Avoiding  Bad and Doing Bad, Doing Good (0,271***) and Gender (-0,178**) show a 

significant  relationship to CBBE.  

 

4.3.2 Model 2 
In Model 2, it was tested if organisational actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad” affect 

CBBE positively. In this model, the adjusted R2 increases to 0,194 while the F-value 

(9,178***) increases and stays significant. This indicates that Avoiding Bad explains more of 

the variance in the dependent variable CBBE, from 10,3% in Model 1 to 19,4%, and is a 

better fit for explaining CBBE than Doing Good. Moreover, when not controlling for Doing 

Good and Doing Bad, Avoiding bad (0,413***) shows a positive significant relationship to 

CBBE. 

 

4.3.3 Model 3 
As the final organisational action, Doing Bad is tested without controlling for Doing Good 

and Avoiding Bad in Model 3. In this test, the adjusted R2 shows a low value of 0,047, which 

means that Doing Bad only explains 4,7% of the variance in the dependent variable CBBE. 

The F-value (2,685*) shows a weaker significance than Model 1 and 2, but is still significant. 

This indicates that Model 3 improves the fit of the model with CBBE. However, no variable 

had a significant relationship with CBBE. Doing Bad is on the verge to significance in its 

relationship to CBBE (p = 0,056), but did not quite reach the desired level.  

 

4.3.4 Model 4 
Model 4 controls for all three of the organisational actions while testing their relationship to 

CBBE. The adjusted R2 is 0,200, which indicates that 20% of the variance in CBBE is 

explained by the model. This value is higher than any of the previous models, which indicates 

that all of the organisational actions put together explain CBBE better than separately. 

However, this value is close to the adjusted R2 of Avoiding Bad (0,194) in Model 1, 
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suggesting that the model with all of the organisational actions (Model 4) only slightly 

improves the explanation of variance in CBBE. Furthermore the F-value (7,380***) is 

significant which verifies the fit of the model in regards to explaining CBBE. However, 

Model 4 shows that Avoiding Bad (0,422***) is the only organisational action that has a 

positive significant relationship with the dependent variable of CBBE when all organisational 

actions are included. In addition, the control variable Ethnicity Swedish (0,135*) has a weak, 

but positive significant relationship with CBBE. This suggests that in the eyes of students 

between the age of 20-34 “avoiding bad” appears to be the the most important of the three 

organisational actions when it comes to affecting their evaluation of the CBBE of the brand of 

their most recently purchased clothing item. Additionally, Swedish students appear to 

evaluate their brands in a more positive light than their counterparts from other countries. 

 

Since Model 4 controls for all three of the organisational actions, this model suits the 

conceptual model presented of this thesis. Thus, this model is used for hypothesis testing of 

H1, H2 and H3. Based on the analysis in Model 4, support is found for H2: Organisational 

actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad” affect CBBE positively. However, when 

controlling for the three organisational actions, no support was found for H1: Organisational 

actions that are perceived as “doing good” affect CBBE positively and H3: Organisational 

actions that are perceived as “doing bad” affect CBBE negatively, as the effect of these two 

practises have on CBBE is no longer significant.  

 

4.4 Post-hoc Analyses 
As the independent variable Avoiding Bad was the only of the three organisational actions 

that had a significant relationship to CBBE as a whole when all actions were bunded in one 

test, further tests were conducted to be able to analyse the effects of the organisational actions 

on the dimensions of CBBE; Brand Loyalty, Brand Awareness, Perceived Quality and Brand 

Associations. To achieve this, several post-hoc analyses were conducted in which the 

independent variables were tested both separately and together. These post-hoc analyses 

resulted in a total of 16 models, out of which four were related to each of the four dimensions 

of CBBE. 
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4.4.1 Brand Loyalty 

  Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Dependent Variable Brand Loyalty Brand Loyalty Brand Loyalty Brand Loyalty 
  Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E 
Control Variables                 
Gender -0,101 0,223 -0,027 0,216 -0,078 0,228 -0,036 0,219 
Age -0,055 0,038 -0,001 0,037 -0,048 0,039 -0,008 0,037 
Ethnicity Swedish 0,124 0,291 0,126 0,279 0,094 0,298 0,139* 0,279 
Bachelor -0,046 0,368 -0,078 0,355 -0,008 0,377 -0,092 0,354 
Master 0,141 0,402 0,123 0,387 0,159 0,414 0,121 0,386 
Independent Variables                 
Doing Good 0,261*** 0,109         0,102 0,120 
Avoiding Bad     0,376*** 0,103     0,378*** 0,134 
Doing Bad         -0,115 0,105 0,099 0,115 
Constant 2,351* 1,167 0,468 1,218 4,465*** 1,151 -0,594 1,397 
F-Value 3,971***   6,907**   1,885   5,684***   
Adj. R sq. 0,080   0,148   0,025   0,155   
VIF value, highest 2,916   2,919   2,912   2,924   
    n=205   n=205   n=205   n=205 

