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Abstract 

Social entrepreneurship is a promising approach in addressing social issues, however, it is 

still relatively new to consumers. There is an increase in demand for products that have a 

positive social reputation. In order to reach consumers, social enterprises need promotion.  It 

is crucial for social enterprises since they are competing for public awareness of the company 

itself and its social mission. Social enterprises are addressing social issues and striving to 

reach their missions through different activities. There is  little research available of percep-

tions and purchase decisions of different consumer groups regarding social entrepreneurial 

activities.  

The purpose of the thesis was to examine how consumers perceive social entrepreneurship 

activities within the fashion industry and consequently, how consumers’ purchase decisions 

are affected by these activities. To fulfil this purpose, existing literature was reviewed and an 

online questionnaire was conducted. Total amount of 235 people living in Sweden partici-

pated in the questionnaire.    

Promoted social entrepreneurship activities were observed through the Social Entrepreneur-

ship Map and the results showed that activities related to ‘Job creation’ and ‘Help focus’ 

sector were the ones represented in the fashion industry. It was discovered that the promoted 

social entrepreneurship activities within ‘Job creation’ sector were triggering more positive 

associations than ‘Help focus’ activities. Despite the positive overall perception of the activ-

ities, the majority of consumers had not purchased products from social enterprises. The 

results showed that overall consumers were willing to purchase products from companies 

engaging in social entrepreneurship activities. Additionally, a positive correlation was found 

between purchase decisions and willingness to buy in the future. The more consumers had 

purchased products before, the more willing they were also to purchase in the future. 
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    Introduction 
The background and problem discussion that triggered the study are introduced in this section in order to 

outline the topics’ relevance.  In addition,  the purpose of the thesis together with research questions are 

presented. The empirical context and delimitations of the study are also introduced in this chapter.   

 

    Background 

Social entrepreneurship is a promising approach in addressing social issues and problems 

(Phan, Kickul, Bacq & Nordqvist, 2014) by implementing entrepreneurial activities that com-

bine a focus on the effective use of economic resources with a strong emphasis on social 

value creation (Ormiston & Seymour, 2011). Throughout this study, creating social value 

refers simply to, as Nicholls (2009, p.56) suggests: “it benefits people whose urgent and rea-

sonable needs are not being met by other means”. Even though it is relatively new, social 

entrepreneurship has become an essential topic within business, society and politics 

(Volkmann, Tokarski & Ernst, 2012). 

A variety of definitions of social entrepreneurship has altered throughout the past few dec-

ades (Bacq, Hartog, Hoogendoorn, & Lepoutre, 2011) but the term is still vague and ill-

defined (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004). Currently, there is no unifying conceptual framework 

for social entrepreneurship (Choi & Majumdar, 2013). Many researchers agree that some of 

the key characteristics of social entrepreneurship are the mission to create and sustain social 

value and the innovative nature (Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2006). One of the latest 

interpretations of social entrepreneurship definition suggests that it “encompasses the activ-

ities and processes undertaken to discover, define, and exploit opportunities in order to en-

hance social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing organizations in an inno-

vative manner” (Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum & Shulman, 2009, p. 519). Additionally, ac-

cording to Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship (2015, p.1), “social entrepreneurship is 

about innovative, market-oriented approaches underpinned by a passion for social equity 

and environmental sustainability”. 

Social entrepreneurs are involved in a variety of activities. Some of them are typical for any 

kind of enterprise, for instance, production, employment and sales. However, social enter-

prises also focus on creating solutions for social issues (Nicholls, 2006), for example, creating 

jobs, raising awareness about social problems, providing skills training for those people who 

cannot afford to get one (Bangs Shoes, 2015; Oliberte, 2015). Haugh (2005, p.1) claims that 

entrepreneurial activities are “associated with the perception of opportunities to create social 

value and the creation of social purpose organizations to pursue them. The process involves 

all activities associated with the creation of social enterprises to pursue them” 

When an organisation is “informing existing and prospective consumers about the existence 

of the organisation’s products or services and creating knowledge about the products’ and 

services’ features, benefits, and the potential innovative edge” it is called promotion 

(Volkmann et.al, 2012, p.152). Promotion is crucial for social enterprises since they compete 
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for public awareness of the company itself and its social mission (Volkmann et.al. 2012). 

Social mission refers to the mission to create and sustain social value. Nonetheless, social 

enterprises are not expected to spend financial resources for advertisement, and therefore 

public relations and internet platforms are the most suitable ways to communicate with con-

sumers due to low cost and high reach (Volkmann et.al, 2012). These approaches imply hav-

ing company’s website and social media accounts, where existent and potential consumers 

will access information about the social enterprise and its offers.  

    Problem Discussion  

Social entrepreneurship has become a relevant topic in business and society (Volkmann et.al, 

2012). Consumers are increasingly in demand for something more than high-quality or low 

price; they prefer products that have a positive social reputation relative to competing prod-

ucts (He & Lai, 2012). In addition, Collins (2014) claims that people are ready to pay more 

for the products that have a social mission. However, it can be argued that the concept 

of  social entrepreneurship is still new to consumers. It is important for social entrepreneurs 

to promote the activities they are involving in, since consumers are the ones who, through 

their purchase decisions, help the companies to fulfil their social missions. Therefore, an 

understanding of how consumers perceive social entrepreneurship activities is needed in or-

der to promote these activities effectively. Existent literature lacks research on social entre-

preneurship from consumer perspective and thus, a gap which is underlying this study, was 

recognised. 

Statt (1997) argues that the way a product is perceived by consumers has a far more important 

impact on their purchase decisions than any other factors that consumers consider in their 

purchasing decisions. Marketing experts are using a variety of stimuli for promotion in order 

to enhance consumers’ positive perceptions of the product (Baker, 2003). Business dictionary 

(2015) defines perception as a marketing concept that comprises a consumer's impression, 

awareness or consciousness about a company or its offerings. This definition is used through-

out the thesis. Moreover, by positive perception the authors of this study refer to positive 

associations that consumers may have towards a particular company or its activities and their 

willingness to purchase in the future. 

Purchasing decision is described by Kotler and Keller (2011) as a part of the buyer decision 

process, when the decision whether to make a purchase or not is made. There is little research 

available of associations and purchase decisions of different consumer groups, who are par-

ticipants or beneficiaries of the social entrepreneurial activities (Hibbert, Hogg & Quinn, 

2005). Examining the consumer perception, purchase decisions and connection between 

them will be beneficial for the companies who want to identify the potential of attaining 

competitive advantages, such as an increased market share, as a result of their social entre-

preneurial activities. This can be achieved by focusing not only on the economic value crea-

tion, but also by creating social value (He & Lai, 2012).  
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    Purpose  

The purpose of the study is to examine how consumers perceive social entrepreneurship 

activities and consequently, how consumers’ purchase decisions are affected by these activi-

ties. In addition, the authors of the thesis intend to gain knowledge of the connection be-

tween consumers’ perceptions and purchase decisions.  

