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Abstract   
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in their 

online fashion purchasing behaviour. Three frameworks; Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), Socially 

Responsible Consumer Behaviour (SRCB) and Consumer Social Responsibility (CNSR), constitute a 

foundation and have been combined in a conceptual framework. The research approach used is a 

qualitative research approach, and the empirical data was gathered in two semi-structured focus-groups 

with five and six participants. The participants were recruited by a convivence sampling method, with 

purposive sampling characteristics. The findings indicate that factors that influenced consumers’ 
willingness to act socially responsible was price, convenience, and time. Moreover, the findings show 

that SRCB is seen as a process, and that consumers’ stage in the process influence their willingness to 

act socially responsible. Lastly, it is shown that the TPB and SRCB must be considered before 

consumers can act socially responsible. This since consumers who have positive attitudes towards 

responsible actions, are susceptible to information of social and environmental issues related to their 

behaviour. These consumers can create enough awareness to take social- and environmental 

responsibility for their actions. Responsible consumers also aim to influence other consumers to take a 

greater responsibility. The findings of this study have contributed to further understanding within the 
research area of responsible consumers. Since the conceptual framework consider consumer behaviour 

in combination with their areas of awareness and responsibilities, this study contributes to deeper 

understanding of why consumers act socially responsible or not.   
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1. Introduction  
We are determined to protect the planet from degradation, including through sustainable consumption and 

production, sustainably managing its natural resources and taking urgent action on climate change, so that 

it can support the needs of the present and future generations. (United Nations, 2015, p. 2) 

 

The quote above is from the United Nations’ (UN) Agenda 2030 and it highlights the 

importance of sustainable actions to reduce the impact of consumption. Sustainability is a well 

discussed topic and an issue that concerns many, from children to highly positioned 

businessmen. Initially, sustainability and environmental issues engaged mostly activists; 

however, it is now a topic that constantly reaches the headlines (Stridsman, 2016). 

Globalization has led to increased awareness of sustainability which has been enabled through 

the ability to communicate worldwide (HelpSaveNature, n.d). According to 

Nationalencyklopedin (n.d.), globalization is a process that unites the world and makes 

countries interdependent on each other in economic, social and cultural terms. Globalization 

facilitates trade between countries, and the innovation and technology it enables are helpful for 

the world in many aspects. A positive aspect, for consumers, is that globalization opens up 

markets and makes it possible to purchase products online from across the world. Globalization 

has changed the way people live and consume, but the environment is the one paying for it 

(HelpSaveNature, n.d).  

 

Environmental issues are well discussed in different forums, and are often a main subject in 

intellectual, political and public debates (Walters & Westerhuis, 2013). In 2015, the UN 

implemented the Agenda 2030 that aims to transform the world into a more sustainable place 

by the year 2030. To achieve the goals adopted by the UN’s 193 member states, a shared 

responsibility is crucial. The UN presented 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 169 

associated targets connected the global environmental, social and economic issues that need to 

be taken into consideration when working towards a sustainable future (United Nations, 2015). 

Over 6000 tweets concerning global warming and climate change are published on Twitter each 

day, a fact which supports the argument that sustainability is a highly relevant topic that 

concerns many (Cruz, 2019).  

 

The increased awareness meant that people have started to align and take actions to affect 

politicians to take a more extensive responsibility for the climate. People, such as Greta 
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Thunberg a Swedish teenager, created awareness of the impact of climate change worldwide 

with her movement “Friday for Future”. Thunberg made a major impression, in 2018, when she 

started striking outside of the Swedish parliament every Friday. In her hands, she held a sign 

stating: “School Strike for Climate”. This was the start of a global movement that later inspired 

millions to join Thunberg’s strike against climate change (Alter, Haynes, & Worland, 2019). 

The purpose behind the movement “Friday for Future” was to influence politicians to take 

actions in favour of the climate (BBC.com, 2020). Thunberg continued to stand up against 

climate change and, in 2019, she attended the Climate Action Summit where she spoke directly 

to the members of the UN (Alter, Haynes, & Worland, 2019). Cruz (2019) stresses that 

environmental issues are urgent problems and that it is important for scientists to convince the 

public to take actions to reduce environmental issues. However, not only scientists have 

succeeded to create awareness of the climate change, but also people such as Thunberg. 

Thunberg claims that people need to change their behaviour and that it is not possible to act 

like there is no tomorrow. In addition, Thunberg claims that the way people live and consume 

today will destroy the planet in the future (Alter, Haynes, & Worland, 2019).  

 

1.1 Background 

Due to globalization, trade between countries is growing. The growth in global trade and 

consumption affect the ecological footprint caused by humans (Huwart & Loïc , 2013). Since 

consumption increases, Norrström (2018) argues that consumers must be aware of the 

environmental issues of their consumption. According to Jones, Hillier and Comfort (2016), 

consumer goods stand for 60 percent of the emissions of greenhouse gas, 80 percent of the 

withdrawals of water, 75 percent of child and forced labour, and 20 percent of the water 

pollution based on industrial use. The industry that has the greatest environmental impact is the 

fashion industry. According to an article published by SVT1, an average Swedish citizen 

purchases around 13 kilos of fashion every year, and this amount is constantly rising (Olofsson, 

2010). Mårtensson and Östholm-Munkberg (2019) argue in a debate article published in 

Sydsvenskan2 that consumers must prioritize the environment over their consumption.  

 

Mårtensson and Östholm-Munkberg (2019) further claim that the expansion of eCommerce 

increases consumption and create extensive threats against the environment. eCommerce opens 

 
1 Sveriges Television is Sweden’s national public television broadcaster owned by the Swedish Government.  
2 Sydvenskan is a daily Swedish newspaper established in 1870.  
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up markets and allows consumers to purchase goods without entering a physical store. 

According to Ghauri and Cateora (2014), the growth of eCommerce has drastically changed 

consumers’ purchasing behaviour. Rai (2019) points out that internet creates new possibilities 

to purchase and that consumers demand more than the traditional brick-and-mortar store 

experience. Omnichannel is referred to as the combination of an online shop and a traditional 

brick-and-mortar store. Omnichannel enables consumers to receive the same experience when 

entering a physical store as visiting a digital platform (Rai, 2019). Being able to place an order 

online and receive it next day is tempting for many consumers and is available due to 

eCommerce (Morgan, 2019). eCommerce comes with many possibilities, such as the possibility 

to purchase international brands and goods not available in the domestic market (Krantz, 2018). 

However, the development of eCommerce results in negative impacts on the environment 

(Mårtensson & Östholm Munkberg, 2019). Consumers’ use of eCommerce can be illustrated 

as their online purchasing behaviour. 

 

The biggest villain when it comes to online purchases is the transportation when goods are 

shipped long distances (Rai, Verlinde, & Macharis, 2019). Rai et al. (2019) claim that 

transportation is the step in the supply chain that has the greatest environmental impact. To be 

able to facilitate all consumers who purchase fashion online, develop the infrastructure and 

expand transportation alternatives are critical to reach the end consumer in time. To satisfy 

consumers’ demand of fast delivery, products are delivered straight to front doors within a short 

time limit (Mårtensson & Östholm Munkberg, 2019). According to Mårtensson and Östholm-

Munkberg (2019) home deliveries and long transportation routes result in increased emissions 

of carbon dioxide.  

 

The possibility to order products online and receive them the next day is an attractive alternative 

to traditional shopping. However, this way of shopping is not flawless. Forssén (2019) points 

out in an article published in Forskning & Framsteg3, the fact that there is no guarantee that the 

products ordered online will satisfy consumers’ expectation, this is especially usual within the 

fashion industry. Further, Forssén (2019) argues that free shipping and returns have created a 

standardised behaviour for consumers to order the same garment in multiple colours and sizes, 

and return the ones that do not match their expectations. Forssén (2019) describes this 

 
3 Forskning & Framsteg is a Swedish popular scientific journal that publish recent research supported by scientific 
researchers. 



Lefèvre & Nilsson 
 

 4 

phenomenon as the establishment of a returning culture. Sharon Cullinane4 professor in 

sustainable logistics, also points out that the creation of a returning culture is a problem, and 

that online purchasing alternatives encourages to over-consumption. Cullinane claims that the 

average amount of fashion returned in Sweden is 22 percent, and that the environment suffers 

because of it (Norrström, 2018). Devinney, Auger, Eckhardt, and Birtchnell (2015) agree with 

Mårtensson and Östholm-Munkberg (2019), Forssén (2019), and Norrström (2018) that 

consumers must reconsider their consumption and take more extensive responsibility. 

Devinney et al. (2015) point out that the question concerning sustainability is mostly addressed 

from corporations’ perspective. However, they claim that the focus on social responsibility 

needs to shift from the corporations towards the consumers. Furthermore, consumers need to 

take greater responsibility than before and actively change their behaviours and adapt to the 

existing issues (Devinney et al., 2015). 

 

1.2 Problematization 

Devinney et al. (2015) claim that even though multiple surveys show consumers’ willingness 

to act socially responsible, it is shown that consumers’ attitudes change when they need to make 

sacrifices. Janssen and Vanhamme (2015) also present the fact that many studies of corporate 

social responsibility (CSR), related to consumers’ behaviour, claim that CSR and sustainability 

positively affect consumers’ purchasing behaviour. Janssen and Vanhamme (2015) contradict 

this fact with the argument that CSR only shows minor impacts on consumers’ actual 

purchasing behaviour. Elg and Hultman (2016) support the argument that CSR and 

sustainability play a role in consumers’ purchasing decision, but that several studies imply that 

CSR only play a minor role. Since differences between consumers’ attitudes and actual 

purchasing behaviour have been identified (Devinney et al., 2015; Elg & Hultman, 2016; 

Janssen & Vanhamme, 2015; Rai 2019), it is of great importance to further investigate 

consumer behaviour when it comes to acting socially responsible. A difference in the attitude 

to act socially responsible between generations has also been identified by Deliana and Rum 

(2019). Deliana and Rum (2019) do not present the actual differences in consumers’ attitude, 

based on generations, or how these differences affect consumers’ purchasing behaviour. Based 

on the findings presented by Deliana and Rum (2019), further research regarding differences in 

 
4 Sharon Cullinane, professor in sustainable logistics, was interviewed by Maria Norrström in an article published 
by University of Gothenburg, School of Business, Economics and Law   
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consumers’ attitude based on generations is necessary to further understand the reason behind 

these differences.  

 

Consumers use online purchasing alternatives, and the ability to purchase and return without 

extra costs, as a convenient fitting room. Consumers order more than planned and desired and 

returns the fashion that do not fit. A factor that is often forgotten by the consumers is the 

environmental impacts that come as a result of the long transportation routes. Due to financial 

benefits, Swedish retailers often outsource the administration of returned goods to other 

countries, for example to Poland or Estonia (Norrström, 2018). According to Forssén (2019), 

consumers are not aware of the long transports, and therefore, cannot be aware of its 

environmental impact. The fact that more consumers use online alternative to purchase fashion 

is a major problem, according to Rai et al. (2019). Rai et al. (2019) argue that many consumers’ 

online purchasing behaviour affect the climate negatively. Because of the environmental impact 

that comes as a result of online purchases, Rai et al. (2019) argue that a change in consumer 

behaviour is necessary, something Cullinane also agree with (Norrström, 2018). Cullinane 

argues that consumers must be conscious of the environmental impact that comes as a result of 

their purchases, especially those consumers who have an order- and return behaviour 

(Norrström, 2018). 

 

The fact that consumers need to take responsibility and to actively implement sustainable 

actions is an argument that many researchers agree upon (De Pelsmacker, Driesen, & Rayp, 

2005; Janssen & Vanhamme, 2015; Lee, Kim and Rha, 2017). The fashion industry has the 

greatest environmental impact (Olofsson, 2010), and is an industry that is undergoing major 

developments (Yang, Song, & Tong, 2017). Based on the previous discussion, combined with 

SDG’s presented by the UN, it is critical to understand responsible behaviour from a consumer 

perspective. Johnson and Chattaraman (2019) argue that most of the previous research within 

this field is written from retailers’ perspective, however, researchers such as Devinney, (2015) 

claim that CSR must shift towards the consumers. Therefore, further research regarding 

consumers’ attitude towards sustainability and the effect on consumers’ purchasing behaviours 

is necessary. Based on previous research (Devinney et al., 2015; Elg & Hultman, 2016; Johnson 

& Chattaraman, 2019; Rai et. al., 2019), it can be argued that there is lack of research within 

the field of socially responsible consumers and further research could contribute to gained 

understanding of responsible consumers.  
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1.3 Purpose and Research Question  

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in 

their online fashion purchasing behaviour. The aim is also to identify what factors influence 

consumers to act more socially responsible. The investigation concerning socially responsible 

consumers was written from a consumer perspective.  

 

The research question addressed in this thesis is the following:  

 

• What factors affect consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible when purchasing 

fashion online? 
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1.4 Research Outline  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 – Research outline  

Chapter 1 

•The first chapter of this thesis presents the background of the topic of sustainability. The background
was used as a base of the problimatization regarding consumers' online purchase behavior, which was
connected and supported by previous research. The purpose and the research questions are introduced to
clarify the aim of this thesis. A research outline is also given to facilitate the navigation of this thesis.

Chapter 2

•The second chapter introduces the theoretical frameworks used in this thesis. The presented frameworks
are combined and compose the conceptual framework that was used to analyse the findings. The
conceptual framework was created to understand socially responsible consumers, and the intentions to
behave responsibly. The conceptual framework also presents what items of awareness that is critical
when understanding socially responsible consumers. The areas of awareness are crucial for consumers'
ability to take responsibility for their actions.

Chapter 3

•The third chapter describes the method used in this thesis. This chapter also presents the research design
and the collection of data. The data collection was based on two focus groups. The practice of the focus
groups as well as the data analysis is also presented. The chapter ends with an account of the
trustworthiness of this thesis, as well as limitations with the presented method.

Chapter 4

•The fourth chapter presents and analyses the findings from the focus group sessions with the help of the
conceptual framework presented in chapter 2. The TPB is applied to investigate consumers’ intentions
to behave socially responsible. SRCB is useful to analyse consumers areas of awareness of social and
natural problems, and the consequences of consumers’ behaviour. Lastly, CNSR is used to analyse
consumers’ responsibilities of social and environmental impacts that comes as a result of consumers'
online fashion purchasing behaviour. This chapter ends with a general comparison of the focus groups.

Chapter 5

•The fifth chapter presents the thesis conclusions. The chapter begins with a summary of the thesis and
follows with the conclusions. Contributions to the research area of responsible consumers are also
presented. A critical review of the thesis and suggestions for further research are also given.
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2. Literature review  

In the second chapter, three theoretical frameworks are introduced. Firstly, the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour, developed by Ajzen (1991), was used to understand consumers’ intentions 

behind socially responsible behaviour. More recent research of Theory of Planned Behaviour, 

based on Ajzen’s (1991) findings, was used in the conceptual framework. Secondly, Socially 

Responsible Consumer Behaviour was used to identify what consumers must be aware of, and 

their consciousness when purchasing fashion online. One of the first researchers within the field 

of socially responsible consumers was Webster (1975), however, later research of socially 

responsible consumers is presented and used in the conceptual framework. Thirdly, Consumer 

Social Responsibility was used to identify the responsibilities of consumers. The three 

theoretical frameworks are later combined into a conceptual framework that was used to analyse 

the findings. 

 

2.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour  

Human behaviour is complex since it involves multiple layers of social and personal attributes 

(Ajzen, 2011). In 1985, Ajzen (1991) developed the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) as an 

attempt to gain further knowledge regarding human behaviour. One of Ajzen’s (1991) reasons 

for the creation of the TPB was that other similar theories were connected to specific situations, 

a factor that was eliminated. Moreover, Ajzen (1991) presented three specific elements: 

subjective norms, attitude and behavioural control. When combined, the elements affect human 

intention which, in turn, affects the actual behaviour. As a result of this, certain behaviours are 

directly based on humans’ intentions (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB was used as a tool to understand 

the gap between consumers’ attitude and their actual behaviours.  