Table 7: Brand Loyalty Post-hoc Analysis 

 

In Table 7 the effect of the organisational actions on Brand Loyalty are tested. These tests 

show a similar result to that of the effect on CBBE as a whole. Doing Good and Avoiding Bad 

both have significant F-values and show a significant relationship to Brand Loyalty. Doing 

Bad does not have a significant F-value and thus does not significantly affect Brand Loyalty. 

However, when controlling for all of the organisational actions, only Avoiding Bad 

(0,378***) maintains a significant relationship to Brand Loyalty, indicating that Avoiding 

Bad is the organisational action with the largest influence on Brand Loyalty. Model 8 that 

includes all of the organisational actions has a R2 value of 0,155, which is the highest value of 

the models in Table 7. However, this is only a slight increase over the adjusted R2 of Avoiding 

bad in Model 6, which indicates that Doing Good and Doing Bad do not contribute to the 

explanation of the variance in Brand Loyalty to a large extent. Additionally, Ethnicity 

Swedish (0,139*) also had a positive relationship to Brand Loyalty, suggesting that the 

Swedish respondents were more inclined to be loyal to the clothing brands that they most 

recently purchased. 
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4.4.2 Brand Awareness 

  Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 
Dependent Variable Brand Awareness Brand Awareness Brand Awareness Brand Awareness 
  Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E 
Control Variables                 
Gender -0,022 0,196 0,012 0,192 -0,018 0,195 0,031 0,196 
Age -0,097 0,033 -0,064 0,033 -0,093 0,033 -0,059 0,033 
Ethnicity Swedish 0,108 0,255 0,120 0,249 0,102 0,254 0,121 0,250 
Bachelor -0,035 0,323 -0,070 0,317 -0,028 0,322 -0,073 0,317 
Master 0,149 0,354 0,127 0,346 0,150 0,353 0,134 0,346 
Independent Variables                 
Doing Good 0,049 0,096         -0,080 0,108 
Avoiding Bad     0,222** 0,092     0,312** 0,120 
Doing Bad         -0,046 0,090 0,093 0,103 
Constant 6,220*** 1,025 4,711*** 1,087 6,640*** 0,983 4,102** 1,251 
F-Value 1,442   3,091**   1,433   2,611*   
Adj. R sq. 0,013   0,058   0,013   0,059   
VIF value, highest 2,916   2,919   2,912   2,924   
    n=205   n=205   n=205   n=205 

Table 8: Brand Awareness Post-hoc Analysis 

 

When testing the relationship between the organisational actions and Brand Awareness in 

Table 8, only Avoiding Bad (0,222**) showed significance. Furthermore, while controlling 

for all of the organisational actions Avoiding Bad (0,312**) maintained significance, which 

shows that Avoiding Bad is the only organisational action that has a significant effect on 

Brand Awareness. Adjusted R2 only increased from 0,058 in Model 10 to 0,059 in Model 12, 

which are both low values. This indicates that the contribution Avoiding Bad has to 

explaining the variance in Brand Awareness is very small, and that adding Doing Good and 

Doing Bad only leads to a minimal increase. 
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4.4.3 Perceived Quality 
  Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 

Dependent Variable Perceived Quality Perceived Quality Perceived Quality Perceived Quality 
  Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E 
Control Variables                 
Gender -0,326*** 0,150 -0,259*** 0,147 -0,304*** 0,152 -0,277*** 0,150 
Age -0,005 0,025 0,043 0,025 0,008 0,026 0,036 0,025 
Ethnicity Swedish 0,018 0,196 0,017 0,190 -0,013 0,198 0,024 0,191 
Bachelor 0,026 0,248 0,000 0,242 0,061 0,251 -0,006 0,242 
Master -0,008 0,271 -0,022 0,264 0,004 0,276 -0,028 0,264 
Independent 
Variables                 
Doing Good 0,250*** 0,073         0,117 0,082 
Avoiding Bad     0,334*** 0,070     0,273** 0,092 
Doing Bad         -0,170* 0,070 -0,005 0,078 
Constant 4,713*** 0,786 3,631*** 0,830 6,282*** 0,767 3,535*** 0,955 
F-Value 6,100***   8,232*** 4,659*** 6,500***   
Adj. R sq. 0,130   0,175   0,097   0,177   
VIF value, highest 2,916   2,919   2,912   2,924   
    n=205   n=205   n=205   n=205 