The empirical data is collected by conducting an online questionnaire, which enables a large 

sample collection and therefore is suitable for the purpose of this thesis.  

    Research Question 

Based on purpose of the research the authors raise following research questions:  

1. How are consumers’ perceptions influenced by promoted social entrepreneurial ac-

tivities?  

2. How are consumers’ purchase decisions affected by promoted social entrepreneurial 

activities ?  

    Empirical context of the study 

The empirical context of this study is social enterprises in the fashion industry. There is 

potential for consumers to view social entrepreneurship in the fashion industry as question-

able, since there is no great public emphasis of responsible production of clothing (Challa, 

2010). There is a number of reasons why clothing is not considered to be a responsible ac-

tivity; first, the manufacturing of the most popular textile solutions generates a high level of 

pollution, and recycling these textiles takes about 40 years (Challa, 2010). Second, the pro-

duction of any textile implies such harms as diminishing air quality and volatile agents dis-

posal into the air (Claudio, 2007). In addition, it involves unsustainable transportation tools, 

high costs, damage of water and destroying the nature (Ethical Consumer, 2013). Ethical 

Consumer (2011) adds that generally when production is being shifted overseas to low-cost 

countries, the legal minimum wage is often below the amount necessary to cover basic living 

expenses, exposing the workers for poor working conditions. 

Moore (2014) suggests that, what is really required to alleviate the problem, is a complete re-

thinking in our attitudes towards fashion. Consumers should support companies who have 

shorter and more transparent production lines and who eliminate retailers that take the major 

part of the profit by connecting directly with very poor countries (Ethical consumer, 2015). 

For this reason, studying social entrepreneurship in the fashion context is needed in order to 

provide relevant information for multiple stakeholders.  

Consumers’ concerns about transparency in the fashion industry continue to grow (Borro-

meo, 2013). Collins (2014), Li, Pomering and Noble (2011) state that end-users are ready to 

support companies who are engaged in activities with a social mission, for instance, supplying 

raw materials from facilities, which are powered by renewable energy, engaging in circular 

practices or providing help to communities (Holland, 2013).  
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This study is conducted in Sweden. There are two main problems in consumption of fashion 

products in Sweden (Husein, Sahlin, Johansson & Westerlund, 2014). First, people are con-

suming more and more clothing; the consumption has increased by 31% between 2003 and 

2013 (CFK, 2014). Second, in many cases the fashion products consumed have a negative 

impact on the society and on the environment. The consumption of fashion products in 

Sweden may cause social problems such as poor working conditions and low wages in the 

countries where the production is located (Swedwatch 2012). The basis for these problems 

may be a general lack of awareness among consumers concerning negative social conse-

quences of the fashion industry (Husein et al., 2014). 

The information regarding consumers’ perceptions and purchase decisions will benefit exist-

ing and future social entrepreneurs. It is beneficial for social enterprises to take into consid-

eration the consumers, since they have an influence on businesses. Consumers’ approval or 

disapproval of the company’s approach on certain social issues can be expressed through the 

market (Crane & Matten, 2010). 

    Delimitations  

This study has certain delimitations that might have an influence on the outcome. First, this 

thesis concentrates on social enterprises in the fashion industry, which determines the type 

of activities in the research. Second, these companies are required to promote their activities 

using English. Moreover as the language for the survey of this study is English, despite the 

great number of English speakers in Sweden, this might restrict some of the potential re-

spondents of the study.   
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    Frame of Reference  

This chapter discusses existing literature and theories that are used as a framework in this thesis. The theories 
presented in this chapter aim to provide a comprehensive view on the research topic, allowing to observe a 
variety of points of view on the existing theories and definitions. 

 

    Social Entrepreneurship  

Social Entrepreneurship becomes more and more popular not only in academic disciplines 

(Dart, 2004) but also in media, public sector organisations and government officials (Martin 

& Osberg, 2007). Researchers claim that it is significant to study social entrepreneurship, 

because it confronts existent expectations about business and economic development (Shane 

& Venkataraman, 2000).  

The term social entrepreneurship is widely used in the research field, but it is related to two 

other terms: social entrepreneur, who is the person involved in social entrepreneurship; and 

social enterprise - the company of a social entrepreneur. Hockerts (2006), Peredo and 

McLean, (2006) state that these terms have the same core and relate to the same phenome-

non. Therefore they are going to be used in this thesis as referring to the same concept. 

Many researchers claim that there is still no tidy concept of social entrepreneurship and the 

term is ill-defined  (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Martin & Osberg, 2007; Peredo & McLean, 

2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). Consequently, there is no consensus about the exact 

definition of social entrepreneurship (Choi & Majumdar, 2013; Dacin, Dacin & Matear, 2010; 

Fayolle & Matalay, 2010; Nicholls, 2006; Peredo & McLean, 2006; Perrini, 2006; Short, Moss, 

& Lumpkin, 2009; Volkmann et.al, 2012). First of all, arguments occur at the primary stage 

of defining this term, because some of the researches do not see the necessity of creating a 

separate label for social entrepreneurship. For instance,  Mair and Martí (2006) and Schramm 

(2010) state that all entrepreneurship is social, since social value is created by economic fac-

tors. Nevertheless, Austin et al. (2006), Hockerts (2006), Murphy and Coombes (2009), and 

Weerawardena and Mort (2006) point out that social entrepreneurship differs enough from 

commercial enterprises in motivation factors, mission statements and obstacles it faces and 

therefore it justifies its existence in theoretical frameworks.  

Secondly, Volkmann et.al (2012) points out that disagreement occurs due to variety and com-

plexity of disciplines from which the concept has appeared, for instance entrepreneurship, 

sociology and economics. However, this is also the reason for why there is no resolution to 

this conflict, since one definition will not be able to cover all aspects of social entrepreneur-

ship in all contexts (Dacin et al., 2010).  

Fayolle and Matalay (2010, p.24) state, that “social entrepreneurship means different things 

to different people. It also means different things to people in different places. Social ven-

turing, nonprofit organisations adopting commercial strategies, social cooperative enter-

prises, and community entrepreneurship are just some of the distinct phenomena discussed 

and analysed under the ‘umbrella construct’ of social entrepreneurship”. Another aspect of 

disagreement among researchers is exclusivity and inclusivity of the definition. Defining the 
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boundaries of social entrepreneurship definition and developing its primarily characteristics 

is still a topical issue (Christie & Honig, 2006; Mair & Martí, 2006; Perrini, 2006). In 1998 

Dees pointed out that the definition of social entrepreneurship is too broad and complex, 

and Martin and Osberg (2007) still agree with its inclusivity. Other researchers argue that 

existing definition is too narrow or exclusive and therefore it becomes a field of only a little 

number of entrepreneurs (Dees, 1998; Emerson & Twersky, 1996; Hirsch & Levin, 1999; 

Light, 2006; Robinson, 2006).  