 

Ajzen (2011) explains that the TPB has been criticized to be too rational and that all consumers 

do not always have all possible facts. However, Ajzen (2011) argues that the theory is not as 

rational as it is claimed to be. Consumers’ subjective norms, attitude and behavioural control 

are developed from the person’s own beliefs, which does not affect how much information a 

person possesses. This affects the person’s intention, which then effects the actual behaviour 

(Ajzen, 2011). Wolff, Nordin, Brun, Berglund, and Kvale (2011) point to another disadvantage 

and argue that the TPB does not consider a person’s emotions or the fact that a person can be 

influenced by others. Ajzen (2011) rejects this claim and points to how both emotions and the 
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fact that people can be influenced by others are included in the theory. This since both emotions 

and influence can serve as medium in the background of a person’s beliefs, which affect the 

three elements. Even though the TPB has been criticized, later research builds on Ajzen’s 

(1991) arguments concerning human behaviour. More recent research of the TPB (Han and 

Stoel 2017; Prendergast & Tsang 2019; Robinot, Ertz, and Durif 2017; Yang, Li, & Zhang 

2018), have been used in the present study.  

 

Prendergast and Tsang (2019) claim that the TPB is important to understand which factors 

influence consumers’ behaviour. Han and Stoel (2017) and Yang et al. (2018) also claim that 

the TPB is commonly used to investigate socially responsible consumers. Prendergast and 

Tsang (2019) point out that the TPB is constructed to understand the connection between 

consumers’ attitude and their behaviour. As earlier mentioned, consumers often claim to be 

socially responsible, but their attitude is not always reflected in their behaviour (Devinney et 

al., 2015; Janssen & Vanhamme, 2015). Han and Stoel (2017) claim that it is of great 

importance that consumers have the intention to behave socially responsible, since it is the most 

important step for consumers to actually act the same way.  

 

According to Han and Stoel (2017) and Prendergast and Tsang (2019), the TPB consists of 

three elements, which can be directly linked to the elements presented by Ajzen (1991). The 

first element, subjective norms, is related to consumers’ perception of norms, but also the 

individual importance of these norms (Robinot et al., 2017). Prendergast and Tsang (2019) 

argue that subjective norms are based on group pressure and are often created in social groups. 

Consumers that believe socially responsible actions are important will value these norms higher 

and act more responsibly, in comparison to consumers who do not value the same norms. The 

second element, consumers’ attitude towards the behaviour, relates to their attitude towards 

sustainable actions (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Han and Stoel (2017) claim that consumers’ 

attitudes are based on their subjective norms. This results in that subjective norms that 

discourage socially responsible behaviour will result in negative attitude towards the topic. 

Robinot et al. (2017) argue that consumers who have a negative attitude towards sustainability, 

and do not believe it makes a difference, tend to make no effort whatsoever to act socially 

responsible. The third element, behavioural control, can be explained by how easy it is for 

consumers to behave as intended (Yang et al., 2018). Prendergast and Tsang (2019) illustrate 

behavioural control as external factors that prevent people from behaving as they intend to. 

Since behavioural control can restrain consumers to carry out their intentions, they may not act 
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socially responsible, even if their subjective norms and attitude encourage them to do so. All 

these different elements combined constitute consumers’ intention which affect their behaviour 

(Han & Stoel, 2017; Prendergast & Tsang, 2019; Robinot et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018). 

According to Prendergast and Tsang (2019), consumers’ subjective norms and attitude are 

particularly important to understand their intentions. Yet, in situations where the subjective 

norms and attitude may diverge, it is difficult to foresee their intentions and actual behaviour 

(Prendergast & Tsang, 2019).  

 

Since the purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially 

responsible in their online fashion purchasing behaviour, the items from the TPB are of great 

importance to analyse consumer behaviour. The three influencing factors from the TPB, 

subjective norms, attitude, and behavioural control, were used to analyse consumers’ intentions 

to act socially responsible. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) present that consumers who are 

socially responsible also try to influence others to act similarly. Therefore, the TPB was used 

to understand what elements of subjective norms, attitude, and behavioural control that socially 

responsible consumers try to influence.  

 

2.2 Socially Responsible Consumer Behaviour  

Webster (1975) was one of the first researchers within the field of socially responsible 

consumers. According to Webster (1975), socially responsible consumers take responsibility 

for the consequences of their actions. Also, socially responsible consumers try to impact the 

society with their purchasing power (Webster, 1975). More recent research, based on Webster’s 

(1975) findings, was used to further explain Socially Responsible Consumer Behaviour (SRCB). 

Robinot et al. (2017) argue that the number of socially responsible consumers has increased 

since the financial crisis in 2008. Shobeiri, Rajaobelina, Durif, and Boivin (2016) agree with 

the statement that the number of socially responsible consumers has increased, but claim that it 

has increased since the early 2000s. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) point out that the increased 

amount of socially aware consumers depends on the increased variety and assortment of 

products that comes as a result of globalization. Moreover, Prendergast and Tsang (2019) 

mention that socially responsible consumers have developed from an environmental focus only, 

to include social factors as well. Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) go beyond the statement by 

Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and argue that socially responsible consumers do not even 

consider purchasing products from corporations that do not take its social responsibilities 
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seriously. In this thesis, SRCB was used to understand what items a consumer must be aware 

of to act socially responsible.  

 

Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) claim that socially responsible consumers try to influence 

other consumers to take action and to choose exclusively corporations that take responsibility. 

Since consumers affect others to be aware of social and environmental issues, SRCB combines 

both environmental and social awareness, which Han and Stoel (2017) also point out. Han and 

Stoel (2017) further explain social awareness as a more general responsibility for the society. 

Since SRCB is developed, and includes social issues as well, it can be defined differently 

depending on authors. This can cause confusion regarding the purpose of SRCB. Prendergast 

and Tsang (2019) present one definition:   

 
A consumer who takes into account the public consequences of his or her private consumption or who 

attempts to use his or her purchasing power to bring about social change. (p. 146) 

 
Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) use another definition:  

 
SRCB as the behaviour of a consumer basing decisions on a desire to minimize or eliminate any harmful 

effects and to maximize any beneficial impacts on society in one or more consumption steps of the 

consumption process. This consumption process includes product information search, acquisition, usage, 

storage, disposal, and post-disposal evaluation. (p. 180)  

 
The main differences is that Ha-Brookshire and Hodges’ (2009) define SRCB as a process with 

multiple steps, while Prendergast and Tsang (2019) explain SRCB as an action when 

purchasing products. Commonly for these definitions, is the attitude towards consequences of 

socially responsible consumer behaviour. Shobeiri et al. (2016) mention that the consequences 

that both Ha-Brookshire and Hodges’ (2009) and Prendergast and Tsang (2019) propose, are 

important for socially responsible consumers, something that Webster (1975) also highlighted. 

Shobeiri et al. (2016) describe consequences as an individual’s belief to reduce harmful effects 

on the environment or society that comes as a result of their consumption. Similar, Lee and Cho 

(2019) mention that socially responsible consumers try to eliminate harmful effects of their 

consumption.  

 

According to Prendergast and Tsang (2019), SRCB consists of three elements. The first element 

is related to consumers’ awareness concerning social problems. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) 

claim that consumers must be aware of social problems before they can purchase any products 
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that are responsive to these problems. The second element is that consumers must feel that they 

have power to affect the society (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Lee et al. (2017) argue that 

consumers need to learn how to manage this power to make a difference. The third element 

refers to consumers’ involvement in social affairs and communities to act socially responsible 

(Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). The argument that SRCB consists of three elements is an 

argument that Johnson and Chattaraman (2019) agree with. However, Johnson and Chattaraman 

(2019) present a development of elements presented by Schlaile, Klein, and Böck’s (2018). The 

awareness elements that Johnson and Chattaraman (2019) present are social environment, 

natural environment, and individual care and well-being.  

 

To some extent, both Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Johnson and Chattaraman (2019),  have 

a similar perspective of SRCB. Social problems presented by Prendergast and Tsang (2019), 

can be compared to the element of social environment by Johnson and Chattaraman (2019). 

According to Johnson and Chattaraman (2019), social environment includes any social problem 

that may exist. Webb, Mohr, and Harris (2008) discuss the social dimension in SRCB and claim 

that responsible consumers must be aware of the social problem and believe that they have 

power to affect the society. One of Johnson and Chattaraman’s (2019) elements, natural 

environment, is an aspect that Prendergast and Tsang (2019) do not include. Webb et al. (2008) 

support the statement by Johnson and Chattaraman (2019) that natural environment is an 

important element for a socially responsible consumer. According to Prendergast and Tsang 

(2019), socially responsible consumers aim to minimalize the threats against the society and try 

to avoid any interference with corporations that have any negative impacts, something that 

Wattanakamolchai, Singal, and Murrmann (2016) agree with. This can be connected to the 

statement mentioned above concerning consequences made by Shobeiri et al. (2016) and Lee 

and Cho (2019). 

 

According to Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Johnson and Chattaraman (2019), consumers 

must be aware of specific elements to act socially responsible. Webb et al. (2008), Johnson and 

Chattaraman (2019) and Prendergast and Tsang (2019) present the importance of awareness of 

social environment and problems. From now on, these three elements are referred to as social 

issues. Johnson and Chattaraman’s (2019) element of individual well-being and care for oneself 

is also incorporated in social issues. Natural environment is an important aspect to investigate 

the development of a returning culture in the fashion industry, presented by Forssén (2019) and 

Norrström (2018). Awareness concerning the impact of the natural environment is addressed 
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by Webb et al. (2008) and Johnson and Chattaraman (2019). To understand consumers’ attitude 

and their willingness to act socially responsible, it is argued that it is valuable to investigate 

whether consumers are aware of the possible consequences of their online purchasing 

behaviours or not (Ha-Brookshire and Hodges, 2009; Lee and Cho, 2019; Prendergast and 

Tsang, 2019; Shobeiri et al. 2016). 

 

2.3 Consumer Social Responsibility  

Quazi, Amran, and Nejati (2016) argue that since consumers have power on the market, they 

are obligated to act socially responsible. In addition, Quazi et al. (2016) and Ali and Mandurah 

(2016) claim that consumers are one of the major stakeholders of corporations and have the 

ability to affect the market, due to their purchasing power. On the contrary, Schlaile et al. (2018) 

argue that even though purchasing power is the most common association to consumer power, 

it is an insufficient concept within this field of research. Schlaile et al. (2018) argue that the 

term influence is favoured over power. Since consumers are one of the major stakeholders, 

researchers argue that it is critical to include the social responsibility of consumers, and not 

focus entirely on the corporations (Ali & Mandurah, 2016; Quazi et al., 2016). Consumer Social 

Responsibility (CNSR) was used to investigate what responsibilities consumers have to act 

socially responsible. To shift the focus from the corporations towards the consumers, Devinney 

et al. (2015) claim that it is important to understand CNSR. Devinney et al. (2015) define CNSR: 

 
The conscious and deliberate choice to make certain consumption choices based on personal and moral 

beliefs. (p. 3) 

 
Quazi et al. (2016) point out that CNSR can also be characterized by a five-point classification. 

According to Quazi et al. (2016), CNSR is:  

 
To be critical, to act, to care for fellow human beings, to live in peace with the environment, and to join 

hands and create the solidarity. (p. 49) 

 
This five-point classification is later branched into six categories of responsibilities (Quazi et 

al., 2016). In contrast, Vitell (2015) suggests that consumers have only two major 

responsibilities. The first responsibility presented by Vitell (2015) is consumers’ responsibility 

towards other stakeholders. Vitell (2015) describes this responsibility as consumers’ daily 

ethical behaviour. The second responsibility presented by Vitell (2015) is consumers’ 

responsibility towards the society. Vitell (2015) argues that consumers have a responsibility 
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towards the society and must take actions that do not harm the environment. Consumers’ 

responsibility towards the society and environment can be linked to the discussion of SRCB. 

While Vitell (2015) argues for two types of consumers responsibilities, towards other 

stakeholders and society, Quazi et al. (2016) point out six different types of responsibilities: 

Supporting business growth, critical appraisal, action, social impacts, environmental impacts 

and solidarity.  

 

Supporting business growth can be explained by consumers’ support towards corporations with 

socially responsible behaviour. Critical appraisal refers to the importance of consumers 

investigation of corporations’ manufacturing chains (Quazi et al., 2016). According to Quazi 

et al. (2016), consumers are obligated to help corporations improve their socially responsible 

behaviour. Action is connected to consumers purchasing power, something that Caruana and 

Chatzidakis (2014) also point out. The critical appraisal can be converted into actions and can 

be explained by consumers who actively support responsible corporations (Quazi et al., 2016). 

The fact that consumers can use their purchasing power to support responsible corporations is 

an argument that Caruana and Crane (2008) and Manning (2013) agree with. Social impacts 

are described as the impact of consumers’ consumption on the society. Consumers are obligated 

to act in a way that minimalize any negative societal impacts. In addition, consumers have a 

responsibility towards the environmental impacts of their consumption (Quazi et al., 2016), an 

argument Manning (2013) supports. This area of responsibility can also be linked to the 

discussion concerning natural environment in relation to SRCB. Quazi et al. (2016) argue that 

socially responsible consumers are willing to pay a higher price for environmentally friendly 

products. Lastly, solidarity refers to consumers’ responsibility to make collective efforts to 

encourage responsible consumption (Quazi et al., 2016). One way for consumers to achieve 

solidarity is to align with movements or activism. The six consumer responsibilities presented 

by Quazi et al. (2016) can be seen as a further development of the two responsibilities presented 

by Vitell (2015).  

 

Devinney et al. (2015) have an alternative view of consumers’ responsibility and CNSR, 

compared to Vitell (2015) and Quazi et al. (2016). Devinney et al. (2015) describe CNSR as 

twofold. The first component is illustrated as the ethical component, while the second is 

described as consumerism. The two components must be combined to compose the concept of 

CNSR (Devinney et al., 2015). Devinney et al. (2015) continue to argue that the concept can be 

expressed in three ways. Firstly, it can be expressed by activities towards specific matters. 
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Examples of this can be donations, or involvement in boycotts or protests (Devinney et al., 

2015). The avoidance of products or services that can have negative impacts can be connected 

to the argument presented by Prendergast and Tsang (2019), that socially responsible 

consumers try to avoid any interference with corporations that cause societal harm. Similarly, 

Caruana and Crane (2008) refer to boycotting as collective actions to dissociate with specific 

corporations or products. Devinney et al. (2015) point out that there has been an increase in the 

numbers of activities directly dedicated to international organizations or corporations. These 

activities are often expressed in demonstrations that aim to make an impact in organizations’ 

environmental impact (Devinney et al., 2015), which can be related to the solidarity presented 

by Quazi et al. (2016).  

 

Secondly, CNSR can also be expressed as consumers’ non-purchasing or purchasing behaviour. 

Even though consumers show eagerness for responsible activities, the sale of ethical products 

still accounts for a minor percentage of the market (Devinney et al., 2015). The purchasing of 

ethical products can also be connected to further argument by Quazi et al. (2016), that 

consumers support responsible businesses. The third and last activity where Devinney et al. 

(2015) claim that CNSR can be expressed by consumers’ opinions is through market research, 

mainly surveys. Consumers often express their concern about ethical consumerism and claim 

that they are willing to spend more money on these goods (Devinney et al., 2015), something 

that Janssen and Vanhamme (2015) also point out. 

 

When CNSR is measured according to activities towards specific matters and consumers’ own 

opinions, consumers display a positive attitude towards the importance of ethical issues 

(Devinney et al., 2015). However, Devinney et al. (2015) point out that when consumers’ non-

purchasing or purchasing behaviour is evaluated, consumers are showing minor concern about 

ethical consumerism, and that consumers will always purchase the cheaper brands, even if they 

are aware of the ethical issues. This somewhat contradicts the argument presented by Quazi et 

al. (2016), that consumers are willing to pay a higher price for responsible products. In addition, 

consumers tend to overestimate their own ethical behaviour, therefore, consumers’ self-

reflection is often not reflected in their behaviour (Devinney et al., 2015; Janssen & Vanhamme, 

2015). Moreover, Devinney et al. (2015) claim that the concept of CNSR must be seen as one 

component of the complex process of consumer decision-making. Quazi et al. (2016) decisively 

point out that a corporation’s CSR-work cannot be successful unless consumers actively take a 

social responsibility. This is supported by Devinney et al. (2015), since the authors claim that 
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consumers must actively take ethical issues into consideration. Vitell (2015) agree with the 

statement that a CSR-strategy cannot be successful unless it is combined with CNSR. Vitell 

(2015) claims that there must be a link between CNSR and CSR and that it is most likely to 

occur if the product satisfies the ethical and social requirements. It can also occur when 

corporations sell products that can be recognized with the protection of human rights (Vitell, 

2015). 