Table 9: Perceived Quality Post-hoc Analysis 

 

For Perceived Quality all of the organisational actions had significant F-values and a 

significant relationship to the dependent variable. Furthermore, Gender showed a significant 

negative relationship to Perceived Quality for all models in Table 9. When controlling for all 

of the organisational actions, Gender maintained significance (-0,277***). However, out of 

the three actions only Avoiding Bad had a significant relationship to Perceived Quality, and 

controlling for all of the organisational actions only slightly increased adjusted R2 from 0,175 

in Model 14 to 0,177 in Model 16. The result of the multiple linear regression analyses in 

Table 9 suggest that only Gender (-0,277***) and the organisational actions of Avoiding Bad 

(0,273**) affect Perceived Quality. As female was coded as 1 and male as 0, the negative 

relationship between Gender and Perceived Quality suggest that the female respondents of 

this study evaluated the quality of their brands lower than the male respondents. 
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4.4.4 Brand Associations 
  Model 17 Model 18 Model 19 Model 20 

Dependent Variable Brand Associations Brand Associations Brand Associations Brand Associations 
  Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E Std. B Std. E 
Control Variables                 
Gender -0,125 0,188 -0,063 0,187 -0,103 0,193 -0,077 0,189 
Age -0,021 0,032 0,021 0,032 -0,017 0,033 0,011 0,032 
Ethnicity Swedish 0,087 0,246 0,083 0,242 0,059 0,252 0,098 0,242 
Bachelor 0,025 0,311 0,006 0,308 0,062 0,319 -0,010 0,307 
Master 0,148 0,340 0,139 0,336 0,169 0,350 0,135 0,334 
Independent Variables                 
Doing Good 0,247*** 0,092         0,135 0,104 
Avoiding Bad     0,295*** 0,089     0,279** 0,116 
Doing Bad         -0,074 0,089 0,098 0,099 
Constant 3,164** 0,986 2,148* 1,057 4,722*** 0,973 1,228 1,209 
F-Value 3,272**   4,171**   1,244   3,761***   
Adj. R sq. 0,063   0,085   0,007   0,098   
VIF value, highest 2,916   2,919   2,912   2,924   
    n=205   n=205   n=205   n=205 

Table 10: Brand Associations Post-hoc Analysis 

 

In line with the initial multiple regression analyses in Table 6, testing the effect of the 

organisational actions on Brand Associations in Table 10 shows that Doing good and 

Avoiding are positively significant, while Doing Bad shows no significant effect. 

Furthermore, the F-values of Doing Good and Avoiding Bad are both significant, but when 

controlling for all of the organisational actions only Avoiding Bad (0,279**) stays significant. 

In Model 20 the adjusted R2 is 0,098 which is a low value, but still higher than the R2 of 

models 17-19, indicating that Model 20 explains more of the variation in Brand Associations 

than the rest of Table 10. 

 

4.5 Hypotheses Testing   
The multiple regression analysis Model 4, in Table 6, was used to find support for the three 

hypotheses in this thesis. Support was found for H2: Organisational actions that are 

perceived as “avoiding bad” affect CBBE positively, as there was a significant positive 

relationship between the independent variable of Avoiding Bad and the dependent variable of 

CBBE. However, the same model did not support H1: Organisational actions that are 

perceived as “doing good” affect CBBE positively and H3: Organisational actions that are 

perceived as “doing bad” affect CBBE negatively. When testing the dimensions of CBBE 

separately in post-hoc analyses, the results were similar to those of Model 4. Besides two 
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control variables, Gender and Ethnicity Swedish, Avoiding Bad was the only independent 

variable that showed a significant effect on the dimensions. 

 

 Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 3 

Supported  x  

Not supported  x  x 

Table 11: Hypothesis Testing Result 

 

4.5.1 Final Research Model  
Based on the findings above, the initial conceptual model was adjusted to a final research 

model presented below in Figure 2. The research model presents the significance of the 

relationship between the organisational actions of “avoiding bad” and CBBE. In addition, due 

to the lack of significance between the organisational actions of “doing good” and “doing 

bad”, and CBBE, they are excluded from the model.   