There is a need of consensus about the independency of social entrepreneurship research 

field (Certo & Miller, 2008; Christie & Honig, 2006; Mair & Martí, 2006). Furthermore, the 

literature is in need for a balance between broad and narrow definition (Dacin et al., 2010). 

There is also a ’need to draw boundaries so as to delimit the scope and clarity and the need 

to identify the different level of analysis, disciplines and literatures’ (Mair & Martí, 2006, p 

42).  

The definition of social entrepreneurship is primarily concentrated on four factors: the char-

acteristics of individual social entrepreneurs, the scope of activity of the entrepreneur, the 

processes and resources used by social entrepreneurs, and the primary mission and outcomes 

associated with the social entrepreneur that are creating social value (Dacin et al., 2010). 

Dacin et al. (2010) have based this categorisation on previous researches by Dees (1998), 

Light (2006, 2009), Mair and Martí (2006), and Martin and Osberg (2007). 

A. Characteristics of individual social entrepreneur 

First focus factor is the characteristics of individual social entrepreneur. Individual qualities 

of a social entrepreneur can affect decisions throughout the business process, for instance, 

if the company should be for profit or nonprofit (Simms & Robinson, 2009). 

Dacin et al., (2010) state that focusing only on individual characteristics of a social entrepre-

neur may lead to biased conclusions, since the research is most probably to investigate suc-

cess factors of certain people. Light (2006) supports this point by stating that researchers are 

not taking into consideration the resources provided to the social entrepreneur by his/her 

company. Therefore, the research on definition of social entrepreneurship is more concen-

trated on three other factors: the scope of activity of the entrepreneur , the processes and 

resources used by social entrepreneurs, and the primary mission and outcomes that are cre-

ating social value (Dacin et al., 2010). These factors cover the differences between social and 

economic outcome, for-profit and nonprofit models and creating of social and economic 

wealth.  

B. The scope of activity of the entrepreneur  

The second factor of defining social entrepreneurship is the operation sector. It includes 

definitions, which recognise the way of establishment of social enterprise (Dorado, 2006) 

and key activities of the social entrepreneur (Zahra et al., 2009) 
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Fayolle and Matalay (2010) claim that the local context is one of the main factors affecting 

the establishment of a social enterprise, because local, political, economic and social envi-

ronment influences the strategy setting of the company. Currently there are not enough stud-

ies about social entrepreneurship activities and conclusions about the best way of practicing 

it (Fayolle & Matalay, 2010). More time and research is needed, since social entrepreneurship 

is still in experimentation stage of development (Fayolle & Matalay, 2010). Pomerantz (2003, 

p. 25) proposes that key activities can be defined as the ones involved in “development of 

innovative, mission-supporting, earned income and job creation”. Additionally Thompson 

(2002) suggests another set of activities focused on buildings, voluntary activities and help 

focus. 

C. The processes and resources used by social entrepreneurs 

Third factor is the processes and resources used by social entrepreneurs. The majority of 

definitions of social entrepreneurship is connected with the capacity to manage resources in 

order to contribute to solving a social problem (Phan et al., 2014). For instance, Nicholls 

(2006, p. 23) states that social entrepreneurship is about ‘innovative and effective activities 

that focus strategically on resolving social market failures and creating new opportunities to 

add social value systematically by using a range of resources and organisational formats to 

maximise social impacts and bring about changes’. This idea is supported by other research-

ers, stating that social entrepreneurship refers to the ability to combine resources for creating 

social value (Dacin et al., 2010; Fayolle & Matalay, 2010; Mair & Martí 2006; Mair & Noboa, 

2003).  

Processes and resources used by social entrepreneur include two broad categories of social 

enterprise: nonprofit and for-profit (CCSE, 2001; Dorado, 2006; Simms & Robinson, 2009). 

Friedman (1970) claims that making the profit should be the most important social goal of a 

social enterprise, for the reason that general public is more likely to measure the quality of 

life by GDP. Thompson (2002) supports this point by claiming that social entrepreneurship 

is involved in profit-seeking activities at any level of business. On the other hand, some 

researchers see social entrepreneurship as the form of philanthropy (Reis & Clohesy, 1999; 

Van Slyke & Newman, 2006). Social entrepreneurship is seen as a way of promoting good 

cause (Thompson, 2002) and therefore not as profit oriented, so there is no distraction on 

the financial side of the business and full focus on the social benefits (CCSE, 2001; Foster & 

Bradach, 2005). 

Mair and Martí (2006) propose one more categorisation of social entrepreneurs: social wealth 

creation and social value creation. Schramm (2010), Schumpeter (1934) and Venkataraman 

(1997) argue that social wealth and social value can not be used as independent parts in 

defining social entrepreneurship, since they both are interdependent in this context. There-

fore, the definition of social entrepreneurship has to include both factors (Zahra et al., 2009) 

and follow the perspective of “double bottom line”, where the company is striving for both 

economic and social return on investment (Dacin et al., 2010; Institute for Social Entrepre-

neurs, 2002; Lasprogata & Cotton, 2003; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum & Shulman 2006).  
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D. Primary mission and outcomes associated with the social entrepreneur 

The fourth focus factor which defines social entrepreneurship is the primary mission and 

outcomes associated with a social entrepreneur. Mission of a social enterprise may affect 

whether the business should be fully philanthropic or profit oriented (Dees & Elias, 1998). 

However, the primary mission of social entrepreneurship is described by majority of re-

searchers as creating social value (Austin et al., 2006; Dees, Emerson & Economy, 2002; 

Fowler, 2000; Hibbert et al., 2005; Mair & Martí 2006; Mort, Weerawardena & Carnegie, 

2002; Peredo & McLean, 2006; Roberts & Woods, 2005; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). Da-

cin et al. (2010) believe that the core of understanding of social entrepreneurship lies in the 

social value creation. Weerawardena and Mort (2006) state that innovativeness, proactiveness 

and risk behaviour management are required in social entrepreneurship in order to achieve 

the social value creation. The desire to achieve simultaneously the social mission and main-

tain the sustainability of a company acts as a constraint for this behaviour. 