 

Since the purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially 

responsible in their online fashion purchasing behaviour, the elements social impact and 

environmental impact, based on multiple researchers (Devinney et al., 2015; Manning, 2013; 

Quazi et al., 2016; Vitell, 2015), are relevant for this thesis. The four remaining elements 

presented by Quazi et al. (2016); supporting business growth, critical appraisal, action, and 

solidarity, are equally important, but are not directly addressed due to the purpose of this thesis. 

The reason that only two areas of responsibilities are addressed is because it can be directly 

connected to awareness items presented in the SRCB. Therefore, the responsibilities applied 

are limited to the social impact and environmental impact.  

 

2.4 Conceptual framework  

The conceptual framework consists of a combination of Theory of Planned Behaviour, Socially 

Responsible Consumer Behaviour and Consumer Social Responsibility. From the TPB, the 

concepts subjective norms, attitude and behavioural control were used to understand what items 

that influence consumers to act socially responsible. From SRCB, the concepts of social issues, 

natural environment and consequences were used as items consumers must be aware of to act 

socially responsible. From CNSR, the concepts of social and environmental impact were used, 

which are directly linked to the awareness items from the SRCB. The conceptual framework 

was used to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible when purchasing 

fashion online.    
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Figure 2 – Conceptual framework of socially responsible consumers 

 

As depicted in figure 2, the conceptual framework was constructed as a process, as Ha-

Brookshire and Hodges (2009) illustrate in their definition of SRCB. Socially responsible 

consumer behaviour starts in the elements of TPB; subjective norms, attitude, and behavioural 

control. This is also the foundation of the conceptual behaviour since this framework explains 

why humans act in a certain way. If consumers have a positive attitude or experience pressure 

from the society to act socially responsible, they must be aware of issues to be able to take 

actions. The SRCB was used to understand what consumers must be aware of. When consumers 

are aware of problems that arise from their consumption, they are responsible to minimalize the 

problem. If consumers lack awareness of issues related to the social and natural environment, 

and the following consequences, consumers cannot take responsibility for their actions. CNSR 

was used to understand what responsibilities consumers have.  

 

The social issues that arise when purchasing fashion is directly linked to the responsibility of 

social impact. If consumers are aware of problems that may arise, they have a responsibility to 

reduce the impact. The awareness item of natural environment is directly linked to the 

Consumer responsibilities 
(Consumer Social Responsibility) 

Social impact Environmental impact 

Consumer awareness
(Socially Responsible Consumer Behaviour)

Social issues Natural environment Consequences

Consumer intentions 
(Theory of Planned Behaviour)

Subjective norms Attitude towards behaviour Behavioural control
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responsibility item of environmental impact. The awareness item of consequences is linked to 

both social and environmental impact since the concepts of consequences combine both social 

issues and natural environment. Since Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) argue that socially 

responsible consumers try to influence other consumers, an investigation of whether socially 

responsible consumers try to influence the subjective norms and the attitude, from the TPB, 

was made. Consumers cannot influence another consumer’s behavioural control since it relates 

to external factors. To create further understanding for the conceptual framework, a summary 

of TPB, SRCB and CNSR and the different items are presented in table 1.  

 
Table 1 – Summary of conceptual framework  

Framework  Attribute  Items Description  Author(s)  

Theory of Planned 
Behaviour  
(TPB)  

Consumer 
intentions   

Subjective norms  Existing norms in the society  Prendergast & Tsang, 
(2019); Robinot et al. 
(2017) 

  Attitude Attitude towards responsible 
consumer behaviour  

Han & Stoel, (2017); 
Robinot et al. (2017) 

  Behavioural control Consumers’ ability to behave as 
they intend  

Han and Stoel (2017); 
Yang et al.  (2018) 

Socially 
Responsible 
Consumer 
Behaviour  
(SCRB) 

Consumer 
awareness 

Social issues  Conscious of social issues  Johnson and Chattaraman 
(2019); Prendergast & 
Tsang, (2019); Schlaile et 
al. (2018); Webb et al. 
(2008)  

 
 

Natural Environment  Conscious of natural issues  Johnson and Chattaraman 
(2019); Schlaile et al. 
(2018); Webb et al. (2008) 

   Consequences   
  

Conscious of consequences of 
consumption 

Ha-Brookshire and Hodges 
(2009); Lee and Cho 
(2019); Prendergast and 
Tsang (2019); Shobeiri et 
al. (2016) 

Consumer Social 
Responsibility  
(CNSR) 

Consumer 
responsibilities  

Social impact Minimalize negative impacts on the 
society 

Devinney et al. (2015); 
Quazi et al. (2016); Vitell 
(2015) 

 
 

Environmental 
impact  

Minimalize negative impacts on the 
environment 

Manning (2013); Quazi et 
al. (2016) 
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3. Method 

In the third chapter, the method used in this thesis is presented. Since the purpose is to 

investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in their online fashion purchasing 

behaviour, a qualitative approach is argued to be most suitable. This chapter also describes the 

research method used to gather empirical data. Two focus groups were constructed to 

understand consumers’ thoughts and behaviour in relation to socially responsible behaviour. A 

description of the selection of participants is also presented and supported by relevant literature. 

A focus group-guide and the practice of the focus group sessions is also presented. Lastly, the 

analysis of the empirical data, trustworthiness and limitations with the presented method are 

given.  

 

3.1 Research design  

The following section presents the methodology used in this thesis. Firstly, the research purpose 

presents the design of the thesis. After the research purpose, a discussion concerning the 

research philosophy and approach used are introduced.  

 

3.1.1 Research purpose  

This thesis used an exploratory design since the purpose is to investigate consumers’ 

willingness to act socially responsible in their online fashion purchasing behaviour. Bell, 

Bryman, and Harley (2019) argue that exploratory research seeks to understand a phenomenon 

from different perspectives by asking questions. The phenomena in this case, socially 

responsible consumers, is investigated from a consumer perspective. Exploratory studies are 

open for new information and do not have a clear outcome from the beginning (Ahrne & 

Svensson, 2015). This means that the thesis can, to some extent, change focus after the data 

collection.  

 

3.1.2 Research philosophy  

Epistemology defines the view researchers have on theory of knowledge. This concept is 

important in business research since it provides an answer on how the research can be 

conducted. Epistemology can be divided into either positivism or interpretivism (Bell et al., 

2019). Researchers who use positivism uses the natural scientific research model to understand 

the social world, while interpretivism aims to develop the knowledge and insights from people’s 
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own experiences (Denscombe, 2016). Acting socially responsible is based on individual 

experience and insights, therefore interpretivism is suitable for this thesis. According to Bell et 

al. (2019) the interpretive approach relates to human action and meaning making for people, 

instead of using existing natural scientific research models to understand phenomenon. Bell, et 

al. (2019) also argue that interpretive research seeks to explain human behaviour. Since the 

purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in their 

online fashion purchasing behaviour, which is to understand and explain human behaviour, 

interpretivism is used.  

 

3.1.3 Research approach  

Bell et al. (2019) argue that it is important to understand the relationship between research and 

theory. Bell et al. (2019) present this relationship as either deductive or inductive. A 

combination of the two relationships can also be used, namely an abductive approach. A 

deductive approach bases the hypothesis on existing research and theories of what is already 

known within the field of research. In contrast, an inductive approach builds theories based on 

findings from empirical material, rather than building theories and hypothesis based on previous 

research (Bell et al., 2019; Lind, 2014). An abductive approach is used when neither a deductive 

nor inductive strategy is preferable and the relationship between theory and empirical data can 

be described as back-and-forth (Bell et al., 2019). According to Lind (2014), an abductive 

strategy uses the theory integrated with the empirical data, and the strategy allows researchers 

to discuss the relevance of different theories.  

 

In this thesis, an abductive research strategy was used since there was a perceptual dialogue 

between the empirical data and the conceptual framework. According to Bell et al. (2019), an 

abductive approach bases the theoretical ideas on both previous studies and literature, as well 

as the empirical source on the social world. Bell et al. (2019) relate the abductive strategy to 

hermeneutics and illustrate it as the “hermeneutic circle”. The circle illustrated by Bell et al. 

(2019) is explained as a constant dialogue between the understanding of the researchers and the 

empirical data. Bell et al. (2019) present an argument by Alvsesson and Kärreman who claim 

that it is critical for researchers to be open to be surprised by data, and not use the data only to 

confirm the already existing knowledge. Since this study aims to understand consumers’ 

willingness to act socially responsible when purchasing products online, we were open to be 

surprised by the empirical data, rather than use it to confirm our previous knowledge.  
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The research approach used in this thesis was a qualitative approach. The reason for the chosen 

approach is due to the relationship to the empirical data (Denscombe, 2016). According to 

Denscombe (2016), qualitative researchers prefer a close relationship to the empirical data and 

to have detailed knowledge to execute the analysis. Qualitative research is often associated with 

studies of smaller scale and the possibility of having a close relationship to the data comes as a 

result of the limited quantity of participants. A qualitative approach has smaller gatherings of 

empirical data, compared to a more quantitative approach (Denscombe, 2016). According to 

Bell et al. (2019), qualitative researchers are interested in identifying explanations, and the 

question “Why?” is frequently asked. Qualitative research is interested to present descriptive 

details of their research, because of the intention to present crucial understanding of behaviours 

in social contexts (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in 

their online fashion purchasing behaviour, therefore, a qualitative approach was preferable. 

According to Denscombe (2016), a qualitative approach is beneficial when researchers aim to 

gain an in-depth understanding of a complex situation. Since the aim is to investigate 

consumers’ behaviour, it is valuable to understand the data in depth. In-depth understanding 

regarding consumers’ behaviour and the underlying factors behind the behaviour is important 

to achieve the purpose of this thesis.  

 

3.2  Data Collection  

This section provides the research method used in this thesis. The section also presents 

information of how the data was collected and how the participants were chosen. Lastly, the 

practice of the focus groups is described.  

 

3.2.1 Research Method  

The research method used in this thesis was based on focus groups as source of data collection. 

Several quantitative studies have been conducted within the field of socially responsible 

consumers, and the results are often unambiguous; consumers are willing to make sacrifices for 

sustainable products (Devinney et al., 2015). Yet, researchers such as Janssen and Vanhamme 

(2015) claim that consumers’ attitude is seldom reflected in their actions. The reason why we 

have chosen focus groups as a data collection method, is because we want to investigate 

consumers’ actions and their consciousness regarding social issues, natural environment and its 
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consequences when purchasing fashion online. Since it is argued that consumers often tend to 

overestimate their sustainable actions, and that their intentions may not be reflected in the actual 

behaviour, we consider a qualitative approach and the use of focus groups to be suitable. Focus 

groups allow to gain in-depth understanding of the studied behaviour, which Denscombe (2016) 

argues is important for investigations of complex situations. Also, focus groups can give the 

researcher either a common feeling or thought from the whole group, or different feelings and 

thoughts from each individual (Ahrne & Svensson, 2015; Denscombe, 2016). This can be an 

advantage for the investigation of what consumers are influenced by. An advantage of using 

traditional focus group, instead of online focus groups, is that the participants give more 

spontaneous answers (Denscombe, 2016). Since the topic of consumer responsibilities can be 

sensitive, we wanted to make sure that the participants answer based on their own values and 

thoughts, instead of answer in a (what the participants believe to be) socially acceptable way. 

Janssen and Vanhamme (2015) and Auger and Devinney (2007) point out that this is often the 

case with quantitative research methods, and also with an online alternative to traditional focus 

groups.  

 

In focus groups, the participants are able to express their feelings and thoughts of the discussed 

topic (Bell et al., 2019). According to Denscombe (2016), focus groups give researchers the 

opportunity to understand the participants’ feelings and thoughts in a more thorough way, 

compared to other research methods such as surveys. Focus groups as research method also 

allows researchers to understand the factors behind a certain behaviour (Denscombe, 2016). 

Moreover, Ahrne and Svensson (2015) claim that it is possible to understand the reason behind 

differences between intentions and actions when using focus groups to collect empirical data. 

Bell et al. (2019) argue that focus groups are useful when the aim is to understand why people 

feel or act in a certain way. In addition, the reason for not using interviews as research method 

is because we wanted to create discussions between participants, which is not possible when 

conducting interviews. Therefore, we considered focus groups to be the preferable alternative 

to gain a further understanding of socially responsible consumer behaviour in relation to online 

fashion purchases.   

 

3.2.2 Selection of participants  

The participants were mainly recruited through a convenience sampling strategy. The 

convenience sampling method recruits participants that are simply available for the researchers 

(Bell et al., 2019). According to Denscombe (2016), the convenience sampling method is 
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suitable for research with limited resources. We also tried to include participants who we though 

could contribute to dialogues and nuanced discussions. Since the participants were somewhat 

chosen based on their characteristics, it can be argued that the sampling method was influenced 

by purposive sampling attributes. In a purposive sampling method, the participants are 

purposively selected, and the researchers choose participants who they believe will contribute 

to the research (Denscombe, 2016). We aimed to identify participants with various 

characteristics and backgrounds who could have different perspectives on socially responsible 

consumers.  

 

Since previous research argues that there is a difference in consumers’ attitude towards 

sustainability and responsible consumption due to age (Deliana & Rum, 2019). We believed 

that groups of participants with various age could contribute to more nuanced discussions, 

where consumers of different age could possibly influence each other. Our initial plan was to 

conduct focus groups with participants of three different age groups; 20-25 years, 45-54 years 

and 65 + years. Because of the Covid-195 situation, we decided to exclude participants that 

were 65 years and older. One suggestion was to conduct online focus groups. However, since 

Denscombe (2016) argues that one of the main reasons for focus groups as research method is 

to achieve interactions between participants, we believed that the interactions we wanted to 

achieve was difficult to create online. Also, we wanted to eliminate the risk for technological 

issues to occur, since Bell et al. (2019) argue that this is a risk when an online alternative is 

used. Instead, we decided to only include participants within the age groups of 20-25 (Younger 

generation) and 45-54 (Middle-age generation). Since the age group of 65+ was excluded, we 

changed the focus of the study somewhat. Initially, we wanted to include participants from at 

least three generations to investigate the differences between them, based on the findings by 

Deliana and Rum (2019). Because of the modified constitution of the focus groups, the focus 

of this study was more focused on what factors influence consumers’ willingness to act socially 

responsible when purchasing fashion online, than differences between generations.  

 

Ahrne and Svensson (2015) further argued that heterogenous elements in a focus groups are 

important to create diversity within the groups. One example could be to include both genders. 

A combination of genders was suitable for our research, as well as different age, social status, 

education and work. This since we wanted to create two similar groups to verify arguments 

 
5 Covid-19 is a pandemic that spread all over the world in the beginning of 2020. 
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presented by the participants. However, homogeneity in focus groups are important to create 

group dynamic (Ahrne & Svensson, 2015). One of the factors that Ahrne and Svensson (2015) 

claim to create homogeneous elements in a group is common interests. The groups were thus 

divided based on the participants’ interests as well as their geographic availability. Another 

reason for the constitutions of the groups was due to the participants’ familiarity with each 

other. To create effective discussions, Ahrne and Svensson (2015) and Bell et al. (2019) argue 

that participants who are already familiar with each other are more confident to express their 

feelings. However, Bell et al. (2019) also present arguments from other researchers who believe 

that participants should not have prior relationships. We wanted the participants to be confident 

enough to share their thoughts, therefore, we chose participants who were already familiar with 

each other.  

 

According to Denscombe (2016), the ideal size of a focus group is six to nine participants. 

Denscombe (2016) argues that a group of this size is big enough to encourage discussions and 

small enough to be managed effectively. Denscombe (2016) also points out that focus groups 

are often smaller in minor studies. Since Denscombe (2016) argues that the ideal size of a focus 

group is six to ten participants, we decided to conduct two focus groups instead of one with 

eleven participants. Bell et al. (2019) argue that it is preferable to conduct more than one focus 

group, since one group is not likely to generate enough data. To conduct two groups can 

generate more data than one large group. We also believed that we could compare the groups 

to identify similarities between the groups, also, to identify possible differences between two 

relatively similar groups. Also, due to the Covid-19 situation, we reasoned that it was not ideally 

to gather in total 13 people (eleven participants and two moderators). We believed that focus 

groups with five and six participants would be enough to create valuable discussions and would 

generate enough data to successfully conduct our analysis. Further in the analysis, we will 

analyse the empirical data on an individual level. We will compare and contrast participants’ 

opinions regardless of what group they belong to. A comparison between the groups will also 

be presented in the end of the analysis to increase the credibility of the findings. A comparison 

of two similar groups can increase the credibility of the findings since the findings can be 

confirmed and contradicted by the other group (Bell et al., 2019).  