 
Figure 2: Final Research Model 
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5. Discussion  
The following chapter will present an analytic discussion of the empirical findings. The 

purpose of this thesis was to explain the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of the 

organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing 

bad”, and Consumer-Based Brand Equity. Based on the data gathered and analysed, the 

findings of this thesis will be further discussed below in terms of “doing good”, “avoiding 

bad” and “doing bad”.   

 

5.1 “Doing good”  
In terms of the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of companies that practice the 

organisational actions of “doing good” and CBBE, no statistical significance was found 

between the dependent- and independent variables when controlling for all of the 

organisational actions. This finding of the study offers evidence for that organisational actions 

that are perceived as “doing good” do not appear to result in positive CBBE. The fact that 

hypothesis 1 turned out to not be supported was unexpected, especially considering studies 

that present the increasing importance of CSR, as consumers today, in particular the younger 

generation (Furlow, 2011), are more socially conscious than before (Rayapura, 2014). As well 

as that “doing good’’ has previously been argued to be highly appreciated by many people, 

since by practising this kind of CSR activities, corporations can directly contribute to the 

well-being of stakeholders and society as a whole (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). In addition, this 

finding is not consistent with previous results reported in the literature, which found that 

philanthropic CSR activities have a positive effect on consumers’ attitudinal evaluations of 

companies (Lii & Lee, 2012). Furthermore, prior studies have found evidence of that the 

organisational actions of “doing good” can act as a competitive advantage by attracting new 

customers and penetrate markets that put value on social responsibility (Lin-Hi & Müller, 

2013). It is also argued that companies can gain business benefits by communication and 

positioning themselves as socially responsible corporations who contribute to the well-being 

of society (Du et al., 2010).  

 

Even though these results differ from some earlier studies, they are consistent with the 

findings of studies that have proposed that CSR should not exclusively focus on “doing good” 

(Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013; Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; Minor & Morgan, 2011). For instance, 

Minor and Morgan (2011) found that only practicing “doing good” has been shown to be 
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insufficient to maintain a responsible image for companies. Furthermore, Lin-Hi and Müller 

(2013) claim that companies can be both socially responsible and irresponsible at the same 

time, and that only practicing “doing good” might not be enough to cover up for failing with 

performing “avoiding bad”. Not practicing ‘‘doing good’’ should have no negative effects on 

CBBE, as stakeholders do not expect companies to engage in pro-social actions (Lin-Hi & 

Blumberg, 2018). As the abstinence from not practising “doing good” has no consequences 

for the stakeholders, it is possible that many of the respondents’ clothing brands have chosen 

to abstain from these activities. Stakeholders tend to hold higher expectations of companies 

that are recognized for “doing good”, than they do of corporations who choose not to work 

towards improving the well-being of society (Janssen et al., 2015). This means that these 

companies tend to suffer more in times of a crisis than corporations that have not profiled 

themselves with a “doing good” reputation (Sohn & Lariscy, 2015), Thus, the higher risk for 

companies that practise “doing good” may be an incentive for companies to not engage in 

philanthropic activities. 

 

However, as the mean value of the answers related to “doing good” was 4,01, which indicates 

that the respondents did not have a strong perception of how their brands engaged in “doing 

good” practises, a communication problem between the clothing companies and their 

customers might be hidden behind the findings of this thesis. To reap the potential benefits of 

CSR activities, companies must make sure that their stakeholders are aware of the CSR 

engagement of the company (Du et al., 2010). Thus, through effective communication their 

CSR activities, companies can reduce information asymmetry and signal their qualities to 

stakeholders (Connelly et al., 2011), and to potential customers who need further information 

to confirm their choice (Sebini, 2017). This can in turn increase consumers’ brand recognition 

and the perceived ethicality of a brand, which improves the brand image (Hoeffler & Keller, 

2002, Iglesias et al., 2019). 

 

Further regression analysis that only investigated the effect of “doing good”on CBBE without 

controlling for the other organisational actions, showed that “doing good” has a significant 

effect on CBBE (0.271***). By studying the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of 

companies that practice the organisational actions of “doing good” and CBBE, without 

including “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, the result revealed that ”doing good” has a 

significant positive relationship to CBBE and all of its components, except for brand 

awareness. This implies that ”doing good” has a positive effect on CBBE, but when ”avoiding 
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bad” is taken into account, the effect is not significant. This is consistent with what has been 

claimed by Carroll (1991), who argues that philanthropic activities are more like icing on the 

cake, and that the other responsibilities could be recognized as more important.   