    Characteristics of Social Entrepreneurship  

Fayolle and Matalay, (2010, p.45) propose the following characteristics as the primary ones 

when defining social entrepreneurship:  

 Social entrepreneurship represents a variety of activities and processes 

 It also wants to create and sustain social value and encourage more entrepreneurial 

approaches for social use (Austin et al., 2006; Brock, 2008; Cochran 2007; Mort et 

al., 2002; Sharir & Lerner, 2006) 

 It displays varying degrees of innovation and change (Bornstein, 2004; Fayolle & 

Matalay, 2010; Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum & Shulman, 2009)  

 It is constrained by the external environment   

There are also secondary or optional characteristics which can or cannot be observed through 

examining of social entrepreneurship’s definitions (Fayolle & Matalay, 2010. p. 50):  

 Social entrepreneurship may have varying degrees of positive social transformation  

 It also may take advantage of new opportunities (Light, 2009; Mair & Martí 2004; 

Mair & Noboa, 2003; Mort et al., 2002; Nicholls 2006; Tan, Williams, & Tan, 2005; 

Volkmann et.al, 2012; Zahra et al. 2006) 

 It may use business concepts, principles, models and tools 

 It may be constrained by relative resource poverty and achieved by creating a new 

business 

 It may resolve social market failures, invest the profit in the activity of the venture 

itself rather than return it to investors and take a wide variety of legal forms 

Some of the researchers have attempted to cover all the key factors stated above and propose 

following definitions: 

“Social entrepreneurship is exercised where some person or group: (1) aim(s) at creating 

social value, either exclusively or at least in some prominent way; (2) show(s) a capacity to 
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recognise and take advantage of opportunities to create that value (“envision”); (3) employ(s) 

innovation, ranging from outright invention to adapting someone else’s novelty, in creating 

and/or distributing social value; (4) is/are willing to accept an above-average degree of risk 

in creating and disseminating social value; and (5) is/are unusually resourceful in being rela-

tively undaunted by scarce assets in pursuing their social venture” (Peredo & McLean, 2006, 

p. 64). 

“We define social entrepreneurship as having the following three components: (1) identifying 

a stable but inherently unjust equilibrium that causes the exclusion, marginalisation, or suf-

fering of a segment of humanity that lacks the financial means or political clout to achieve 

any transformative benefit on its own; (2) identifying an opportunity in this unjust equilib-

rium, developing a social value proposition, and bringing to bear inspiration, creativity, direct 

action, courage, and fortitude, thereby challenging the stable state’s hegemony; and (3) forg-

ing a new, stable equilibrium that releases trapped potential or alleviates the suffering of the 

targeted group, and through imitation and the creation of a stable ecosystem around the new 

equilibrium ensuring a better future for the targeted group and even society at large” (Martin 

& Osberg, 2007p. 35). 

Based on information above and the research purpose the definition of entrepreneurship by 

(Peredo & McLean, 2006) is used in this study. 

    Social Enterprise Spectrum  

Social entrepreneurship may be discussed under three categories that span between eco-

nomic focus on one extreme and appeal philanthropic focus on the other extreme 

(Volkmann et.al, 2012). This categorization may be be seen as a spectrum options within 

which social enterprises can be located on a scale between purely philanthropic, purely com-

mercial or hybrid models (see Table 2.1). Purely philanthropic refers to nonprofit enterprises 

who aim at achieving a high social return whereas purely commercial are those for-profit 

enterprises who are seeking profit maximization. Hybrid models are models in between these 

two extremes.  

Table 2.1 The Social Entrepreneur Spectrum 

 Continuum of options  

 Purely Philanthropic  Hybrids  Purely Commercial  

General mo-

tives, meth-

ods, and goals  

appeal to goodwill 
mission-driven 
social value crea-

tion  

mixed motives 

balance of mission and 

market  

social and economic 

value  

appeal to self- in-

terest 

market-driven  

economic value 

creation  

 Key Stakeholders  
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 Continuum of options  

 Purely Philanthropic  Hybrids  Purely Commercial  

Beneficiaries  Pay nothing  Subsidized rates and/or 

mix of full payers and 

those who pay nothing  

Pay full market rates  

Capital  Donations and grants  Below market capital 

and/or mix of full payers 

and those who pay nothing  

Market capital rate  

Workforce  Volunteers  Below market wages 

and/or mix of volunteers 

and fully paid staff  

Market rate compen-

sation  

Suppliers  Make in-kind donations  Special discounts and/or 

mix of in-kind and full 

price  

Charge market prices  

Source: Volkman et al. (2012, p. 20). 

Nicholls (2009) uses similar categorizing by Crossing the Cultural Divide, which divides so-

cial entrepreneurs according to their mentality: traditional nonprofit mentality, traditional 

for-profit mentality and hybrid mentality (see Table 2.2).    

Table 2.2 Crossing The Cultural Divide 

Category Traditional non-pro-
fit mentality  

Traditional for-profit 
(corporate) mentality  

Hybrid mentality 

Primary benchmark Social returns Financial returns Double bottom line 

(“social” and “finan-

cial”) 

Sine qua non Year-to-year survival Ongoing self-sufficiency  Ongoing sustainability 

Primary stakeholders Clients (“the people 

we serve”) 

Customers (“the 

buyers”) 

Clients and customers 

Basic approach Try tot do it all Capitalize on a niche  Focus on selected pro-
grams 

Attitude towards ear-
ned income 

Filthy lucre Staff of life Means to an end  

Attitude towards mak-
ing a profit 

Uncomfortable, “ille-

gitimate” 

Raison d’etre A tool for sustainability 
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Category Traditional non-pro-
fit mentality  

Traditional for-profit 
(corporate) mentality  

Hybrid mentality 

Tolerance for R&D Sort-term (“cost”) Long-term (“invest-

ment”) 

Medium0term (“in-

vestment”)  

Attitude towards tak-
ing risks (in the com-
mercial marketplace) 

Generally averse Necessary evil Reluctant but willing 

Level of commitment 
when launching a busi-
ness venture 

Conflicted  Committed  Conservative but com-
mitted 

Strategic planning 
methodology  

Mission-driven Market-driven Matrix-driven (“miss-

ion” and “market”) 

Market research All but non-existent Extensive  Extensive  

Segmentation of mar-
kets 

Minimal Extensive  Extensive  

The “buyer” Clients first, then 
funders 

Customers Customers first, then 
clients, then funders 

Approach to marke-
ting 

Tactical  Strategic Strategic 

Determining quality 
standards 

Non-profit usually 
decides 

Customers dictate Customers and clients 
dictate 

Organisational hie-
rarchy  

Fairly rigid  Very rigid Less rigid 

Decision-making pro-
cess 

Consensus Hierarchical Empowering 

Executive compensat-
ion levels 

Marginal  Competitive Increasingly competi-
tive 

Employee incentives Low-risk, low-reward High risk, high reward Risk-taking rewarded 

Typical attitude to-
wards non-performing 
employees 

Forgiving Harsh Tough 

Crisis fall-back options 
(beyond expense re-
ductions)  

Seek contributions Acquire debt, sell equity, 
kill product or service 
lines 

Seek contributions, ac-
quire best, sell equity, 
kill programs  

Source: Nicholls (2009, p.371). 
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This study is investigating the activities of social enterprises who are using the hybrid model 

and mentality identified in these two models. The enterprises with hybrid model often have 

mixed motives and they use both; social mission and market orientations as their core of the 

business model and as approaches in attaining social and economic value (Volkmann et.al, 

2010). There has been an increase in the use of hybrid model among social entrepreneurs. 

This is partly due to social entrepreneurs’ willingness to scale up the organisation and to 

become less dependent on donations and subsidies (Battilana, Lee, Walker & Dorsey, 2012).  