 

3.2.3 Focus group-guide 

A focus group-guide was constructed to prepare for the focus group sessions (Appendix 1). 

This guide aimed to provide guidance during the sessions and was helpful to ask thoughtful 
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questions. To build the focus group-guide, literature based on interviews was used. The reason 

that the focus group-guide was created as an interview-guide is because a focus group can be 

compared to an interview with multiple participants who discuss a specific topic (Denscombe, 

2016). The focus group-guide was built as a semi-structured interview where we could ask 

questions, as well as follow-up questions based the participants answers. This follows the 

exploratory design of the study where space for follow-up questions are necessary (Bell et al., 

2019).  

 

Bell et al. (2019) argue that is important to introduce the topic and ourselves in the beginning 

of the session The first question was a warm-up question to understand the participants’ 

opinions and previous knowledge of the topic. The questions were based on the conceptual 

framework (Figure 2), and every question are connected to at least one of the attributes of the 

conceptual framework (Appendix 1). Apart from answer questions, the participants should also 

read one relevant article, watch one short video clip, do one minor case study and analyse 

pictures.   

 

3.2.4 The practice of the focus groups  

Two focus group sessions with five and six respondents were held. Each session lasted 

approximately 1.5 hours, with a 15 minutes coffee break in the middle. The focus groups started 

with a small introduction of the topic and the purpose of the session. We presented the schedule 

of the session and clarified that our role was to present questions and topics, but that we were 

not supposed to contribute to the discussions. Before the discussion started, the participants 

gave their written permission for us to audio record the session. The participants were also 

informed that their real name would be replaced with fictional names. Due to the Covid-19 

situation, we decided to hold the focus group sessions outside, and we made sure that the 

participants had a safe distance between each other. We also provided the participants with 

hand-sanitizer and individual pens and papers. During the break, we served the coffee, cake and 

drinks to eliminate any physical contact between participants.  

 

Our main role during the sessions was to create effective and interesting discussions that would 

provide valuable information for our study. The focus group-guide was an effective tool to 

structure the sessions and helped the discussion stay within focus. Even though both groups 

were demographically similar, differences between the groups were identified. Group A was 

independent, and the participants drove the discussion mostly by themselves. A challenge for 
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us was to ask objective follow-up questions without revealing our attitudes or affect the 

participants. Group A mentioned multiple topics and perspectives early in the discussion, which 

resulted in a number of the questions were answered without us asking them. Since Group A 

created dynamic discussions, the group sometimes discussed topics outside of the focus. A 

challenge with focus Group A was therefore to evaluate when it was necessary to intervene and 

guide the participants into the focus again. The participants in group A expressed great concerns 

of issues related to online fashion consumption. Therefore, Group A is referred to as the CNSR-

related group.  

 

Group B required more support from us in order to keep the discussion moving, compared to 

Group A. The challenge with Group B, was to include all participants in the discussion. Some 

of the participants in Group B were more passive and required support to contribute to the 

discussion. A challenge in Group B was also to enable the participants to express their thoughts 

in a detailed way, therefore we needed to rephrase some questions. One thing that was modified 

in session B was to introduce sustainability from an online fashion perspective already in the 

introduction, which limited the discussion more compared to Group A. We noticed that Group 

A began the session to discuss sustainability from alternative perspectives, which was 

interesting, but the discussion lost its focus. The discussion was more focused when we 

introduced sustainability from an online fashion perspective from the start. The participants in 

Group B were less concerned of the issues related to the online fashion consumption. Therefore, 

Group B is referred to as the Unconscious group. Since the focus groups expressed different 

levels of concern of issues related to the online fashion consumption, a general comparison 

between the CNSR-related group and the Unconscious group is presented in the end of the 

analysis. 

 

Overall, the focus group sessions went as expected. All participants were motivated to 

contribute and gave the discussion different perspectives and angles. After the focus group 

session, fictive names were created to ensure the participants’ anonymity. Participants who 

attend Focus Group A have been assigned names that start with A and participants in Focus 

Group B have been assigned names that start with B. The reason for the chosen names is to 

facilitate the readers understanding in the following analysis. A presentation of the participants 

is presented in table 2. The fictive names were also used in the transcription and the coded 

material. 
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Table 2 – Presentation of the participants 

Focus group  Names Age  Gender  Work Civil status 

A (CNSR-related group) Alexander  54 Male Police Superintendent Married  
Anna 54 Female Clinical Research Manager  Married  
Annika 51 Female Head of Science  Married  
Alice  21 Female Student  Relationship  

  Axel 20 Male Student  Relationship  
B (Unconscious group) Boris 50 Male Truck driver Married  

Birgitta 47 Female Head of Unit within the 
municipality of Lund  

Married 
 

Boel 47 Female Preschool teacher Single   
Billy 25 Male Student  Domestic partnership  
Betty 24 Female Preschool teacher Domestic partnership  
Ben  21 Male Teacher’s assistant Single 

 

3.3 Analysis of Empirical Data  

After the focus groups sessions, the discussions were transcribed to be analysed and 

categorized. The transcription was in total 68 pages and took approximately 17 hours to finish. 

The transcription was thoroughly read separately multiple times to gain alternative perspectives 

on the data, something that Bell et al. (2019) argue is important. After the transcription was 

read multiple times, the data was coded into different categories and sub-categories. To identify 

different categories, an abductive coding strategy was used. Abductive coding refers to the 

combination of deductive- and inductive coding. In deductive coding, the researcher uses theory 

to create different categories. In contrast, in inductive coding, the researcher uses empirical 

findings to build up the theory and categories (Bell et al., 2019). Denscombe (2016) argues that 

it can be suitable to have many categories and sub-categories in the beginning of the analysis 

of the data, and continuously reduce the categories and sub-categories to find similarities and 

patterns Since the categories were directly based on the conceptual framework, the number of 

categories did not change. However, we initially identified 49 sub-categories, but in the end of 

the analysis, we reduced to only 21 sub-categories Some sub-categories were also divided by 

themes when alternative perspectives within the same sub-category were identified. 

 

The first step of the data analysis was to make sense of the data, therefore, we started to 

highlight important statements into different colours. For example, yellow was used to highlight 

areas of responsibilities, while green was used to highlight areas of awareness. These colours 

facilitated the identification of differences and similarities between the participants thoughts, 



Lefèvre & Nilsson 
 

 28 

as well as between the focus groups. The highlighting was done separately to ensure we were 

not affected by each other. The second step was to conduct a content analysis. Bell et al. (2019) 

argue that a content analysis increases the transparency of a study. The approach of the content 

analysis was semiotics. The semiotics approach is used to gain further understanding of the 

collected empirical material (Bell et al., 2019). The highlighted sentences were inserted into 

tables where the different statements were categorized by different categories. The categories 

were, as explained above, directly linked to the conceptual framework (Figure 2).  

 

We created separate tables for the different components of the conceptual framework. For 

example, one of the tables was named Consumer awareness and the categories used to structure 

the data were social issues, natural environment, and consequences (Table 3). The categories 

are directly taken from the awareness items from the conceptual framework (Figure 2). The 

categories were divided into multiple sub-categories, and themes if necessary. Some statements 

were categorized by multiple categories, since the statements were connected to multiple items 

of the conceptual framework. The sub-categories and themes were directly linked to the 

empirical data; therefore, it can be argued for an abductive coding method. The categories and 

themes were reworked multiple times to facilitate the following analysis. Comments and 

connections to relevant literature was also made. To identify patterns, similarities and 

differences between the participants simplified the analysis, since the content analysis made us 

familiar with the material. To create understanding for the categories and sub-categories, tables 

which present all categories used are presented in chapter four (Table 4 to 11) 

 
 Table 3 – Examples of coding 

 

 

Quote  Category  Sub-Category  Theme 
ANNIKA: Yes, but even so, I probably also look 
more [and] more [and also] thinking of not 
maybe buy from certain specific webpages that 
have bad working conditions and so on 

Social 
issues  

Working 
condition  

  

ALEXANDER: It was something now that you 
buy [a product] in Sweden and then transported 
the product to somewhere in Europe and then 
back again 

Natural 
environment  

Transportation Returns 



Lefèvre & Nilsson 
 

 29 

3.4 Trustworthiness  

According to Denscombe (2016), it can be difficult to ensure the trustworthiness of a qualitative 

study. The reason for the difficulties is due to the social context of the study. Denscombe (2016) 

claims that it is not possible to apply the exact same social context yet another time, and 

therefore, future studies with similar purpose will most likely not present the same findings. 

Denscombe (2016) further argues that the involvement of the researchers in qualitative studies 

can impact the outcome of the study. Researchers’ relationship to the empirical data in a 

qualitative study will make it difficult to conduct a similar study with the same result 

(Denscombe, 2016).  

 

To ensure the quality of qualitative research, Bell et al. (2019) present four criteria that 

constitute the concept of trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, dependability and 

confirmability. According to Bell et al. (2019) all four criteria are equally important to ensure 

the quality of a study. Firstly, credibility is referred to if the study can be classified as credible. 

A focus group-guide was used to facilitate the moderators to manage the discussion and make 

sure that the discussions where held within the topic. However, since the focus groups guide 

was designed as a semi-structured interview, the questions and discussions were adapted to the 

participants’ own opinions and experiences. The design of the focus group sessions allows 

participants to discuss perspectives which we did not identify ourselves. Bell et al. (2019) argue 

that this openness towards participants’ own values and opinions contribute to the credibility 

of a study. Secondly, the transferability can be described as to what extent the findings can be 

generalized and applied to alternative contexts (Bell et al., 2019). As argued by Denscombe 

(2016), qualitative research is often conducted in small scales, which often makes the 

generalization of the study questionable. Since this study aims to gain in-depth knowledge of a 

small number of participants, this study does not focus on the transferability.  

 

Thirdly, dependability is important to evaluate the trustworthiness of a qualitative study since 

the researchers are often highly integrated in the research (Bell et al., 2019). Denscombe (2016) 

suggests that the entire process of the collected empirical data and the data analysis should be 

available if requested. The focus group sessions were recorded with audio-recording tools and 

these recordings were later transcribed and categorized. The whole process is available for 

examination if requested. To maintain the participants’ anonymity, fictive names were used in 

the transcription and analysed material. Fourthly, according to Bell et al. (2019), the 
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confirmability of a study refers to if the researchers act based on good faith and eliminate any 

personal values. Bell et al. (2019) argue that the confirmability of a study can be ensured by 

the objectivism of the researchers. In this study, we aimed to analyse our data from an objective 

perspective, and no personal beliefs were expressed in connection to the data collection. Since 

both of the focus group sessions was held in Swedish, direct translation was made when 

quotations were presented. To ensure objectivity and to minimalize misunderstandings based 

on translation, the translated quotes were sent to one of the participants who has a very high 

level of English. This person received the quotes in both Swedish and English and made sure 

that the direct translations was correctly made, which helps to ensure the confirmability of this 

thesis.  

 

3.5 Limitations  

During the focus group sessions, we noticed that the participants within the groups had similar 

opinions of socially responsible consumer behaviour, which resulted in similar answers within 

the groups. More diverse opinions could have created even more insightful discussions. One 

thing that could have been done differently, is that we could have investigated the participants 

opinions before constructing the groups. A smaller survey could have been an alternative to 

understand the participants’ opinions in advance. However, since Devinney et al. (2015), and, 

Janssen and Vanhamme (2015), argue that consumers tend to overestimate their responsible 

behaviour, such survey could have been misleading. Furthermore, some of the participants 

claimed that they preferred traditional brick-and-mortar stores, and that they seldom purchase 

any fashion online. This resulted in that some of the participants did not attend the discussions 

to same extent as others. If those participants excluded online purchasing alternatives due to 

social issues, natural environment, and its consequences, their opinions would have been even 

more valuable, however, this was not the case. As a result, we believe that it would have been 

valuable to investigate the participants online fashion purchasing behaviour before constructing 

the groups. As previously presented, a smaller survey that introduce the participants’ use of 

online alternatives could have create more nuanced discussions.   

 

To manage the prevailed limitations, we tried to drive balanced discussions, where all 

participants could contribute. We tried to encourage all participants to feel comfortable to 

engage in the discussions. Therefore, it was important to not let the participants with the 

strongest voices and opinions carry the discussions. That we had no pre-existed knowledge 
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concerning the participants’ opinions gave us the possibility to observe the discussions without 

any preconceptions, which increased our objectivity. Even though some of the participants did 

not often order fashion online, we tried to include all participants’ opinions in the discussions. 

All participants had purchased fashion online at least once and we tried to encourage them to 

think when they were in an online fashion purchasing situation. We also tried to encourage 

them to hypothetically think how they would act when purchasing fashion online.  
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4. Empirical Findings and Analysis  

In the fourth chapter, the empirical findings are presented and analysed based on the conceptual 

framework (Figure 2). The three frameworks; the TPB, SRCB, and CNSR are combined to 

investigate consumers’ socially responsible behaviour, and what factors influence consumers’ 

willingness to behave responsibly. As argued in chapter 2, the TPB is used to create further 

understanding regarding consumers’ intentions to behave socially responsible when purchasing 

fashion online. SRCB is applied to consumers’ areas of awareness; social issues, natural 

environment and consequences. Since it is argued that consumers must be aware of issues 

before they can act socially responsible, the SRCB is crucial before investigating consumers’ 

responsibilities. CNSR is applied to analyse consumers’ responsibilities for both social and 

environmental impacts that arise from their online fashion purchasing behaviour. Each section 

begins with a table that illustrate the categories and sub-categories to facilitate the 

understanding of the analysis (Tables 4 to 11). The analysis is conducted on an individual level, 

where participants are compared and contrasted with each other6. Thus, since differences 

between the groups were identified, a general comparison between the groups is presented in 

the end of this chapter.  

 

4.1 Consumer intentions    

This section aims to understand what factors influence consumers to take responsibility when 

purchasing fashion online. Ajzen (2011) claims that human behaviour is a complex area since 

it involves multiple layers of personal and social attributes. According to Ajzen (2011), the 

elements subjective norms, attitude, and behavioural control, need to be combined to 

understand people’s intentions, and the reason why they behave in a certain way. Han and Stoel 

(2017) and Yang et al. (2018) further claim that the TPB is commonly used to analyse socially 

responsible consumers. The TPB is also relevant to investigate consumers’ attitude in relation 

to their actual behaviour (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019), therefore, the participants’ thoughts and 

opinions will be directly analysed by the elements of the TPB.  

 

 
6 To facilitate the understanding of the analysis, participants in Group A have names that begins with A. 
Participants that belongs to Group B have names that begins with B.  
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4.1.1  Subjective norms   

When the topic of why consumers act socially responsible was discussed, it was expressed it 

indicates a sign of status, and that it is a habit to not act responsibly. Therefore, status and habits 

were sub-categories that was identified in the discussion of subjective norms (Table 4). These 

two sub-categories affect consumers’ subjective norms which explain why some consumers act 

socially responsible while others do not. 

 
Table 4 – Sub-categories of Subjective norms   

Category  Sub- categories  
Subjective norms  Status  
  Habits 

 

According to Robinot et al. (2017), subjective norms are related to consumers’ perception of 

norms, and the individual importance of it. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that these 

norms can explain specific behaviour and the intention behind it. In this case, consumers who 

value the norms of socially responsible actions are more likely to behave responsibly, compared 

to consumers who do not value the same norms (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). That consumers 

who value socially responsible behaviour to a higher extent act more responsibly than 

consumers who do not share the same values, is an argument that was supported by the 

participants.  
 