 

5.2 “Avoiding bad” 
The legal and ethical responsibilities of a company have been described as being taken for 

granted by stakeholders (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018), as practicing “avoiding bad” is no more 

than what any good corporate citizen would do (Davis, 1973). Thus, it has been argued that it 

is difficult to exceed stakeholder expectations by simply acting in a manner that is expected 

by society (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). However, due to the common 

occurrence of irresponsibility in the corporate world, it may be possible for companies to 

distinguish themselves by simple not acting in an irresponsible manner (Wu, 2014). Fulfilling 

the legal and ethical responsibilities of a company is also stated as a factor crucial to 

achieving success as a company (Carroll, 1991). If companies do not manage to live up to the 

ethical standards set by consumers, they risk losing their customers to competitors who act in 

a manner more consistent with expectations (Park, Childlow & Choi, 2014). Based on these 

arguments, hypothesis 2 was developed to test if being perceived as engaging in “avoiding 

bad” positively affected CBBE.  

 

From the results in Model 4, support was found for hypothesis 2. The test revealed that the 

organisational actions of “avoiding bad” have a significant positive effect on CBBE as a 

whole (0.422***). Further analysis in Model 8, 12, 16 and 20 also revealed that “avoiding 

bad” has a positive effect on the four dimensions of CBBE; brand loyalty, brand awareness, 

perceived quality and brand associations. These findings are in line with (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 

2018), who proposed that “avoiding bad” may be of larger importance than “doing good”, 

when it comes to the long-term evaluation of a brand in the minds of consumers. Furthermore, 

Pérez and Rodríguez del Bosque (2014) found in their study that customers have a rank of 

preferences, whereas legal-ethical and customer-related concerns are more important than 

shareholders and community issues.  

 
5.3 “Doing bad”  
Based on the theoretical framework presented, we proposed that organisational actions that 

are perceived as “doing bad” would affect CBBE negatively. Surprisingly, the findings of this 
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study demonstrated no significance between “doing good” and CBBE. Additionally, the 

results in the post-hoc tests did not show any significant effect of “doing bad” on the 

individual dimensions of CBBE when controlling for all of the organisational actions. In 

comparison with previous literature, this is a striking finding as previous researchers have 

established the importance of “avoiding bad” in order to prevent irresponsible behaviour of 

“doing bad” (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). As discussed previously, 

companies should prevent unethical and irresponsible behaviour, as those practises can be 

harmful for its stakeholders and the overall well-being of society (Lin-Hi & Blumberg, 2018; 

Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013; Price & Sun, 2017). In contrast, not practising ”avoiding bad” can 

lead to several negative consequences for companies, for instance penalties and fines, 

customer losses, decreased employee motivation and damage to the company’s reputation 

(Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). 

  

The reason for this rather contradictory result is not completely clear, however, the “doing 

bad”-related findings in this study might be justified given that the respondent were asked to 

indicate their level of agreement on the statements based on their most recent purchased 

clothing brand. Therefore, it is possible that the respondents latest purchased clothing item is 

not from a company that is perceived as “doing bad”, and this may have led to that the 

research results did not find a negative significance relationship between the organisational 

actions of ”doing bad” and CBBE. This might be explained by that consumers are being 

unwilling to purchase products that are sold by companies who are related to negative ethical 

information (Moosmayer, 2012). Moreover, consumers are more sensitive to negative 

information than to positive information concerning companies’ CSR initiatives (Sen & 

Bhattacharya, 2001), and it also has a larger effect on consumers’ evaluation of a company 

(Mohr & Webb, 2005). Consequently, this factor may be responsible for this result, which is 

also indicated by the mean value of “doing bad” which had a value of 3.35. The mean score 

implies that the majority of the respondents did not perceive that their latest purchased 

clothing brand is acting in line with “doing bad”. 
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6. Conclusions   

This final chapter present the most significant conclusions of this thesis, followed by 

theoretical contributions and practical implications. Finally, limitations and some 

suggestions for future research are explored.   

 

6.1 Overarching Conclusions 
The purpose of this thesis was to explain the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of 

the organisational actions of  “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, and Consumer-

Based Brand Equity. Previous research has found that young adults are more inclined to 

support socially responsible companies (Furlow, 2011), and will be a powerful consumer 

group in the future (Taylor & Cosenza, 2002). Thus questionnaires were distributed to 

university students in which they were asked to state their perceptions regarding their most 

recent purchased clothing brand and the three different organisational actions. 