There are several reasons for deciding to include only hybrid models into this research. First, 

compared to nonprofit social enterprises, social enterprises using hybrid model are more 

aligned with the definition of social entrepreneurship used in this thesis, suggested by Peredo 

and McLean (2006). Moodie (2013) argues that by adopting hybrid model social enterprises 

may further their social mission and thus have a greater overall impact on society compared 

to nonprofit social enterprises. Additionally, hybrid models tend to be highly innovative, as 

characteristical to the hybrid mentality (Battilana et al., 2012). And when hybrid model is 

successfully executed, it can generate creative means of solving social problems entirely in 

self-sustaining ways, applying the strength of both for-profit and nonprofit models 

(Blanding, 2013).  

The model by Crossing the Cultural Divide (Nicholls, 2009) classifies several different men-

tality categories that describe the hybrid model. Hybrid model uses strategic approach in 

marketing and its primary benchmark is double bottom line, referring to both, social and 

financial returns. The attitude towards the earned income is that it is considered to be means 

to an end.  Volkmann et. al (2010) add that the workforce of an social enterprise using the 

hybrid model is paid below the market wages and additionally the paid workers might be 

partly supported by volunteer workers and fully paid stuff. 

    Social Entrepreneurship Activities 

Social entrepreneurship has a variety of forms. Taking into consideration several categorisa-

tions of social entrepreneurship and social enterprises, Thompson (2002) has developed the 

social entrepreneurship map, which shows the complexity of the concept of social entrepre-

neurship and especially its activities (see Figure 2.1). This map divides all social entrepreneur-

ship activities into four groups named: ‘Job creation’, ‘Volunteer nature’, ‘Buildings’, and 

‘Help focus for people in need’. These groups consist of twenty clusters involved in several 

levels of intensity of social entrepreneurship (Thompson, 2002): 
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Figure 2.1 Social Entrepreneurship Map  

Source: Thompson (2002, p.430) 

1. ‘Job creation in deprived areas’ is benefiting both people in need and world’s money, 

since there is less expenditure on charity and more investment in wealth of deprived 

communities. 

2. ‘Businesses with a social ethos’ is typically involving multinational participation and 

reaches to third world problems. They bring in an idiosyncratic method of including 

ethos in business practices. 

3. ‘Support and advice agencies’ include community foundations, focus groups for 

providing help for people with some diseases or providing financial consultancy. 

These agencies work on all levels from global to local. 

4. ‘Opening or reusing buildings or facilities’ helps those, who need support in creating 

social value. These buildings may have a variety of purposes, for instance function as 

churches, sport facilities and community halls. 

5. ‘Preservation of community buildings’ works as collecting money for saving im-

portant buildings for the community.  

6. ‘Provision of new public-use facilities’ may include improving the access to all range 

of public facilities, such as toilets or bus stops.  

7. ‘Replacement of lost services in declining or isolated areas’ implies saving of im-

portant, but rarely used services, as post offices, in small villages.  
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8. ‘Provision of skills training’ helps to connect teachers and the people who are willing 

to become skilled workers.  

9. ‘Personal development training opportunities’ differ from provision of skills training 

because it provides an opportunity not only for skills training, but also for mental 

development and helps people to broaden their visions.  

10. ‘Living accommodation or rehabilitation facilities’ target vulnerable category of peo-

ple, who need a place to stay.   

11. ‘Community “feel-good” activities’ explained by (Thompson, 2002, p. 425) as “spe-

cial events which open up a community, engage the residents and bring in visitors 

are crucially important at certain times”.  

12. ‘Hospices’ connected activities raise money for providing health care.  

13. ‘Sports and similar coaching for youngsters’ generally have voluntarily nature  and 

help to discover and support talents among people.  

14. ‘Organised, occasional help or activities for the disadvantaged’ involve a variety of 

activities such as trips, celebrations or everyday care.  

15. ‘Fund-raising for a cause (often someone else's cause)’. For instance children in Need.  

16. ‘Members’ credit union’ provide loans at affordable interest rate for people with low 

income.  

17. ‘Support activities for specific and discrete groups’ are including people who may 

have experienced similar problems helping others to overcome obstacles of living in 

the world, where they are not always accepted.  

18. ‘ “Spread the word” action group's’ aim is to raise the awareness for some global or 

local problems, gather people and influence the outcome.  

19. ‘Community-based support activities’ mean that “people are helping other people, 

generally without any dedicated physical base” (Thompson, 2002, p. 426). 

20. ‘Local volunteer groups’ are involved on all levels of providing help.  

The map of activities will be useful in this research by providing basis of classification for 

the activities of social entrepreneurship and by identifying the patterns of the activities, which 

are typical for social entrepreneurs in the fashion industry. The intention is to examine the 

preferences of consumers towards certain activities’ group as well and its influence on con-

sumers’ purchase decisions. The information regarding the types of social entrepreneurship 

activities which appeal to consumers the most, may be beneficial for future social entrepre-

neurs. Existing social entrepreneurs will benefit by getting to know which activities they 

should highlight and promote more visibly in order to reach consumers.  

    Promotion  

Promotion is one of the key elements in the marketing mix of an organisation and it is, 

according to McDonald and Meldrum (2013), the way of communicating with the target 

consumers of the organisation and persuading them to to purchase the offer. Although the 

goals and missions of social entrepreneurship differ from commercial entrepreneurship 

(Gras & Lumpkin, 2012) the usage of the tools of marketing, such as promotion mix, has a 

great relevance also for social entrepreneurship (Newbert, 2012) despite its low expectations 

on marketing (Volkmann et.al, 2012).  
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    Market Linkage Model 

The market linkage model of the social enterprise demonstrates relationships between the 

target population, such as producers and local firms, and the market to which the social 

entrepreneurs offer their products. The role of a social entrepreneur is to act as a bridge 

connecting consumers to producers and the other way around (see Figure 2.2).  

 

Figure 2.2 Market Linkage Model.  

Source: (Nicholls, 2009, p.222)  

The market linkage model can be divided into two categories: embedded and integrated 

model. In the embedded model the mission of the social enterprise functions around linking 

consumers to markets (Nicholls, 2009). The social programme of the company supports this 

mission. The integrated model refers to a situation where the commercialisation of the ser-

vices of an organization also generates market linkage social enterprises and the income in 

this case, is a tool for subsidising its other consumer services (Nicholls, 2009). The market 

model works “best for organisations in developing countries connecting with Western Com-

panies” (Nicholls, 2009, p. 223).  