“Yes, it is a status thing for many of our friends […] I think I have become more conscious […] I also 

believe that it is the people that you have around you. If you happen to have friends around you that acts 

in the same way, or not […].” (Alice, 21 years)  

 
“That is absolutely not the case with our friends.” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

Because of Alice’s social surroundings, she has become more conscious of issues, which 

changed her behaviour. However, Annika mentioned that this was not the case within her social 

surrounding. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that subjective norms are based on a person’s 

beliefs, and these beliefs are based on how the person thinks the group wants him or her to 

behave. A person is likely to have a certain behaviour when the person is motivated by social 

pressure or other important references (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Alice’s statement supports 

the argument by Prendergast and Tsang (2019), that subjective norms are created based on 

social groups. Since Annika’s friends do not consider socially responsible actions to be a sign 
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of status, the social group that Annika belongs to do not create the same norms as Alice’s 

surrounding.  

 

The participants argued that another reason for consumers’ behaviour was that a non-

sustainable behaviour have become a habit. Some participants claimed that their behaviour was 

based on habits created by the society. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that subjective 

norms were created by group pressure and social groups, which can also describe how habits 

restrain consumers to act socially responsible.  
 

“But I think it has become more usual because you get free shipping and free returns […], then I take three 

[garments] in that size, since one of them has to fit.” (Birgitta, 47 years) 

 

“Yes, it is a bit automatically because it is convenient for the customer, and the corporations benefit from 

it. Sad but true.” (Billy, 25 years)  

 

“Yes, everyone else does it. You think ‘it cannot be that bad’, instead of check it out a bit more.” (Alice, 21 

years)  

 

These participants suggest that many consumers who behave non-responsibly do so out of habit. 

This habitual behaviour can be compared to the subjective norms created by social groups 

(Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Since the participants claimed it has become a norm to not act 

socially responsible, subjective norms that encourage responsible behaviour are not created. 

Yang et al. (2018) argue that subjective norms are created to engage a particular behaviour, but 

when the societal norms do not motivate consumers to behave socially responsible, a group 

pressure that encourages other consumers to act responsibly may not be created. Therefore, it 

can be argued that status and habits influence subjective norms which either encourage or 

discourage consumers to act socially responsible. 

 

4.1.2 Attitude  

The participants expressed that different values influence their attitude towards socially 

responsible consumers. Two perspectives of the sub-category values were expressed; 

powerlessness and encourage. These two perspectives have been used as themes to analyse how 

values affects consumers’ attitude towards socially responsible actions (Table 5).  
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Table 5 – Sub-category of Attitude  

Category  Sub- category Themes  
Attitude  Values  Powerlessness 
    Encourage  

 

Han and Stoel (2017) claim that consumers’ attitude towards responsible behaviour is based on 

the subjective norms. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) claim that the attitude towards a specific 

behaviour will influence consumers to either take or not take actions. In this case, actions to 

reduce the social and environmental impact of consumers’ online fashion purchasing behaviour, 

which is related to the responsibilities presented in CNSR. Robinot et al. (2017) argue that 

consumers who have a negative attitude towards sustainability will not make any efforts to 

reduce the impact of their consumption. Robinot et al. (2017) also claim that if consumers do 

not believe that their personal effort will make a difference, consumers will not make any direct 

efforts. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that people’s behaviour is mainly driven by their 

attitude of that specific behaviour, as well as their attitude towards subjective norms.  
 

“I do not say it is the right thing. But only because I stop, that will not save the world. That is my opinion.” 

(Betty, 24 years)  

 

“You feel like you as an individual cannot affect the whole world. If other people do not do it, why would 

you?” (Ben, 22 years) 

 

“That you are not supposed to think: ‘well I do not know that much, so I do nothing’. Instead, every choice 

makes a difference.” (Alice, 21 years) 

 

Here, Betty and Ben implied that they make no effort to act socially responsible since they 

believe that their behaviour have no impact, which illustrate a level of powerlessness. These 

statements follow the argument by Robinot, et al. (2017) that consumers who do not believe 

that their individual effort makes a difference are not likely to act socially responsible. Alice is 

an example of a consumer who do believe that her efforts make a difference, and therefore, she 

expressed willingness to make sacrifices. In contrast, Betty mentioned multiple times that she 

did not believe that her contribution made any difference, and that she was not interested to 

make sacrifices to become more responsible. Because of Betty and Ben’s attitude, they did not 

have the intentions to behave socially responsible, which supports the argument by Robinot et 

al. (2017), that attitude affects the overall opinion towards a specific behaviour. Since Betty 

and Ben are not interested to behave more socially responsible, they do not take responsibility 
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to reduce the impact of their behaviour, a responsibility that Vitell (2015) claims socially 

responsible consumers have.  

 

The difference in attitude between the participants reflect their actual behaviour, where Alice 

expressed a positive attitude and believed that she could make a difference, while Betty and 

Ben expressed the opposite. Consumers whose attitude is reflected by values in favour of social 

responsibility will have a positive attitude and believe that their personal effort contribute to a 

better world. This is in line with the argument by Robinot et al. (2017), that consumers that 

have a negative attitude towards social responsibility are not likely to act responsibly. A 

difference in attitude between the participants can also be linked to subjective norms, since 

Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that subjective norms are created by group pressure and 

motivates people to behave as the group wants. For example, Alice illustrated socially 

responsible behaviour as a sign of status among her friends, which results in her positive 

attitude. Therefore, the attitude of the participants can be connected to subjective norms 

expressed by them. As illustrated by the participants, those consumers who experience 

powerlessness in relation to sustainable actions, will not make any effort to reduce the impact 

of their online fashion purchases. However, those consumers who value socially responsible 

behaviour to a higher extent, have a more positive attitude towards responsible consumers.   

 

4.1.3 Behavioural control   

The participants highlighted three external factors that restrain consumers to act socially 

responsible; price, convivence, and time. Since price, convivence, and time were argued to 

prevent the participants to take responsibility, these factors were used as sub-categories to 

analyse behavioural control (Table 6).  

 
Table 6 – Sub-categories of Behavioural control  

Category  Sub- categories 
Behavioural control  Price  
 Convenience 
 Time 

 

The item of behavioural control is illustrated by Yang et al. (2018) as consumers’ ability to 

behave as they intend. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that subjective norms and attitude 

are the most important elements of the TPB. However, it is shown that even if consumers intend 

to behave socially responsible, there may be obstacles that prevent consumers to accomplish 
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their intentions. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) argue that external factors can affect people’s 

execution of their intentions and could restrain consumers to carry out an intended behaviour. 

External factors can be illustrated as obstacles for peoples’ intended behaviour. One example 

of an obstacle that was expressed was price. The participants agreed that the differences in price 

between a sustainable and a non-sustainable alternative could not be too big. An example of a 

price difference can be illustrated by a comparison between two similar products, where one 

alternative is not classified as sustainable, while the other alternative is. A black t-shirt that was 

not classified as sustainable costs 49,90 SEK, while a package of three sustainable t-shirt cost 

199 SEK, which results in a single price of 66,33 SEK (Appendix 3). Examples of how the 

difference in price affects consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible were expressed.  
 

“I do believe that people think that way, but the difference in price cannot be too big. If it costs much more, 

even if you consider it to be better, you may not spend money on it.” (Birgitta, 47 years)  

 

“[…] Many consumers count every crown, and then, the [price] difference cannot be too big. […].” 

(Annika, 51 years)  

 

Birgitta and Annika implied that consumers would choose a less sustainable alternative if the 

difference in price is too big, something that other participants agreed with. As Yang et al. 

(2018) mention, behavioural control can be described by how easy (or difficult) it is for 

consumers to behave as they intend. In this case, the price affects how easy it is for the 

consumers to behave socially responsible. That consumers choose the cheaper alternative 

follows the argument by Devinney et al. (2015), that consumers prefer the cheaper alternative 

even if they are aware of the issues. The question of price was also a reason why some 

participants chose online alternatives to traditional brick-and-mortar stores. 
 

“It is more convenient, and there is often a price difference. It is often cheaper to shop online […].” (Boel, 

47 years) 

 

“There is often some kind of sale online. So yes, then I shop there instead.” (Betty, 24 years) 

 

“What I think is free shipping all weekend, oh now I have to hurry. You may not think through your 

decisions what you want to buy, but you look, and it is very cheap [and you think] oh then I take one of 

these and one of these.” (Anna, 54 years)  

 

“Here I think that it is cheap, I will shop here.” (Birgitta, 47 years) 
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These statements indicate that consumers consider price as an important factor when choosing 

purchasing alternative. As previously mentioned Devinney et al. (2015) argue that consumers 

prefer the cheaper alternative, which the statements above also follow. As Betty described, she 

prefers online purchasing alternatives, since it often results in lower prices. Therefore, price 

plays a major role in consumers’ socially responsible behaviour. This was also identified when 

the impact of sales and offers were analysed. Anna and Birgitta implied that sales and low price-

offers encourage them to purchase fashion, even if they did not plan to purchase anything. These 

kinds of offers trigger consumers to purchase without considering the issues. This can be 

connected to the argument by Yang et al. (2018), of how easily consumers perform their 

intentions. If Anna and Birgitta had an intention to behave socially responsible, they are not 

likely to perform their intentions due to the low price. Apart from price, another factor that was 

shown to restrain consumers socially responsible behaviour was the question of convenience. 

Convenience can, as well as price, be illustrated as an external factor, presented by Prendergast 

and Tsang (2019). Participants argued that convenience was a factor that was highly valued.  
 

“Basically, I think everyone is pretty selfish and like you said before, from a convenience point of view, it 

is supposed to work smoothly for me […] oh no this is too difficult for me, then I chose another alternative 

[…] It is supposed to be good for oneself.” (Boel, 47 years) 

 

“[…] this is a matter of convenience. It is supposed to be simple […].” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

If the difference in convenience between sustainable and non-sustainable fashion is too big, the 

participants was not interested to act socially responsible. This coincides with Prendergast and 

Tsang’s (2019) reasoning of behavioural control, where the authors claim that external factors 

restrain consumers to act as they intend to. The participants discussed that it requires more 

efforts to find sustainable alternatives. Since it requires more effort to purchase sustainable 

fashion, the participants argued that the sacrifices are too big. Due to the convenience aspect, 

consumers tend to purchase the most convenient alternative, even if the most convenient 

alternative comes with issues. Moreover, another factor that influence consumers’ socially 

responsible behaviour was the question of time. Some of the participants argued that 

responsible behaviour requires more time than a non-responsible behaviour. It was argued by 

the participants that consumers who have more time are more obligated to act socially 

responsible.  
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“You have a little more time when you are a student, than when you work full time. Then you do not have 

time to visit all second-hand stores and see if you find something.” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

“Yes, my mother has so much more time […].” (Betty, 24 years) 

 

Deliana and Rum’s (2019) argument, that there is a difference in opinion based on generation, 

was not supported by the participants. Instead, the participants argued that time was a crucial 

factor. However, Annika implied that younger generations have the most time while Betty 

argued that the middle-age generations have most time. The participants claimed that the 

differences in attitude were a result of time, not the actual generation, as argued by Deliana and 

Rum (2019). One example is that Alice and Betty have different opinions regarding socially 

responsible behaviour, although the participants belong to the same generation. With this 

finding, time can be seen as a factor that prevents consumers to behave socially responsible and 

was used as an excuse to not act responsibly. 

 

That external factors may restrain consumers to behave socially responsible, even if they intend 

to do, so was identified when the empirical data were analysed. This finding confirms the 

argument by Prendergast and Tsang (2019), that the behavioural control impacts people’s 

behaviour. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) further argued that subjective norms and attitude were 

especially crucial elements of the TPB, while it was shown that behavioural control is equally 

important. Subjective norms and attitude must encourage consumers to act socially responsible, 

but behavioural control is the factor that determines if the intentions are carried out or not. Even 

if consumers’ subjective norms and attitude encourage them to behave socially responsible, it 

is not a guarantee that the consumer actually will behave as intended. The statements confirm 

the argument by Ajzen (2011), that the three elements must be combined when analysing 

consumers intentions and their actual behaviour.  

 

4.2 Consumer awareness  

This section aims to create a further understanding of consumers’ areas of awareness when they 

purchase fashion online. Several researchers argue that consumers must be aware of issues that 

exist before they can take any actions to reduce it (Johnson & Chattaraman, 2019; Lee & Cho, 

2019; Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) argue that socially 
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responsible consumers try to influence other consumer be aware of the issues of their 

purchasing behaviour. Furthermore, Robinot et al. (2017) and Shobeiri et al. (2016) mention 

that the number of socially responsible consumers have increased, which the participants agreed 

with. For example, Boris mentioned that awareness of responsible consumers has arisen, 

especially since the outbreak of Covid-19.  

 

4.2.1 Social issue  

The participants mentioned social issues from two different perspectives. Firstly, social issues 

in relation to working condition. Secondly, the participants discussed regulations in the country 

of manufacturing. Therefore, working conditions and regulations have been used as sub-

categories to analyse social issues (Table 7).    

 
Table 7 – Sub-categories of Social Issues  

Category  Sub- categories 

Social Issues  Working conditions  
  Regulations  

 

The awareness item of social issues is referred to all social problems that may arise when 

purchasing fashion online (Johnson & Chattaraman 2019; Prendergast & Tsang 2019; Webb et 

al., 2008). Prendergast and Tsang (2019) mention that socially responsible consumers 

previously included only environmental factors, but that the concept has developed and now 

includes social factors as well. Alexander followed this argument and claimed that the focus 

has almost exclusively been on environmental aspects, but for him, social issues are more 

important. Johnson and Chattaraman (2019), Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Webb et al. 

(2008) discuss the awareness item of social issues related to workings conditions. The 

participant argued that one of the major issues of working conditions is related to child labour.  
 

“And me as a customer if I would have seen this, I had not thought about hmmm I wonder if this will be 

transported 30 kilometres or 300 kilometres, or if it is child labour, I would just have bought it.” (Betty, 24 

years) 

 

“Yes, but even so, I probably also look more [and] more [and also] thinking of not maybe buy from certain 

specific webpages that have bad working conditions and so on.” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

“[…] I might think it is more important with good conditions for the ones who work. […].” (Alexander, 54 

years) 
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“Not when you go as far as child labour, then, I think that the limit is reached. […] just because someone 

can earn money from it, it must be reasonable.” (Boel, 47 years) 

 

Here, Betty implied that she does not consider any possible social issues when she purchases 

fashion online. This can be connected to the arguments by Johnson and Chattaraman (2019), 

Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Webb et al. (2008), that consumers are often unaware and 

unconcerned of social problems that not exist close to their place of living. Since Betty lives in 

Sweden, where child labour is no concern, she might not have sufficient information to be aware 

of the problem. This makes it difficult for Betty to act socially responsible. Betty’s statement is 

contrary to other participants’ opinions since Annika, Alexander, and Boel showed awareness 

of the problems of working conditions, such as child labour. These participants claimed to take 

responsibility to minimalize the harmful effects. The statements above confirm the arguments 

by Johnson and Chattaraman (2019), Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Webb et al. (2008), 

that consumers must be aware of social issues before they can act against it.  

 

A difference in awareness between the participants is identified, although all participants live 

in Sweden. This can be connected to the participants’ attitude explained by Robinot et al. 

(2017). Betty indicates that she has a negative attitude since she does not care about the social 

issues, which results in a low level of awareness. In contrast, Annika, Alexander, and Boel 

expressed a more positive attitude, which is reflected in their areas of awareness of issues 

related to working conditions. Another area of awareness that was mentioned several times was 

regulations in the country of manufacturing. Some of the participants claimed to investigate the 

country of manufacturing and its regulations. 
 

“[…] what you can usually control is where it is produced and you know the laws of that country you can, 

like, trust and assume, but you do not always know, it can be both. We cannot know. This ‘made in China’ 

do not need to be bad in any way anymore. It has changed a lot. But it is often good if it is produced in 

Europe, there are often more strict laws so that I usually keep in mind, especially when it comes to clothes.” 

(Alice 21 years) 

 

“[…] then, you place the production in another country, because it is cheaper. Instead of placing it in a 

fairer country. If we start with the EU for example, then you know for sure. If you look in the rest of the 

world, there are very different prerequisites.” (Alexander 54 years)  
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Billy had a similar argument to Alice and Alexander and mentioned that it is important for 

socially responsible consumers to investigate regulations in the manufacturing country 

Awareness of regulations in the manufacturing country is not mentioned in previous research 

as a part of social issues. Regulations could be included in social issues, but a difficulty is that 

regulations are different in each country. Therefore, it requires extensive research to investigate 

regulations in each country consumers’ purchase fashion from. Even if a country has 

regulations that prohibit, for example child labour, it is not a guarantee that the regulations are 

followed. The discussion cornering regulations can to some extent be connected to Johnson and 

Chattaraman’s (2019) and Schlaile’s et al. (2018) element of individual care and well-being. If 

a country has strict regulations concerning manufacturing, consumers can assume that the 

fashion is manufactured under better circumstances, compared to countries with no regulation. 