 

As consumers are showing a greater interest for responsible and sustainable business 

practices, acting in a manner consistent with “doing good” could help companies improve 

consumer’s evaluation of their brands. Based on this notion, one of the main hypotheses of 

this thesis was that organisational actions that are perceived as ”doing good” would have a 

positive effect on consumers’ evaluation of CBBE. However, the results of this study did not 

confirm this proposition in the context of clothing brands. This finding implies that the 

respondents did not hold more positive attitudes towards clothing companies that were 

perceived as engaging in “doing good” than towards companies who did not. Thus, only 

practicing “doing good” does not appear to be a valid strategy for companies who wish to 

improve their CBBE.  

 

Besides “doing good”, this thesis also hypothesised that organisational actions that are 

perceived as “avoiding bad” would positively affect CBBE. This assumption was based on 

findings by previous researchers who found that customers value legal-ethical and customer-

related issues higher than philanthropic concerns (Pérez & Rodríguez del Bosque, 2014), and 

that companies may be able to distinguish themselves by simply not acting irresponsibly (Wu, 

2014). The results of this study support these claims in the clothing industry, as companies 

who were perceived as “avoiding bad” were also more positively evaluated by the 

respondents. By “avoiding bad”, companies in the clothing industry can enjoy higher brand 
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loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and CBBE as a whole, as 

perceived by consumers. The positive effects of “avoiding bad” on CBBE in this study are 

similar to the propositions of Lin-Hi and Blumberg (2018) who suggested that in the eyes of 

consumers, “avoiding bad” could be more important for the long-term evaluation of a brand 

than “doing good”. 

 

In contrast to “avoiding bad”, companies can also engage in irresponsible behaviour that is 

perceived as “doing bad”. Through unethical and irresponsible behaviour, companies can act 

in a manner that is harmful to their stakeholders and to the overall well-being of society, 

which in turn can damage the company’s reputation (Lin-Hi & Müller, 2013). Based on this 

argument, organisational actions that are perceived as “doing bad” were hypothesised to 

negatively affect CBBE. However, analysis of the results presented in this study, revealed that 

actions that are perceived as “doing bad” by consumers, did not deteriorate the overall CBBE 

of companies in the clothing industry.  

 

In summary, the findings of this study support that avoiding irresponsible behaviour through 

“avoiding bad” is a viable strategy for creating competitive advantages, as these actions can 

improve the CBBE of a company. Furthermore, philanthropic engagements does not seem to 

be a tool fit for creating favourable CBBE in the clothing industry, as there might be other 

factors that consumers value higher when evaluating a company. Finally, engaging in 

organisational actions that are perceived as “doing bad” does not appear to devalue the overall 

CBBE of a clothing company in the eyes of consumers. This may be due to the prevalence of 

irresponsible behaviour in the corporate world (Wu, 2014), which means that practising 

corporate irresponsibility by “doing bad” would not make a company stand out more 

negatively than others.  

 

6.2 Theoretical Contributions 
Previous research has acknowledged the potential that different organisational actions have 

for influencing the evaluation of a company. By empirically investigating the relationship 

between organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing 

bad”, and CBBE, this study offers several theoretical contributions. First, the findings of this 

study contribute to the body of CSR-literature by providing new measurements for 

organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, 
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based on the conceptualisation of CSR presented by Carroll (1991). Second, this study further 

confirms the strength of Consumer-Based Brand Equity and its dimensions as a measurement 

of successful branding in the clothing industry. Third, empirical evidence is presented that 

demonstrate the relationship between “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and “doing bad”, and 

CBBE. As parts of this evidence contradict previous research, these findings offer a new 

perspective on the relationship between companies’ engagement in CSR-activities and CBBE.  

   

6.3 Practical Implications 
The purpose of an organisation is to manage the interests, needs and views of their 

stakeholders (Friedman, 2006). In order to fulfil this purpose, managers need to create an 

understanding of the expectations set by their stakeholders. Managers must then decide on 

appropriate actions to meet the expectations of stakeholders to be successful (Carroll, 1996). 

The findings of this study can be used by managers in the clothing industry who wish to 

create competitive advantages by working towards improving the CBBE of their companies. 

Based on this thesis, managers should primarily focus on the organisational actions of 

“avoiding bad”, rather than philanthropic engagements that are “doing good”, if they wish to 

create favourable CBBE. Consumers appear to value clothing companies that are following 

laws and regulations to a greater extent than companies who focus on pro-social behaviour. 