    The Promotion Mix 

Kotler and Armstrong (2011) propose that a specific blend of marketing tools that the or-

ganisation uses in order to persuasively convey and build consumer value is known as a com-

pany’s promotion mix. It consists of five main promotion tools that Kotler and Armstrong 

(2011) define as follows: (1) Advertising, (2) Sales promotion, (3) Personal selling, (4) Public 

relations, and (5) Direct marketing. Advertising covers all the paid forms of nonpersonal 

presentation and promotion of ideas, goods or services by an identified sponsor. Sales pro-

motion refers to short-term incentives to motivate the purchase or sale of a product or ser-

vice. Personal selling is defined as a personal presentation by the organisations’ sales force in 

pursuit of making sales and building consumer relationships. Public relations mean building 

good relations with the organisations’ many publics by obtaining favourable publicity, invest-

ing in building a positive corporate image, and taking care of unfavourable rumors and 

events. And lastly, direct marketing is qualified as direct connections with cautiously targeted 

individual consumers in order to obtain instant response and develop lasting consumer rela-

tionships (Kotler & Armstrong, 2011).  

Every category contains specific promotional tools used to interact with consumers, such as 

discounts, coupons, sales presentations, sponsorships and catalogs (Kotler & Armstrong, 

2011). Hence, whilst the promotion mix is the main communication activity of an organisa-

tion, the entire marketing mix – promotion and product, price, and place – must be well 

placed to obtain the greatest impact (Kotler & Armstrong, 2011). Nevertheless, this thesis is 
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focusing on the social entrepreneurship activities’ effect on consumer perception and con-

sumer purchase decisions, assuming that product, price and place are held equal.  

Promotion of social entrepreneurship activities requires a careful approach, especially if it is 

a for-profit or hybrid organisation (Volkmann et.al, 2012). Since the primarily goal of any 

social enterprise is to achieve its social mission, its mission is likely to involve serving the 

society as the company’s beneficiary (Austin et al., 2006; Dees et al. 2002; Hibbert et al., 2005; 

Leadbeater,  2006; Mair & Martí 2006; Mort et al., 2002; Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawar-

dena & Mort, 2006). Volkmann et.al, (2012) claims that the company should approach both 

beneficiaries and donors in its promotion of activities.  

Communication is vital for the organisation since it is a way to gain sponsors and contribu-

tors and build  relationships with other stakeholders. However, social enterprise is not ex-

pected to spend too much financial resources for advertising, since stakeholders may accuse 

it in irrational spending or decide that no further help is needed (Phan et al., 2014; Volkmann 

et.al, 2012). For this reason, such promotion techniques as advertising on TV or billboards 

should not be used (Phan et al., 2014). 

Volkmann et.al, (2012) state that currently there is no right and “safe” way of reaching donors 

of the social enterprise. But the tools used for promotion should be affordable yet able to 

reach a big audience. Examples of such tools are direct sales, social meetings, participation 

in conventions and usage of web and social media channels (Volkmann et.al, 2012). 

Bhattacharya, Rao and Glynn (1995) also suggest that third-party support is needed in order 

to reach the consumer, for instance, through involving celebrity for representing company’s 

interests. Phan et al. (2014) argues that social enterprise should be more focused on creating 

social value and solving social problems than on promotion because then a positive outcome 

will attract potential consumers for participating in a social mission.  

The Market Linkage Model described above is used in this thesis for explaining how social 

entrepreneurs function as a bridge between the target population and the market. Promotion 

mix is used to define promotion and to distinguish the ways social entrepreneurs use it for 

conveying their social mission. Moreover, promotion is used in order of identify social en-

trepreneurship activities in fashion industry. However, as mentioned above, promotion of 

social entrepreneurship is rather limited since the focus is on the social mission and therefore 

excessive promotion is considered to be waste of financial resources.  

    Consumer Perception and Purchase Decisions  

The aim of the study is to examine how consumers perceive social entrepreneurship activities 

and how their purchasing decisions follow these perceptions. This is why it is essential to 

take a closer look into the concepts of consumer perception and purchase decisions and how 

they are acknowledged in the existing literature. 
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    Consumer Perception 

Psychology’s understanding of perception has developed since the rise of experimental psy-

chology in the 19th century (Gregory, 1997). In the literature, besides psychology, perception 

is frequently linked to marketing, and moreover to consumer behaviour (Kotler & Arm-

strong, 2011; Wozniak, 2013). 

Perception is one of the major psychological factors that affect individuals’ purchasing 

choices (Kotler & Armstrong, 2011). It is defined as a process of recognising and interpreting 

sensory stimuli through the five human senses; vision, hearing, taste, smell and touch (Statt, 

1997). This sensory information is received and interpreted in different ways by each indi-

vidual (Kotler & Armstrong, 2011). Perception is easily distorted due to its high subjectivity 

(Wozniak, 2013).  

Kotler and Armstrong (2011) argue that consumers will buy from the organisation which 

provides the highest consumer-perceived value. Instead of using objectivity consumers tend 

to act on perceived value. Organisations response to this by trying to impact consumer per-

ceptions by, for instance strengthening the association between the company itself and an 

appropriate image (Statt, 1997). Consumers’ perceptions of products’ criteria, such as repu-

tation and quality, depend on many factors, such as individual’s age, education, lifestyle and 

knowledge regarding the product and the organisation itself. These factors are referred to as 

consumers’ “black box” which leads perceptual distortions and will influence individuals’ 

approach to buying process (Baker, 2003).          

Business dictionary (2015) defines perception as a marketing concept that comprises a con-

sumer's impression, awareness or consciousness about a company or its offerings. This def-

inition is used in this thesis in order to investigate perception in two ways. First, by studying 

how familiar consumers are with the concept of social entrepreneurship. Second, by exam-

ining positive associations of consumers towards social entrepreneurship activities and con-

sumers’ willingness to purchase in the future.               

    Consumer Purchase Decisions  

Solomon, Bamossy, Askergaard & Hogg (2010) refer to consumer behaviour as a study of 

the processes comprised when individuals or groups select, purchase, use or dispose ideas, 

experiences, products to satisfy needs and desires. Consumer behaviour goes beyond the act 

of buying solely, encompassing the concepts of having and being as well (Solomon et al., 

2010). Hence, it enfolds ideas about how possessing or not possessing items influence peo-

ple’s lives, and the way they feel about themselves and each other (Solomon et al., 2010). In 

this study, however, the focus is solely on consumer purchase decisions. 

The act of purchase can be influenced by many factors (Solomon et al., 2010). These consist 

of consumer’s antecedent state; time pressure, consumer’s mood and mindset toward shop-

ping. Time is an essential resource that generally defines how much search and effort will be 

invested into a decision. Mood can be influenced by the degree of arousal and pleasure pre-

sent in the environment where the purchase is made (Solomon et al., 2010). Solomon et al. 
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(2010) suggest that the usage context of a product may serve as basis for segmentation; con-

sumers search for different product features, depending on the intended usage of the pur-

chase. Consumer’s decisions might be also affected by the presence or absence of other peo-

ple, i.e. co-consumers, and the type of nature these people have.  