Schlaile et al. (2018) argue that consumers’ individual care and well-being is important. This 

can be improved if consumers know that the fashion is produced in a country where consumer 

can assume the fashion is produced under acceptable circumstances. According to the 

participants, the most important social issue is related to working conditions, more specifically 

child labour. A further area of awareness that was discussed was the regulations in the country 

of manufacturing.   

 

4.2.2 Natural environment 

Natural environment was discussed from two perspectives, transportation and production of 

fashion. This resulted in two sub-categories; transportation and production (Table 8). 

Transportation was mentioned from two different aspects, transportation to consumers (Theme: 

shipping) and returns from consumers (Theme: returns).  

 
Table 8 – Sub-categories of Natural Environment  

Category  Sub- categories Themes 

Natural Environment Transportation  Shipping  

    Returns  
 

Production   
 

 

Natural environment is an awareness aspect that Webb et al. (2008), Schlaile et al. (2018) and 

Johnson and Chattaraman (2019) point out as an important item for socially responsible 

consumers. Webb et al. (2008) mention that consumers must be concerned about the natural 
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environment when purchasing products. This is important since socially responsible consumers 

should try to minimalize all negative environmental impacts (Schlaile et al., 2018).  
 

“[I was] not aware that the returns went abroad and turned around.” (Billy, 25 years) 

 

“[…] I had no idea that things were sent back to different countries, it is very much that we send back and 

forth.” (Birgitta, 47 years)  

 

“I never thought it would be like this if nobody hadn’t told me. I just assume it goes back to the same place 

where you ordered it from. […].” (Alice, 21 years)    

 

Edwards, McKinnon, and Cullinane (2010) argue that consumers are unaware of the 

enviromental impact caused by their returning behaviour. The statements above confirm 

Edwards’ et al. (2010) argument, since the participants mentioned that they were unaware of 

the issue. According to Edwards et al. (2010), consumers cannot consider the environmental 

impact of the returns, unless they are informed of the issue. The participants expressed a certain 

degree of unawareness of the transportation’s routes caused by returned fashion, which makes 

them unable to take actions to reduce the problem. As earlier mentioned, consumers cannot 

eliminate problems that they are not aware of (Johnson and Chattaraman 2019; Schlaile et al. 

2018; Webb et al., 2008). This results in that the natural environment pays for consumers 

returning behaviour.  However, when the theme shipping was discussed, participants expressed 

a higher level of awareness.  
 

“Mm, no and what is being purchased must be transported in a much better way, but everything with 

handling and consumption must be handled in a much better way than it is currently done, because it is not 

sustainable.” (Billy, 25 years) 

 

“But then, after all, corporations have a responsibility to ensure that […]  they for example, not have any 

unnecessary transports, but really make sure that they do not drive with half empty trucks […].” (Anna, 54 

years)   

 

Neither Webb et al. (2008) nor Schlaile et al. (2018) specifically mentioned transportation to 

be an environmental issue of concern. Yet, since Rai et al. (2019) argue that it is the step in the 

supply chain that has the greatest environmental impact, consumers must be aware of the 

environmental implications. Since the participants showed greater awareness cornering the 
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shipping of the fashion, compared to the returns, Schlaile et al. (2018) and Johnson and 

Chattaraman (2019) argue that consumers should take more responsibility of the environmental 

issues of shipping. However, the participants wanted to transfer that responsibility to the 

corporations, something that is further discussed in the section of environmental impact. 

Moreover, an area of awareness where the participants expressed a low level of awareness was 

the environmental impacts that occur when the fashion is produced.  
 

“Just because it says it is organic cotton, I do not think you have the idea of how it affects the environment 

less than if it is ordinary cotton, but I think there must be more information written.” (Birgitta 47 years) 

 

“And you do not know what is behind it. What does a sustainable collection mean?” (Anna, 54 years)  

 

These statements are examples of unawareness that comes as a result of lack of information. 

Birgitta and Anna claimed that it is difficult to purchase sustainable fashion since they do not 

know what it means, nor if it is better for the environment. As earlier mentioned, consumers 

must be aware of the environmental issues before they can start act against it (Johnson & 

Chattaraman, 2019; Lee & Cho, 2019; Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). Although consumers want 

to take social responsibility, it is not possible due to the lack of awareness of the impacts on the 

natural environment. If consumers are not aware of the difference in environmental impact 

between a garment with organic cotton and ordinary cotton, consumers might not pay extra for 

the organic alternative. This follows the argument by Devinney et al. (2015) that was earlier 

discussed, that consumers often chose the cheapest alternative. Manning (2013) and Quazi et 

al. (2016) claim that consumers have the responsibility to minimalize the impact on the natural 

environment by purchase sustainable products. Since the participants showed lack of awareness 

of the impact on the natural environment, they cannot take responsibility, which is further 

discussed in section of environmental impact.  

 

4.2.3 Consequences  

The participants did not specifically mention awareness regarding consequences that arise from 

their online fashion purchasing behaviour. However, some opinions can be analysed as areas 

of awareness regarding consequences. Three perspectives were identified; process, 

consciousness, and influence. These perspectives are illustrated as sub-categories to the element 

of consequences (Table 9). The theme of subjective norms was identified to analyse the sub-
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category influence, since influence is connected to the TPB and the element of subjective 

norms.  

 
Table 9 – Sub-categories of Consequences  

Category  Sub- categories  Theme  

Consequences  Process 
 

 
Consciousness 

 

  Influence  Subjective norms  
 

Awareness of consequences of consumers’ actions have been a part of socially responsible 

consumers since Webster (1975) created the framework. Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009), 

Shobeiri et al. (2016), Prendergast and Tsang (2019) and Lee and Cho (2019) argue that 

consciousness of consequences of purchasing behaviour is still important for socially 

responsible consumers. Shobeiri et al. (2016) mention that awareness of consequences of social 

issues and natural environment are important to reduce harmful effects that come as a result of 

consumption. Lee and Cho (2019) present similar argument as Shobeiri et al. (2016), that 

consumers try to eliminate all harmful effects that come as a result of their consumption. The 

item of consequences was the awareness item that was mostly illustrated as a process, according 

to the participants. The participants discussed whether they have become aware during the latest 

five years. 
 

“I think I became more aware.” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

“I also think so.” (Anna, 54 years)  

 

“I don’t think I […] have not got that far in my mind yet.” (Birgitta, 47 years) 

 

Here, Annika and Anna discussed that they have become more aware, which supports the 

arguments by Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009), since the authors define SRCB as a process. 

Since Birgitta argues that she has not gotten that far yet, it can be illustrated that she is not as 

far in the process as Annika and Anna claimed to be. Since Shobeiri et al. (2016) and Lee and 

Cho (2019) argue that consumers must be aware of the consequences before they can act to 

minimalize it, it can be argued that Anna and Annika have a greater responsibility to minimalize 

the negative consequences, since they are more aware than Birgitta. The process that Ha-

Brookshire and Hodges (2009) describe can also be related to consumers’ consciousness of 
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issues related to their online fashion purchases. It was showed that the level of consciousness 

is crucial for consumers to get further in the process.  
 

“And me as a customer if I would have seen this, I had not thought about hmmm I wonder if this will be 

transported 30 kilometres or 300 kilometres, or if it is child labour, I would just have bought it.” (Betty, 24 

years) 

 

“I made it to a habit, to buy two sizes with the idea that I should send some back, I specifically do not do 

that anymore […].” (Alice 21 years) 

 

As the statements above indicate, consumers have different levels of consciousness of 

consequences. Alice expressed enough awareness to act socially responsible, which Shobeiri et 

al. (2016) and Lee and Cho (2019) is critical for responsible consumers. This indicates that 

Alice can take responsibility for her actions, while Betty cannot, since she is not aware of the 

consequences of her actions. Since Alice is aware of the consequences that arise when having 

a returning-culture behaviour, she eliminated her previous behaviour. This indicates that the 

argument by Shobeiri et al. (2016) and Lee and Cho (2019), that consumers can act socially 

responsible if the they are aware of the consequences, which is supported by Alice’s behaviour. 

It can also be argued that Alice is further in the process of SRCB, compared to Betty. This since 

Alice express a higher level of awareness of issues related to her consumption. Furthermore, 

Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) argue that socially responsible consumers try to influence 

other consumers to behave responsibly.  
 

“Yes, maybe you can make people reflect on such things. If you have started thinking about it yourself.” 

(Annika, 51 years) 

 

“And not criticize those who we believe do wrong. Because they act based on the information that they 

have. Instead, you should try to make them think: Have you thought about that? And that you try to influence 

them in a good way. Instead of criticizing anyone’s decisions.” (Anna, 54 years) 

 

“After that I don’t really think that much impact I don’t want to have on their lives or complain so it’s good 

in itself that I don’t.” (Ben, 22 years) 

 

Anna and Annika mentioned that consumers should try to influence others to behave more 

socially responsible, without criticize anyone’s decisions. Annika and Anna’s opinions follow 

Ha-Brookshire and Hodges’ (2009) argument that socially responsible consumer try to 



Lefèvre & Nilsson 
 

 47 

influence others. To influence other consumers can be referred to the change in subjective 

norms, presented by Prendergast and Tsang (2019). Ben’s statement can be connected to his 

negative attitude towards socially responsible consumers. Since Ben has a negative attitude, he 

is not willing to discuss the topic among friends. However, Ha-Brookshire and Hodges (2009) 

argue that consumers try to influence other consumer by express negative experiences when 

purchasing from a corporation that did not consider CSR, this was not the case in this study. 

Consumers tried to encourage other consumers to take responsibility, instead of presenting 

negative feedback. Since the consumers try to influence other consumers to take more 

responsibility, it can be described by the effect of social pressure, as explained by Prendergast 

and Tsang (2019). The participants showed that consumers who have a high level of awareness 

expressed consciousness of consequences that arise when purchasing fashion online.  

 

4.3 Consumer responsibilities 

This section aims to further understand areas of responsibilities, presented in the conceptual 

framework (Figure 2). The areas of responsibilities are directly linked to the awareness items 

of social issues, natural environment and its consequence. Researchers claim that consumers 

have a responsibility to care for both social and environmental problems (Devinney et al., 2015; 

Manning, 2013; Quazi et al., 2016; Vitell, 2015), which in this case comes as a result of 

consumers’ online fashion purchasing behaviour. Devinney et al. (2015) claim that CNSR is a 

result of consumers personal and moral beliefs, which can be linked to elements of the TPB, 

where personal and moral beliefs create intentions to behave socially responsible. As discussed 

in relation to SRCB, awareness is a crucial factor for consumers to take responsibility for their 

actions. Therefore, arguments from the TPB and SRCB are crucial to investigate consumers 

areas of responsibilities.  

 

4.3.1 Social impact 

The participants argued that four areas of responsibilities were important when they purchase 

fashion online; critical thinking, boycotting, take actions and sustainable fashion. Therefore, 

these four responsibilities have been used as sub-categories to analyse social impact (Table 10).  
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Table 10 – Sub-categories of Social Impact  

Category  Sub- categories 

Social Impact Critical thinking   
Boycotting  

 Action  
Sustainable fashion  

 

Social impact is referred to responsibility regarding social issues and its consequences that 

comes as a result of consumers’ online fashion purchases. Participants argued that consumers 

have a responsibility to take actions to reduce the negative impacts that come as a result of their 

purchasing behaviour. According to some of the participants, a responsibility that consumers 

have is to be critical when purchasing fashion online. 
 

“As a consumer you need to be a bit critical.” (Anna, 54 years) 

 

“Be more critical.” (Annika, 51 years)  

 

To take actions and to be critical in order to reduce any impact of consumers’ consumption 

follows the statement by Quazi et al. (2016): 
 

“To be critical, to act, to care for fellow human beings, to live in peace with the environment, and to join 

hands and create the solidarity.” (p. 49) 

 

When analysing the empirical data, it is confirmed that socially responsible consumers try to 

base their purchasing behaviour on the quotation stated above, to critically evaluate purchases 

that do not harm the society or natural environment. The question of social responsibility was 

mostly addressed from the aspect of working conditions, which can be described by the 

participants’ area of awareness as presented in relation to social issues. According to 

Winstanley, Clark and Leeson, (2002) corporations involve low-cost labour due to the 

commercial pressure to lower prices. Because of this, many international corporations 

outsource steps in their supply chain to developing countries, where child labour may occur due 

to low costs (Winstanley et al., 2002). Jones et al. (2016) argue that that a majority of the use 

of child labour is connected to consumer goods, however, a majority of the participants claimed 

to be aware of the issues. The fact that consumer goods stands for the major part of child labour, 

even though consumers are aware of the issues can be linked to argument by Devinney et al. 

(2015), that consumers tend to overestimate their socially responsible actions.   
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“I probably […] start to think that I should maybe not buy from certain specific pages, that you know have 

poor working conditions and so on.” (Annika, 51 years) 

 

“Not when you go as far as child labour, then, I think that the limit is reached. […] just because someone 

can earn money from it, it must be reasonable.” (Boel, 47 years) 

 

Annika and Boel are examples of consumers who are aware of the social issues that follows 

their online fashion purchasing behaviour. Annika and Boel were the only participants who 

specifically mentioned responsibility to limit poor working conditions, such as use of child 

labour. That no other participants argued for the same responsibility can be explained by the 

behavioural control, and the difference in price between sustainable and non-sustainable 

fashion. Annika and Boel’s statements confirm the arguments by Caruana and Crane (2008) 

and Manning (2013) and Quazi et al. (2016), that consumers actively want to support 

corporations that take sustainability into consideration. Support responsible corporations and 

exclude corporations that are not responsible can be connected to the concept of boycotting 

presented by Devinney et al. (2015). It can also be linked to the argument by Prendergast and 

Tsang (2019), that consumers avoid purchase products that have any negative impact on the 

society.  

 

“Sifting away a little at a time. But I probably haven’t bought anything on HM and Zara in five six years. 

That would not happen. It’s not with me anymore.” (Alice 21 years) 
 
“Maybe that you exclude a little bit gradually, that will be as Alice said before, that you exclude some 

businesses when you hear or read something negative about them.” (Axel, 20 years)  
 
“I think that those corporations will change pretty fast.” (Alexander, 54 years) 
 

“After all, it is that type of behaviour that usually results in something, that you vote with your feet. You do 

not go there, and you do not purchase there.” (Annika, 54 years) 

 

Alice and Axel’s statements illustrate the behaviour of boycotting described by Devinney et al. 

(2015), since they actively exclude corporations when they are not confident with its CSR-

work. Caruana and Crane (2008) point out boycotting as a collective effort to dissociate with 

specific corporations, and that consumers must join together to make a difference. That 

consumers need to join together was supported since Alexander and Annika claimed that 
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corporations are likely to change if consumers take actions together. Alexander and Annika 

discussed that corporations have no other choice than to adjust to consumers demands. 

Therefore, they considered boycotting to be an effective strategy to encourage corporations to 

become more sustainable. Quazi et al. (2016) refer solidarity as consumers’ responsibility to 

make collective efforts to influence responsible actions. When consumers actively exclude 

specific corporations, and influence other to do the same, consumers together influence 

corporations to become more sustainable. Since Alexander and Annika claim that consumers 

can influence corporations to become more sustainable, it can be illustrated as an example of 

an action related to solidarity. According to the participants, another responsibility that 

consumers have is to consider how much fashion they purchase. This can be linked to the 

definition of CNSR made by Devinney et al. (2015), that consumers make conscious and 

deliberate choices.  
 