Thus, the primary focus in the clothing industry should be to prevent scandals and crises 

through irresponsible behaviour, rather than aiming to create headlines by engaging in 

philanthropic ventures. 

 

A second important management implication is related to the marketing communication. For 

organisational actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad” to contribute to a company’s 

CBBE, consumers need to associate this behaviour to the company in question. As consumers 

value companies who are perceived as “avoiding bad”, marketing managers will have to 

consider integrating promotion of how their company works towards “avoiding bad” in their 

communication strategy. Marketing managers must not only focus on promoting their 

company’s products, but must also work towards creating strong associations between their 

company and organisational actions that are perceived as “avoiding bad”. This could be 

achieved by focusing marketing on how their company is a good corporate citizen that 

follows laws and regulations, and how it does not harm its stakeholders. By using 

communication that focuses on how their company performs in manner consistent with 
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societal mores and ethical norms, how it treats its employees fairly or how the company does 

not impact the environment in a negative way, their company could gain positive CBBE. For 

example, their company could label its clothes with tags that guarantee that the product has 

been produced in an ethical manufacturing process, or use information about how their 

company’s factories follows laws and regulations in their marketing communication efforts. 

 

6.4 Limitations and Future Research  
There are some limitations of the research that should be noted, as well as directions for future 

research. In terms of limitations, the use of a non-random student sample must be considered. 

As the respondents in this study were university students and represent a subset of the general 

population, it would be desirable to replicate the research with a larger and random sample. 

Moreover, there is a risk that the respondents of the questionnaire were not aware of the CSR-

engagements of their most recent purchased brand, which could make it more difficult to 

express agreement or disagreement to the statements. In order to extend the findings of this 

thesis, future research is necessary to provide a deeper understanding of customer knowledge 

of companies’ organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding bad” and 

“doing bad”. As the understanding of stakeholder expectations is central for the success of 

companies, additional research should investigate expectations held by customers in regards 

to CSR-engagement. Doing so would enable companies to further develop their customer 

relationships and create favourable CBBE. Finally, to broaden the understanding regarding 

the relationship between organisational actions that are perceived as “doing good”, “avoiding 

bad” and “doing bad”, and CBBE, further studies should be conducted in different industries 

and countries as this thesis only investigated perceptions of clothing consumers who are 

currently studying at a Swedish university. 
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Appendix 

1. Operationalisation 

Concept Construct Definition Statement Reference 
Consumer-
Based Brand 
Equity 

Brand 
Loyalty 

The attachment that a 
customer has to a brand 
(Aaker, 1991) 

Even if another brand has 
the same features as this 
brand, I would prefer to 
buy this brand. 

Yasin et al. 
2007 

   Compared to other brands 
that have similar features, 
I am willing to pay a 
premium (higher) price 
for this brand. 

Yasin et al. 
2007 

   I consider myself to be 
loyal to this brand. 

Yoo et al. 2000 

 Brand 
Awareness 

The consumers’ ability to 
remember or recall a brand 
when they have the intention 
to buy a particular product or 
service (Keller, 1993) 

I know what the symbol 
of this brand looks like. 

Mohd Yasin et 
al. 2007 

   The name of this brand is 
well-known. 

Adapted from 
Yoo & 
Donthu, 2001 

   I can recognize this brand 
among other competing 
brands. 

Yoo & 
Donthu, 2001 

 
 Perceived 

Quality 
The customer’s perception of 
overall quality or superiority 
of the product or service with 
respect to its intended 
purpose, relative to 
alternatives (Aaker, 1991) 

This brand offers 
products of good quality. 

Yoo et al. 2000 

   The likelihood that this 
brand's products will 
satisfy my needs is very 
high. 

Adapted from 
Yoo et al. 2000 

   This brand offers 
products of consistent 
quality. 

Yoo et al., 
2000 

 Brand 
Associations 

The brand knowledge that is 
stored in the consumer’s mind 
(Aaker, 1991) 

Some characteristics of 
this brand come to my 
mind quickly. 

Yoo & 
Donthu, 2001 

   This brand has created a 
distinct image in my 
mind. 

Hanaysha & 
Abdullah, 2015 

   This brand is different 
from competing brands. 