Decision-makers hold many strategies when making purchases: consumer assesses the level 

of effort required to make a specific choice, and then, the most suitable strategy is chosen to 

fit the level of effort needed (Solomon et al., 2010). This chain of events is known as a 

constructive processing; consumers adapt their degree of cognitive effort to match the par-

ticular purchase in question. If a thoroughly thought out rational approach is required, con-

sumers review the decision carefully, whilst with purchase choices that do not need much 

effort, consumers wind up with learned responses that automate these choices (Solomon et 

al., 2010). The former approach is referred to an extended problem-solving because consum-

ers are highly involved in a decision. The latter approach, on the contrary, requires only a 

low involvement from the consumer and hence, it is called habitual decision-making. Many 

decisions are characterised by limited problem solving and therefore, tend to occur in the 

middle of these extremes (Solomon et al., 2010). Buying fashion products such as clothing 

and footwear is viewed by the authors of this thesis to fall closer to extended problem-solving 

and than habitual decision-making, depending on dimension of the fashion item in question 

and the particular consumer’s nature.  

Kotler and Armstrong (2011) raise two factors often coming between the purchase intention 

and the purchase decision: attitudes of others and unexpected situational factors. The first 

factor prevails for instance if a person important to the consumer influences the consumer’s 

purchase decision by telling their opinion about the intended purchase. The second factor 

depicts how consumer may frame a purchase intention based on factors such as an expected 

price, expected product benefits and expected income. Anyhow, the purchase intention may 

be changed by unexpected events, such as downturn in economy or a price drop in compet-

itor’s corresponding product. Hereby, Kotler and Armstrong (2011) conclude that prefer-

ences and even purchase intentions do not always result in an actual purchase choice. 

In order to examine the potential connection between consumer perceptions and purchase 

decisions, both of these concepts need to be studied in isolation and together. If consumers 

perceive the social entrepreneurial activities in a positive light, it does not necessarily result 

in a carried-out purchase. The intention of this thesis is to find out if there is a connection 

between consumer perceptions and purchase decisions.   

The structure of the theoretical framework proposed above is formed based on the research 

purpose and it intends to first, identify the concept of social entrepreneurship and then, social 

entrepreneurial activities. It also provides various categorisations of social entrepreneurship 

types, which will be beneficial for the methodology section, as narrowing the research only 

to hybrid model. Proposed framework will be helpful in the analysis section by identifying 

patterns in consumers’ perceptions and purchase decisions. Second, promotion theories are 

discussed, as a tool for understanding of promotion and particular promotion techniques for 

social entrepreneurship. Next step in theoretical framework is understanding of consumer 
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perception, consumer decision process and the link between them. For this reason this chap-

ter is discussing the elements of both concepts and possibilities on interdependence between 

them. As a result, the theoretical framework proposed is going to be used for interpretation 

of the data from an empirical observation.  

Possible limitation to this framework can be an insufficient amount of research in consumer 

perception and consumer purchase behaviour within social entrepreneurship concept which 

was also one of the reasons for conducting this research. Another limitation is the exclusion 

of other influential factors such as product, price and brand that have an impact on consumer 

perception and purchase decisions. The effect of these factors is acknowledged, but the ob-

jective of the study is to determine how social entrepreneurship activities are perceived by 

consumers and if they are affected by purchase decisions. Therefore, other influential factors 

are left out from the research.  
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    Method 

This chapter discusses the research methods used in this study. It begins with the authors’ philosophical reflec-

tion, the research approach and data collection methods. Later, the process of collecting the data, including 

literature review, promoted activities search and designing the questionnaire are discussed. Sampling method 

and data analysis sections are introduced and in conclusion, reliability, validity and sensibility is discussed.     

         

    Research Philosophy    

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) suggest that it is important to understand and be able 

to explain the outer layer of the research onion, research philosophies. The term research 

philosophy is extensive and it comprehends the development of knowledge and the nature 

of that knowledge. ”The research philosophy you adopt can be thought of as your assump-

tions about the way in which you view the world” (Saunders et al., 2012, p.128). These as-

sumptions will support one’s research strategy and one’s chosen methods as a part of that 

strategy. To summarise, the most important matter concerning the choice of research phi-

losophy is not whether the research should be philosophically enlightened but rather how 

well one can reflect upon their philosophical choices and defend them in relation to the 

options one could has adopted (Johnson & Clark, 2006; Saunders et al., 2012). 

Saunders et al. (2012) bring up an ongoing discussion around the two major branches of 

research philosophies, which is framed regarding a choice between positivist and interpre-

tivist research philosophies. Both of them stresses important differences which will affect 

the way of thinking about the research process. Although lately the preferable way to think 

of the philosophy adopted has evolved to more multidimensional set, and not only choosing 

between two separate positions (Saunders et al., 2012).  

Saunders et al. (2012) claim that in subjectivism social phenomena are generated from the 

perceptions and consequent actions of social actors. Since social interactions are a continual, 

changing process, the phenomena is often presented with a term of social constructionism 

(Saunders et. al., 2012). Social constructionism indicates that social actors, such as consum-

ers, may interpret differently situations. As a consequence of one’s own view of the world, 

individual consumers for instance may perceive different situations in various ways. Hence, 

consumers’ actions and the nature of their social interaction with others are most probably 

influenced by their different interpretations (Saunders et al., 2012).  

In positivism, the data is prefered to be gathered about an observable reality and seek after 

regularities and causal relations in the data in order to create generalisations similar to law 

(Gill & Johnson, 2002; Saunders et al., 2012). A positivist research should be implemented 

principally in a value-free manner and focus on quantifiable observations. A researcher may 

apply existing theory to create hypotheses in order to generate a research strategy (Saunders 

et al., 2012). 

As suggested above, today it is very uncommon that a research belongs completely to one 

philosophical side (Saunders et al., 2012). The authors of the thesis based their study on 
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characteristics of both social constructionism and positivism. As  the topic investigates a 

matter from consumer perspective, the authors recognise that each individual is a unique 

social actor who views the world in their own way and therefore they may also perceive 

situations in differing ways. Since each individual’s view of the world is influenced by differ-

ent factors, such as background and demographics, this information was considered im-

portant to take into consideration when examining consumer perception. Despite the unique 

interpretations of consumers, it was also necessary to make generalisations in order to con-

duct with this research. There is no research concerning the perception of consumers regard-

ing the concept of social entrepreneurship, so the focus was on obtaining as wide knowledge 

on this matter as possible. 

    Research Approach  

Saunders et al. (2012) claim that using theory in a research is inevitable but the way of using 

the relationship between theory and research differ. The adopted reasoning of a theory will 

determine the suitable research approach between deductive, inductive and abductive. When 

the research begins with a theory derived from academic literature and aims to test the theory, 

a deductive approach is used. Deductive approach usually involves forming and testing hy-

potheses by collecting and analysing an appropriate data (Saunders et al., 2012). Collected 

data is usually quantitative when using deductive approach. 