“I think consumers have more responsibility from where and to what extent you shop […] consume goods 

that you actually need, that is probably quite often not the case. You can survive with less than what you 

have […].” (Billy, 25 years) 

 

“It is purely shopped too much, we do not need to shop as much as we do.” (Boris, 50 years) 

 

“With clothes you may think that you do not need to renew your wardrobe all the time as well. So, it’s 

easier there, in a way, to think.” (Annika, 51 years)  

 

“Unfortunately, I do not care if it is sustainable thinking or not, if it looks good, then I want it. That’s how 

I think.” (Betty, 24 years) 

 

These statements illustrate consumers’ responsibility to what and how much fashion that are 

purchased. Billy, Boris and Annika claimed that consumers often tend to purchase more than 

necessary, which is an example of purchasing decisions that are not based on conscious and 

deliberate choices. On the contrary, Betty showed no indication to take personal responsibility 

to reduce the impact of her consumption. Prendergast and Tsang (2019) claim that socially 

responsible consumers are obligated to reduce negative impacts of their consumption, a 

behaviour that Betty did not illustrate. Betty previously expressed that her attitude towards 

sustainability was negative, and that she did not believe that her effort would make a difference. 

That Betty does not care to reduce any negative impact that comes as a result of her online 

fashion purchasing behaviour follows the argument by Robinot et al. (2017), that consumers 
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who do not believe that their individual effort matters make no effort to change this behaviour. 

Also, as previously mentioned, Betty implied that she was not aware of the issues that arise 

from her behaviour, which follows the argument by Prendergast and Tsang (2019), that unaware 

consumers cannot take responsibility.  

 

Another responsibility argued by Quazi et al. (2016), is that socially responsible consumers 

must be willing to pay extra for sustainable products. Some participants agreed with Quazi et 

al. (2016) and argued that consumers must be willing to pay higher prices for fashion that are 

sustainable produced. 
 

“I think people are willing to pay a little extra. With a lot, it is probably the case that you want it cheap, 

but I actually think people are more aware[…] that it may be worth paying a little extra because it is more 

thoughts behind, like environmental thinking and everything.” (Alexander, 54 years)  

 

It will be a little more expensive at an earlier stage, as for now it is more expensive with the more 

sustainable [products] and the consumers must be willing to pay.” (Alice, 21 years)  

 

Both Alexander and Alice illustrate examples of socially responsible consumer behaviour since 

they are willing to pay a higher price for sustainable fashion. However, as earlier mentioned, 

the difference in price cannot be too big. When the difference is too big, consumers tend to 

choose less expensive alternatives, which supports the argument by Devinney et al. (2015), that 

consumers choose the cheaper alternative. As illustrated by the participants, one of the major 

responsibilities is to actively consider from which corporation the fashion is purchased. Boycott 

corporations that do not take its responsibilities was an example of responsibility that the 

participant claimed consumers have. Another responsibility pointed out by the participants, is 

to take action and to make conscious and deliberate choices.  

 

4.3.2 Environmental impact 

Several responsibilities concerning environmental impact were discussed by the participants. 

Four perspective were highlighted; delivery, purchasing behaviour, shared responsibility and 

selfishness. All these perspectives were used as sub-categories to analyse the empirical data of 

environmental impact (Table 11).  
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Table 11 – Sub-categories of Environmental Impact  

Category  Sub- categories 

Environmental Impact  Delivery  
Purchasing behaviour  
Shared responsibility  
Selfishness  

 

Responsibility of environmental issues can be illustrated by consumers’ efforts to reduce any 

environmental impact when purchasing fashion online (Quazi et al., 2016). Similar argument 

is presented by Manning (2013), who claims that environmental factors are important for both 

CSR and CNSR. As presented above, the awareness areas of issues related to the natural 

environment were rather limited by the participants to transportation of fashion. The 

participants were given different options how they want their ordered fashion to be delivered. 

This since Rai et al. (2019) argue that consumers have several different delivery alternatives. 

One alternative with low environmental impact is local pick-up locations, while the option with 

the most environmental impact is home delivery (Rai et al., 2019). By choosing delivery 

alternative, consumers have an opportunity to reduce the transportation routes caused by them.   

 

“Yes, and also that it is quite unnecessary for someone to drive out here if I still go and shop at Ica then I 

will get my package.” (Annika, 51 years)  

 

“I would have thought it was more comfortable [to choose the one] with the first one, because then I do not 

have to go anywhere, but if you think about the environment then you   […] [you would have chosen] 

alternative two. It is at least better because then it is just one place that they need to drive to, and then they 

would not have to drive around a lot.” (Birgitta, 47 years)   

 

Annika claimed that she would choose the local pick-up location because it reduced 

unnecessary transportation routes. Annika further argued that another reason that she would 

choose the local pick-up location was because she lives on a farm, and that home-deliveries 

rarely works. Other participants based their decisions on similar arguments. Many participants 

said that they would choose the local pick-up location because of their individual convenience.  

In this case, consumers’ socially responsible actions come a as a result of their behavioural 

control, not their willingness to act socially responsible. Here convenience, related to 

behavioural control, does not constitute an obstacle. Instead, it encourages responsible 

behaviour. Birgitta argued that she would choose home-delivery because it was the most 

convenient alternative for her, even though she was aware of the negative environmental 
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impact. Vitell (2015) argue that consumers have a responsibility to take actions to reduce the 

environmental impacts of their consumption, a responsibility that Birgitta did not consider. That 

Birgitta chose home-delivery, even if she was aware of the issues, can be described by 

behavioural control. In this case, the individual convenience was an obstacle for Birgitta to act 

socially responsible.  

 

Quazi et al. (2016) and Ali and Mandurah (2016) point out that consumers are one of the major 

stakeholders of corporations and, therefore, consumers have a responsibility to act socially 

responsible to reduce negative impacts on the natural environment. Many of the participants 

agreed with this argument and claimed that consumers have certain responsibilities to act 

socially responsible. Example of an opinion expressed by the participants was that consumers 

have a responsibility to reduce possible returns caused by their purchasing behaviour.    
 

“Yes, but maybe you can decide what colour you want […] .” (Annika, 51 years)     

 

“But on most pages, there are size guides […] .” (Axel, 20 years) 

 

“If we are supposed to take care of our planet, then we should probably think a little more when we shop.” 

(Birgitta, 47 years)  

 

These statements illustrate that consumers need to consider their purchases to a higher extent 

to eliminate any unnecessary returns. Annika, Axel and Birgitta claimed that consumers have a 

responsibility to plan their fashion purchases more carefully. In this way, consumers reduce the 

environmental impact of transportations caused by their individual purchasing behaviour. In 

this way, consumers take the responsibility that Devinney et al. (2015) claim they have. During 

the discussion of environmental impacts of transportations, some participants believed that the 

responsibility regarding transportation mostly applied to corporations, while some argued for a 

shared responsibility.  
 

“But then, after all, corporations have a responsibility to ensure that […]  they for example, not have any 

unnecessary transports, but really make sure that they do not drive with half empty trucks […].” (Anna, 54 

years)   

 

“And that is not the customers that can, that responsibility, cannot be put on the customer.” (Alexander, 

54 years)  
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“I think it is both on the consumer but also on the corporation that sends out [the fashion].” (Axel, 20 

years)  

 

Anna and Alexander argued the corporations are responsible to ensure that unnecessary 

transportation routes are eliminated and that transports use their full capacity. Axel also claimed 

that the major responsibility applies to corporations but argued that consumers have a 

responsibility to reduce their personal impact. The shared responsibility that Axel argued for 

can be described by the arguments by Quazi et al. (2016), and Ali and Mandurah (2016), that 

social responsibility needs to combine both consumers’ and corporations’ efforts. Quazi et al. 

(2016) argue that CNSR requires a common effort, and that consumers need to be involved in 

corporations CSR-work. However, some of the participants expressed that they were too selfish 

to change their behaviour, even though they showed awareness of the impact of their online 

fashion purchasing behaviour. With this opinion, it is shown that these participants are not 

willing to cooperate with others to make a difference.  
 

 “Unfortunately not, I may be too selfish, I do not think that much about the environment. I take what I 

want and what I need, so I do not care about this.” (Betty, 24 years)  

 

“[...] we also have this impulsive convenience egoistic [thinking]. You do it even if you know that it is not 

that good, but since you want it, you wrap it up somehow, but of course we have a responsibility.” (Boel, 

47 years) 

 

Betty implied that she places her own desires in front of the environment, a reasoning that Boel 

also pointed out. Boel did not specifically mention that her statement illustrated her personal 

behaviour, while Betty specifically said that she does not care.  Betty’s actions can be connected 

to personal and moral beliefs, which Devinney et al. (2015) claim impact consumers’ socially 

responsible actions. The reason that Betty is not willing to act socially responsible can also be 

connected to her attitude towards responsible behaviour, as previously discussed in relation to 

the TPB. In this case, Betty implied to show no care for the environment, which affects her 

attitude towards consumer responsibility.  

 

Since the participants’ areas of awareness of environmental issues were rather limited to 

transportations of the fashion, so was the areas of responsibilities of environmental impacts. 

The participants argued that consumers have a responsibility to carefully consider their online 

fashion purchasing behaviour to eliminate negative impacts. A shared responsibility between 
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consumers and corporations was also identified, where the participants argued that corporations 

are responsible to reduce unnecessary transportation routes and develop more sustainable 

alternatives. The participants argued to be responsible to eliminate any unnecessarily 

transportation that comes as result of their personal purchasing behaviour. Consumers’ level of 

selfishness did also affect their socially responsible actions. Some participants were too selfish 

to take responsibility for their actions.  

 

4.4 Comparison of Groups 

Even though Group A (The CNSR-related group) and Group B (The Unconscious group) were 

demographically similar, differences between the groups were identified. The CNSR-related 

group expressed more positive opinions towards socially responsible consumers, compared to 

the Unconscious group. The difference between the groups can be explained by subjective 

norms and attitudes within the groups. Consumers in the CNSR-related group expressed concern 

of social issues, natural environment, and consequences, and believe that their effort contributed 

to something better. Some participants in the CNSR-related group expressed strong opinions in 

favour of socially responsible consumers, which can affect the overall opinion within the group. 

In contrast, some participants in the Unconscious group expressed strong opinions against 

socially responsible consumer actions.  

 

It is argued that consumers’ attitude comes as a result of their subjective norms (Han & Stoel, 

2017), therefore, the differences in subjective norms can explain the difference in attitudes 

between the groups. Participants in the CNSR-related group expressed that they believe that 

their personal efforts made a difference, while participants in the Unconscious group illustrated 

a level of powerlessness. Some consumers in the Unconscious group did not make specific 

efforts to reduce issues related to their online fashion purchases. Which can be explained by 

their negative attitude towards the topic. Since the subjective norms are created by social 

pressure, and affects the attitude (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019), the reason the groups differed, 

despite the demographical similarities, can be a result of different subjective norms and attitude 

within the groups. 

 

When analysing the behavioural control as external factors that retrain consumers’ socially 

responsible behaviour (Prendergast & Tsang, 2019), three factors were identified by both 

groups; price, convenience and time. These factors were crucial for consumers to carry out their 
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intentions, even though the subjective norms and attitude diverse between the groups. Firstly, 

it was argued that the difference in price between a sustainable and a non-sustainable alternative 

cannot be too big. However, it was shown that the CNSR-related group argued that consumers 

must be willing to pay a higher price for a sustainable alternative, but still, they argued that the 

difference cannot be too big. The Unconscious group also mentioned that the difference in price 

cannot be too big, but they did not argue that consumers must be willing to pay higher prices 

for responsible fashion.   

 

Secondly, convenience was an external factor that was crucial for consumers to act socially 

responsible. Both groups argued that if there is a big difference in convenience between a 

sustainable and a non-sustainable alternative, consumers will not make sacrifices to purchase 

the more sustainable alternative. Thirdly, time was an external factor that was highlighted. It 

was argued that consumers who have more time are more obligated to take socially responsible 

actions. The participants claimed that it requires more time to be socially responsible, and 

therefore, time was used as an excuse to not act responsibly. A difference between the groups 

was thus identified, where the CNSR-related group considered students and the Younger 

generation to have more time, while the Unconscious group argued that consumer who belongs 

to the Middle-age generations have more time. Therefore, it can be argued that the difference 

in attitudes between generations, presented by Deliana and Rum (2019), was not supported by 

the participants, since they argued that time was the considerable factor.   

 

The difference between the CNSR-related and the Unconscious group, regarding subjective 

norms and attitude, affects consumers’ areas of awareness and responsibility. Since it is argued 

that consumers who have negative subjective norms and attitude are not willing to act socially 

responsible and are unsusceptible to information concerning issues. The CNSR-related group 

showed a higher level of awareness of social and environmental issues, and the consequences 

that arise when purchasing fashion online, compared to the Unconscious group that did not 

express as high level of awareness. The different levels of awareness can be explained by their 

different subjective norms and attitudes. Although there was a difference in levels of awareness 

between the groups, there was no direct difference in what areas of awareness that were 

discussed. For example, both groups discussed working conditions and regulations related to 

social issues, and production and transportation related to natural environment. It is argued that 

consumers need to be aware of issues in order to take responsibility for their actions (Johnson 

& Chattaraman, 2019; Lee & Cho, 2019; Prendergast & Tsang, 2019). This results in that 
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unaware consumers cannot take the responsibilities that Devinney et al. (2015), Vitell (2015) 

and Quazi et al. (2016) claim consumers have.  

 

A difference in levels of responsibility between the CNSR-related group and the Unconscious 

group was identified, which can be explained by the different levels of awareness. Differences 

between areas of responsibilities were also identified between the groups. The CNSR-related 

group claimed that consumer should boycott corporations that does not consider CSR, while 

the Unconscious group claimed that consumers have more personal responsibility of how much 

fashion they purchase. These different responsibilities can be linked to the different levels of 

awareness by the participants. The CNSR-related group did also express that consumers have a 

responsibility to influence other consumers to also take socially responsible actions, a 

responsibility that the Unconscious group did not illustrate. Since the Unconscious group 

expressed a lower level of awareness, compared to the CNSR-related group, they do not 

encourage other consumers to act socially responsibly.  This relates to the argument by Ha-

Brookshire and Hodges (2009), that socially responsible consumers try to influence others. 
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5. Thesis Conclusions  

In the fifth chapter, the summary and conclusion of the thesis are presented. The conclusion 

aims to answer the research question, and to achieve the purpose of this study; to investigate 

consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible in their online fashion purchasing behaviour. 

In this chapter, the contribution to the research area of socially responsible consumers is also 

presented. The chapter ends with a critical review and suggestions for further research within 

the area of socially responsible consumers in relation to online fashion purchases.  

 

5.1 Summary of the thesis 

The perception of consumer responsibilities is debated, and it is argued that consumers must 

take responsibility of their actions. The purpose of this thesis was to investigate consumers’ 

willingness to act socially responsible in their online fashion purchasing behaviour. To 

understand the current research within the research field of socially responsible consumers, a 

literature review was presented. The literature review culminated in a conceptual framework 

where TPB, SRCB, and CNSR were combined. To achieve the purpose, a qualitative research 

approach was used. Two focus group sessions, with eleven people in total, were conducted. The 

focus groups aimed to gain further understanding of consumer behavior in relation to online 

purchases through discussions related to the topic. The participants were chosen based on a 

convenience sampling method with purposive sampling attributes. The conceptual framework 

was the foundation of the focus group-guide and all questions were connected to at least one 

attribute. To further understand the empirical data, a content analysis was made to categorize 

the data and to identify similarities and differences between participants and in relation to the 

literature review.  

 

The findings show that subjective norms must encourage consumers to act socially responsible, 

otherwise, consumers will not act responsibly. It is shown that consumers’ subjective norms 

affect their attitude. Consumers who have negative attitude were shown to be unwilling to act 

socially responsible. Behavioural control is illustrated as obstacles that consumers must 

overcome to carry out their intentions. When the awareness items were discussed, the 

participants argued for similar areas of awareness. However, a difference between consumers’ 

level of awareness was identified, which also affect how much responsibility they can and are 

willing take. Conclusions of the thesis are presented in the following section. 
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5.2 Conclusion of the thesis  

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible 

in their online fashion purchasing behaviour. The aim was also to identify factors that influence 

consumers to act more socially responsible. We conclude that factors that influence consumers 

to act responsibly are price, convenience, and time. Further conclusions show that consumers’ 

current stage in the process of SRCB influence their willingness to act socially responsible. 

Lastly, we conclude that the elements of the TPB and SRCB must be considered before 

consumers can take social responsibility of their online fashion purchasing behaviour.   