Martinez & de 
Chernatory, 
2004 

Organisational 
Actions 

Avoiding 
Bad 

By practicing “avoiding bad”, 
companies avoid engaging in 
irresponsible behavior that 
might harm other 
stakeholders or society (Mena 
et al. 2016) 

This brand appears to be 
a brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with 
expectations of 
government and law. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to 
provide products that at 
least meet minimal legal 
requirements. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 
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Concept Construct Definition Statement Reference 
   This brand appears to be a 

brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with 
expectations of societal mores 
and ethical norms. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that recognizes and 
respects new or evolving 
ethical/moral norms adopted by 
society. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

 Doing Good By Practicing “doing good”, 
companies offer some of their 
resources to a social cause, with 
the ambition to contribute to a 
better society 

This brand appears to be a 
brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with 
improving the well-being of 
society. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that participates in 
voluntary and charitable 
activities within the 
communities in which they 
operate. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that is concerned with 
improving the health of the 
natural environment. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that performs beyond 
expected societal mores and 
ethical norms. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

 Doing Bad When companies are “doing 
bad”, they act in a way that can 
potentially harm or 
disadvantage other actors (Lin-
Hi & Müller, 2013) 

This brand appears to be a 
brand that performs in a 
manner that does not meet the 
expectations of government 
and law 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that performs in a 
manner that does not meet 
expectations of societal mores 
and ethical norms. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that performs in manner 
that is harmful to the well-
being of society. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 

   This brand appears to be a 
brand that acts in a manner that 
is harmful to the natural 
environment. 

Adapted from 
Carroll, 1991 
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2. Questionnaire 
Organisational actions in the clothing industry 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear participant, 
 
For our master's thesis in International Business and Marketing at Kristianstad University, we are studying 
consumer perceptions of clothing brands and organisational actions. It would be highly appreciated if you would 
answer a few questions based on your last clothing purchase. 
 
Answering all the questions will take approximately five minutes of your time. All responses are anonymous and 
will be treated confidentially for the sole use of our master's thesis. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact us at: Fannys.alexb@gmail.com 
 
Thank you for your time and support! 
 
Best regards, 
Alex Bengtsson & Fanny Sundquist 

 

1. Are you currently studying at a university or at any other institute of higher education?  

 
 
 
 

2. What is your gender? 
 
 
 
 

3. What year were you born in? 
 
 
_______________________________ 

4. What is your native language? 
 
 
_______________________________ 

 
5. What level of education are you currently studying? 
 

 
 

 Female  Do not want to state 

 Yes  No 

 Other 

 Bachelor  Master  Other  PhD 

 Male 

mailto:Fannys.alexb@gmail.com
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7. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

Even if another brand has the same features as this 
brand, I would prefer to buy this brand.        

Compared to other brands that have similar features, I 
am willing to pay a premium (higher) price for this 
brand. 

       

I consider myself to be loyal to this brand.        

 
8. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

I know what the symbol of this brand looks like.        

The name of this brand is well-known.        

I can recognize this brand among other competing 
brands.        

 
9. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

This brand offers products of good quality.        

The likelihood that this brand's products will satisfy 
my needs is very high.        

This brand offers products of consistent quality.        

 
10. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

Some characteristics of this brand come to my mind 
quickly.        

This brand has created a distinct image in my mind.        

This brand is different from competing brands.        

 
11. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with expectations of government 
and law. 

       

This brand appears to provide products that at least 
meet minimal legal requirements.        

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with expectations of societal mores 
and ethical norms. 

       

This brand appears to be a brand that recognizes and 
respects new or evolving ethical/moral norms 
adopted by society. 

       

 

6. Please state the brand name of your most recent purchased clothing item:____________________________________________ 
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12. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in a 
manner consistent with improving the well-being of 
society. 

       

This brand appears to be a brand that participates in 
voluntary and charitable activities within the 
communities in which they operate. 

       

This brand appears to be a brand that is concerned 
with improving the health of the natural environment.        

This brand appears to be a brand that performs 
beyond expected societal mores and ethical norms.        

 
13. Based on your most recent purchased clothing 
brand, please indicate your level of agreement on 
the following statements: 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly 

agree 

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in a 
manner that does not meet the expectations of 
government and law 

       

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in a 
manner that does not meet expectations of societal 
mores and ethical norms. 

       

This brand appears to be a brand that performs in 
manner that is harmful to the well-being of society.        

This brand appears to be a brand that acts in a manner 
that is harmful to the natural environment.        

 

 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation!  

14. If you have any suggestions on how to improve this questionnaire, please share them here. Your opinion is valuable to us. 

 