 

Firstly, we conclude that factors that influence consumers’ willingness to act socially 

responsible when purchasing fashion online are price, convenience, and time. This study signals 

that the difference in price and/or convenience between sustainable and non-sustainable fashion 

cannot be too big. If it is too big, consumers tend to choose the cheaper and more convenient 

alternative, even if they are aware of the issues of it. Time was identified to play a crucial role 

for consumers’ socially responsible behaviour, since time was used as an excuse to not act 

responsibly. This study implies that consumers often intend to act socially responsible.  

However, in the moment of decision, the factors price, convenience, and time were shown to 

restrain consumers to carry out their intentions. Therefore, this study indicates that behavioural 

control is as important as the other elements of the TPB, since external factors restrain 

consumers to carry out their intentions to behave socially responsible. Although Prendergast 

and Tsang (2019) argue that subjective norms and attitude are especially crucial elements of 

the TPB, it is shown that behavioural control is equally important. So, this study concludes that 

factors that were shown to be crucial for consumers’ willingness to behave socially responsible 

are price, convenience, and time.  

 

Secondly, we conclude that consumers’ current stage in the process of SRCB influence their 

willingness to act socially responsible. It was shown that the studied consumers are currently 

in different stages of the process, which affect their willingness to act socially responsible. Ha-

Brookshire and Hodges (2009) define SRCB as a process that constantly develops, which this 

study also indicates. Consumers who are in the beginning of the process were not shown to 

have enough awareness of issues to take actions against it. Consumers’ socially responsible 

actions can therefore be described by how far they have come in the process of SRCB. Shobeiri 
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et al. (2016) and Lee and Cho (2019) argue that awareness of social issues, natural environment, 

and its consequences are crucial for consumers to be able to minimize the negative issues of 

their online fashion purchases. This study implies that consumers who are further in the process 

illustrated more awareness of their actions and are more willing to act socially responsible, 

compared to consumers who are not as far in the process. This study indicates that consumers 

are not willing to act socially responsible unless they are aware of issues of their behaviour. A 

conclusion can therefore be drawn that consumers’ current stage in the process of SRCB is a 

factor that affects consumers’ willingness to behave socially responsible.  

 

Thirdly, we conclude that the elements of the TPB and SRCB must be considered before 

consumers can be willing to take social responsibility of their online fashion purchasing 

behaviour. When it comes to consumers’ areas of responsibilities, it was shown that the two 

first steps of the conceptual framework, the TPB and SRCB must be considered before 

consumers can act responsibly. If consumers’ subjective norms and attitude discourage them to 

act socially responsible, they cannot receive enough information to be aware of existing issues. 

Consumers’ level of awareness can be described by the elements of the TPB and their 

willingness to act socially responsible. Devinney et al. (2015) claim that CNSR comes as a result 

of consumers’ conscious and deliberate choices, which can be described by consumers’ 

intentions to behave socially responsible. Since it is argued that consumers must be aware of 

issues before they can act against it (Johnson & Chattaraman, 2019; Lee & Cho, 2019; 

Prendergast & Tsang, 2019), our findings show that the TPB and SRCB are important to 

investigate in relation to CNSR.  The study illustrates that consumers’ areas of responsibilities 

are limited by their areas of awareness. Therefore, we draw the conclusion that consumers 

cannot take the social responsibility they are alleged to have, unless their subjective norms and 

attitude encourage them to behave responsible. Consumers must also be able to overcome the 

behavioural control. Consumers that do not have the intentions to behave socially responsible 

do not have enough awareness of issues related to the social and natural environment, nor its 

consequences, to act socially responsible. Therefore, elements of the TPB and SRCB are crucial 

factors that must be combined with CNSR when investigating consumers’ willingness to take 

socially responsible actions.   
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5.3 Contributions 

Socially responsible consumer behaviour within the research area of online fashion purchasing 

is rather unexplored. This thesis contributes to a further understanding regarding consumers’ 

responsible behaviour when purchasing fashion online. As far as we are aware of, previous 

research has only combined the TPB with SRCB. This thesis also includes CNSR, which is 

important since this study indicates that responsibilities are depending on consumers’ intentions 

and areas of awareness. Previous research has not identified the three factors price, 

convenience, and time together to explain consumers’ willingness to act socially responsible 

when purchasing fashion online. These factors indicate what retailers need to consider to 

encourage consumers to take more socially responsible actions in their online fashion 

purchasing behaviour. Our study shows that sustainable fashion must have the same price, equal 

convenience and cannot require additional time. If these factors are equally for sustainable and 

non-sustainable fashion, consumers are more willing to act socially responsible when 

purchasing fashion online.   

 

5.4 Critical review  

This study was conducted with focus on the fashion industry, and the participants’ discussions 

were limited to their online fashion purchasing behaviour. Since the research approach was 

qualitative, and the focus was rather limited, it can be difficult to generalize the findings. The 

small number of participants, and the specific context, result in valuable insight within the field 

of socially responsible consumers in an online fashion context, yet, the applicability of the study 

is restricted due to the research approach. Moreover, all participants were born and currently 

resident in Sweden. Including participants with various nationalities could have created even 

more dynamic and miscellaneous discussions. Lastly, the current situation of Covid-19 may 

affect consumers attitude towards sustainability in general. Covid-19 can exaggerate some 

consumers’ opinions regarding socially responsible behaviour, something that was not 

accounted for in this study. Based on the critical review, suggestions for further research is 

identified and presented in following section.  
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5.5 Suggestions for further research 

The focus of this thesis was to understand which factors influence consumers to take 

responsibility for their online fashion purchasing behaviour. The findings support previous 

research (Johnson & Chattaraman, 2019; Lee & Cho, 2019; Prendergast & Tsang, 2019), that 

consumers must be aware of the problems before they can act against it. One suggestion for 

further research could be to investigate how corporations and the society can create more 

awareness of problems to encourage consumers to take more responsibility. As presented in the 

critical review, this study only included Swedish participants. Therefore, an investigation of 

consumers’ socially responsible action with various nationalities is a suggestion for further 

research. Further research could explore the differences and similarities between different 

countries and further extend the research area of socially responsible consumer behaviour.  
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Appendix 1 – Focus group-guide  

Introduction 

The focus group sessions will start with an 

introduction of ourselves, as well as the structure 

of the session. We will not reveal any questions 

or topics in advance since we want the 

participants to be open minded and discuss the 

topic based on their own values and opinions. 

The session will take approximately 1,5-2 hours 

and we will have a break in the middle where we 

will offer the participants coffee/drinks and 

cookies. We will also ask the participants for 

their permission to use audio recording. 

Questions Purpose 

(Based on figure 2) 

1. What do you think when you hear the 

concept of responsible consumers? 

- What do you base your opinions on? 

- Have your thoughts of sustainability 

changed during the latest five years? 

o If yes: What do you think is the 

reason for the change? 

Intentions and Awareness 
A warm-up question to understand the 

participants prior knowledge of the topic. 

Also, to understand the participants’ 

different attitudes towards the topic.   

2. How would you describe your online 

purchasing behaviour? 

- How often do you purchase fashion 

online?  

- Would you say that there are any 

advantages/ disadvantages connected to 

sustainability when purchasing fashion 

from an online store?  

 

Awareness 
To understand if the consumers are 

considering the different awareness items 

that we have identified (social issues, 

natural environment and consequences). 
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3. Which online stores do you often 

purchase your fashion from?  

- Why do you often purchase fashion 

from these online stores? 

- What criteria do you have when 

choosing an online store?  

o Why these criteria?  

o Are you demanding that the 

stores you are purchasing from is 

taking sustainability into 

consideration?  

Responsibility 
To investigate if the consumers are 

choosing stores that is doing good over a 

store that does not care of any problems. 

4. What are your thoughts when you see 

this add? 

- Would you have been triggered 

purchase fashion based on this add?  

o Why/ Why not? 

- If you look at this picture with 

sustainable goggles what is your 

reflection? 

- Would you say that it is sustainable to 

purchase more because of an ad? 

o Why/Why not? 

Awareness and Responsibility 
To understand what the participants are 

thinking of how they can be influenced of 

the online store to purchase more than 

what they expected to do. Also, to 

understand if consumers would say that 

online stores has a responsibility to help 

consumers to act socially responsible.   
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5. Do you consider that you as a consumer 

have any responsibilities when 

purchasing fashion online? 

• If no: Do you consider anyone 

else to be responsible? 

• If yes: Can you give an example 

of a responsibility that consumers 

have when purchasing fashion 

from an online store?  

o Environmental responsibility?  

o Social responsibility? 

Awareness and Responsibility 
Understand if consumers are aware of the 

different awareness items (social issues, 

natural environment and consequences) in 

the conceptual framework and if some of 

the items are mentioned more frequently 

than other items. 

6. Do you search any information of the 

online store before you purchase 

fashion?  

- What information are you seeking to 

find?  

o What is the reason that you search 

for this information?  

 

Responsibility 
Understand if the consumers are 

investigating their areas of responsibilities 

and if they understand that they have a 

responsibility. 

7. Does your purchasing behaviour change 

or is affected by that an online store 

offers free shipping and return?  

- How does your purchasing behaviour 

change or is affected? 

o Do you purchase fashion more 

or less often or not? 

o Do you purchase more or less 

fashion because it is free 

shipping and return? (returning 

culture)  

Intentions and Responsibility  
Firstly, to see if online stores influence 

consumers to purchase more if the store is 

offering free shipping. Secondly, to 

understand if some of the consumers are 

considering their responsibility to act 

sustainable. Lastly, try to understand if 

free shipping affects consumers 

purchasing behaviour to be less 

sustainable.  
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8. What do you think when you see this 

picture? 

- Which alternative would you have 

chosen? 

- Why would you have chosen this 

alternative? 

Awareness and Responsibility 
See how consumers reflect when 

choosing shipping alternatives. We want 

to see if any consumer bases their 

shipping alternative on the environmental 

impact of transportation.   

Please read this article:  

https://fof.se/tidning/2019/2/artikel/e-handelns-

returer-skadar-miljon?fbclid=IwAR31g9-

Zycyz3IpZlRpkaq0YY9z1fOFmATEJyFe1ggZ

MswlMvnFK9qlLaWE 

See appendix 2 for the article  

9. What are your thoughts of this article? 

- Do you recognize this behaviour?  

- Were you aware of the environmental 

impact that comes as a result of online 

purchases? 

- Would you say that consumers have a 

responsibility to stop acting like this?  

Awareness and Responsibility 
To understand if consumers are aware of 

the problem with the returning-culture. 

Also, to understand if the consumers are 

thinking that they have any responsibility 

to reduce these actions.   

10. Does your reflection change on the 

picture presented in question 8 and do 

you think that your online purchasing 

behaviour (connected to question 7) will 

change after this article? 

- Why/ why not?  

- Were you aware of the consequences of 

online purchasing behaviour?  

Intentions and Awareness 

These questions are important to 

understand if the consumers are aware of 

the consequences of their action. It can 

also be connected to the understanding of 

consumer influence and if they can be 
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influenced by reading this article or by 

other people’s behaviour.   

Please watch this video-clip 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RVIiUd7R

6jQ 

 

 

11. What do you think of when watching this 

video? 

- Would this kind of video have trigged 

you to purchase fashion because of the 

free return? 

- Do you evaluate a purchase to a higher 

extend when there is a cost for return? 

o Why? Why not?  

- Would you say that this video encourages 

consumers to act social responsibly when 

purchasing fashion from online stores?  

o Why? Why not?  

Awareness 
Understand if a video clip can influence a 

consumer’s thoughts of the topic and are 

influenced to take a greater responsibility. 

12. You have now seen one video clip and 

red one article, what are your 

reflections?  

- Were you aware of the consequences 

that comes as a result of people’s online 

purchasing behaviour?  

Awareness 
Understand if the participants were aware 

of this issue. Also, if the article and the 

video-clip gave the participants new 

perspectives.  

13. What would you say is needed for you 

to take a greater social responsibility 

when purchasing fashion from an online 

store? 

- What will you say that the society 

(including the corporations) needs to do 

in order to influence consumers to take a 

greater responsibility in their online 

purchasing behaviour? 

Intentions 
Understand what consumers believe is 

most important to change so that more 

people want to act socially responsible. 

Also, identifying the consumers’ different 

attitude against this topic.  
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14. Case: 

You have a friend that purchases fashion 

from different online stores once a 

week. This person orders around 10 

different garments every time, but with 

the intention to only keep five of them. 

She/he is too lazy to look at the size-

guide, she/he therefore sometimes order 

the exact same garment in multiple 

sizes.   

Would you have questioned this person 

and react on this behaviour? Would you 

have informed this person of the 

consequences of this behaviour?  

If no: What is the reason?  

 

Awareness 
Understand how consumers consider the 

possibility to affect someone else’s 

behaviour. It is also to understand how a 

behaviour can be changed from a 

consumer’s perspective.  
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Appendix 2 – Article to the focus group sessions  

 
De generösa villkoren för returer vid e-handel lockar många att använda hemmet som provrum, enligt 

forskarna. 

Bild:  

iStock 

E-handelns returer skadar miljön 
Av:  

Clara Monserrat Forssén 

Publicerad: 

2019-01-31 

KONSUMTION 
Svenska konsumenter skickar varje år tillbaka 3,3 miljoner varor som köpts på nätet. Störst 

andel återköp sker inom klädhandeln, där drygt var femte köp skickas tillbaka. Dessa 

returer hanteras av ekonomiska skäl ofta utomlands, vilket leder till långa och många 

transporter. En stor del av kläderna kasseras dessutom, eftersom de hinner gå ur 

sortimentet under hanteringen. Sharon Cullinane, som är professor i hållbar logistik på 

Handelshögskolan vid Göteborgs universitet, har tillsammans med sina kollegor studerat 

återsändningslogistikens miljöeffekter. 
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Ni nämner en ”returneringskultur” – vad är det? 

– Att människor har vant sig vid att beställa fyra exemplar av ett specifikt plagg, i fyra olika 

färger, och sedan skicka tillbaka de kläder som de inte gillar. Det har blivit en del av folks 

medvetande att de kan överbeställa, eftersom returen är gratis. Vi har fått en kultur av att 

använda vårt hem som omklädningsrum. 

Vad är problemet med dessa returer? 

– Till vår förvåning fann vi att många returer skickas utomlands för att hanteras, eftersom 

det är för dyrt att göra det i Sverige. Vissa skickas till Estland, andra till Polen, eller någon 

annanstans för att ompaketeras. Det är många extra mil returerna åker, vilket självklart 

orsakar många miljöproblem. 

– En del av problemet är att konsumenterna inte är medvetna om vad som händer – alltså 

har de ingen möjlighet att uppskatta miljökostnaden. Den logistiska kostnaden för en retur 

är tre gånger så hög som att skicka något från början. Det är en sak att utgiften är dold. Ett 

annat problem tror jag är konkurrensen inom återförsäljningsbranschen, som leder till att 

företagen gör mycket för att hålla nere priserna. Då blir det snarare miljön än konsumenten 

som betalar. 

Vad finns det för lösningar? 

– Förutom att bli mer medveten tror jag att en del lösningar innehåller teknologi, för att 

kunna förutspå vad folk vill ha och göra det lättare för konsumenterna att bedöma varorna 

redan på skärmen. En annan lösning, om återförsäljaren vet att någon annan vill köpa det 

du ska returnera, är att uppmana dig att skicka produkten till nästa kund. Men många vill 

att deras vara ska komma i originalförpackningen, eftersom det är en del av upplevelsen. 

Därför skulle det krävas ett förtroende bland konsumenter att ta emot varor direkt från 

någon annan. Men jag uppskattar att åtminstone 20 procent av alla returer skulle kunna 

hanteras på det sättet. 

Du har just läst en text ur nummer 2/2019 av tidskriften Forskning & Framsteg. Vill du läsa 

mer? Prenumerera här! 
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Forskning & Framsteg berättar om fackgranskade forskningsresultat och om pågående 

forskning. Våra texter ska vara balanserade och trovärdiga, och sätta forskningsresultaten i sitt 

sammanhang för att göra dem begripliga. Forskning & Framsteg har rapporterat om vetenskap 

sedan 1966. 
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Appendix 3 – Price difference  

 A regular black t-shirt that has no sustainable classifications costs 49,90 SEK (Hennes och 

Mauritz, n.d. a). 

 

Three regular black t-shirts of H&M’s sustainable collection Conscious costs 199 SEK. The 

price for one t-shirt in this case is 66,33 SEK (Hennes och Mauritz, n.d. b).  

 

 

 

 

 