Inductive approach starts by relevant data collection, from where the researcher identifies 

potential patterns and then builds and develops theories explaining those patterns. A small 

sample is often more suitable for inductive approach, whereas a large sample is appropriate 

for deductive approach  (Saunders et al., 2012). Third research approach is abductive. 

Mingers (2012) refers to abduction as a missing link between inductive and deductive ap-

proaches. Saunders et al. (2012) describe abductive approach as a combination of induction 

and deduction; instead of moving from theory to data or other way around, an abductive 

approach move back and forth between them. 

Although these approaches have diverse characteristics and are separated in the literature, in 

practice they are often overlapping and one research may involve a combination of different 

approaches (Saunders et al., 2012). The research approach used for this study combines ele-

ments from deductive and abductive approaches. Theory is used for analysing the data and 

the data is used for interpreting and adjusting the theory for the research purpose. In this 

sense, the approach is abductive since it moves back and forth between the theory and data. 

Using quantitative data and making generalisations are typical for deductive approach so in 

that way this study is connected to that approach. In this thesis, generalisations were made 

when designing the questionnaire and interpreting its results.  

    Data Collection Methods  

There are several ways of data collection: qualitative and quantitative. They both are widely 

used in the field of social entrepreneurship (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012). Numerical data 

collection is the way of conducting a quantitative research (Saunders et al., 2012). This design 

is prefered when there is no exact definition of the research issue (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 
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2012); and the main aim of it is to generalise, predict and explain the causality of the data 

(Siegle, 2007). Quantitative research is likely to be followed by qualitative study in future 

(D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012).  

The choice of the method is dependent on research purpose. Since the intention of this thesis 

is not to develop a new theory, but rather to understand the phenomena which has not been 

studied yet through generalisation of consumer perceptions and purchase decisions, it is vital 

to use the sample of a relatively large size. For this reason, the quantitative way of empirical 

data collection was chosen, since it is generally more suitable for such a purpose. This method 

also allows to analyse the data through statistical tools and measures, which will help to com-

pare, categorise and generalise the perceptions and purchase decisions of the consumers.  

    Data Collection 

    Literature Review  

In order to find and organise existing literature with relevance to the topic, following key-

words were used; social entrepreneurship, consumer perception, consumer purchase deci-

sion, social entrepreneurship activities. Relevant articles, journals and books were searched 

through search engines such as Scopus and Jönköping university library’s Primo. In addition, 

the relevant sources found in previous researches and articles were taken into consideration.   

    Promoted activities search  

In order to identify promoted social entrepreneurship activities in the fashion industry, au-

thors   needed to collect information regarding these activities. First step was searching for 

social enterprise online databases and examining them. Such databases as Ashoka (2015) and 

Skoll (2015) were found but a lack of representatives of fashion companies was recog-

nised.  Therefore, other relevant databases were searched for and Ethical Fashion Forum 

(2015) database was found useful as a source for relevant fashion companies. Since this da-

tabase is only focused on the ethical fashion, it has gathered a large number of social enter-

prises. A systematic approach was adapted for searching for suitable companies. The authors 

delimited the search by selecting ’social enterprise’ in the ethics search field and got a result 

of 155 companies. The country search field was left empty because the objective was to gain 

as broad view as possible about the social entrepreneurship activities fashion companies are 

conducting globally and by no means delimit the range of activities in any way. Moreover, 

the actual geographical location of these enterprises was not relevant since a lot of promoting 

and purchasing is happening nowadays in an online environment. The next step of the com-

pany search was the examination of web pages of all social enterprises in order to delimit the 

ones that do not fit into the research purpose. Following criteria were used:  

 First, a social enterprise should be involved in production of clothing, because it is 

stated in the chosen definition of fashion industry. This delimited the search to the 

number of companies equal 151.  

 The next criteria is the type of social enterprise. Since the aim was to investigate the 

companies with a hybrid model, those using purely philanthropic or purely commer-

cial models were left out at this stage of the study, resulting in 137 companies.  
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 Finally, the social enterprises left were required to use promotion of not only the 

mission, but also their activities on the web page by stating concretely what they do 

in order to achieve their missions. After this step, the final number of companies was 

identified: 24. 

In addition, several search engines were used by searching with keywords social entrepre-

neurship, fashion industry. Due to the consumer perspective of this study, the idea was to 

look for social enterprises as consumers would do. Besides examining the websites of the 

companies directly, different rankings by for instance Forbes (2013), were useful in finding 

suitable social enterprises for the thesis purpose. As a result, 7 companies which were not in 

the previous list were added to the study. The full list of 31 companies found can be seen in 

Appendix A.  

The web pages of the relevant social enterprises as well as other social media channels were 

carefully examined for gaining further information regarding the activities the social enter-

prises are engaging in. As mentioned earlier in this study, web pages and social media are 

feasible ways for social enterprises to promote themselves and their social mission. There-

fore, searching for the activities through these channels was considered the most suitable 

way to find the promoted ones. The full list of the activities is attached to Appendix A.  

For further usage of the activities in the research, the demographic features of the benefi-

ciaries such as age, gender and geographical position were excluded in order to focus on the 

activity itself and also to avoid influencing respondents’ answers. Mentioning features that 

respondents may relate to would potentially make their responses biased. After this stage, 

the activities were observed and similarities among them were recognised. Hence, the activ-

ities were organised to categories according to their similar nature. Six categories were devel-

oped by the authors and the most representative activity for each category was chosen to use 

for the study (see appendix A). 

    Survey  

A survey is “an ordered attempt to collect information, using structures and semi-structured 

questions, from a representative cross-section of a particular target population” (D’Ales-

sandro & Winzar, 2012, p.170). Prior to designing a survey, the authors decided upon the 

most important criteria. First of all, there is a limited time for conducting a survey, therefore, 

a need for fast speed of result collection and high respondent cooperation was identified. 

Second, geographical flexibility was narrowed to country-level in Sweden. And last, the ano-

nymity of respondents was required, since the topic of social entrepreneurship may lead the 

respondents to misleading answers if they want to seem more ethical or knowledgeable than 

they are.  

A variety of typical methods for conducting a survey was evaluated and compared to each 

other in order to choose the most suitable strategy. Zikmund, Ward, Lowe, Wiznar and Babin 

(2010) identify five most typical survey methods for social entrepreneurship field. They are: 

door-to-door personal interview, mall intercept personal interview, telephone interview, mail 

survey and internet survey. Based on previously identified goal of the survey, door-to-door 
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interview, mail survey and mall intercept personal interviews were excluded due to the slower 

response speed or low geographic flexibility. The challenge with telephone interviews was 

connected to expenses of the phone calls, leaving the most suitable option - internet survey. 

In addition, internet survey was fitting the research purpose since the majority of social en-

trepreneurship companies within fashion industry operate online, indicating that the main 

audience of their promotion activities uses internet.  

There is a great popularity of surveys in social entrepreneurship field, since they are providing 

a quick and accurate, yet not expensive result of studying certain phenomena. However, there 

some challenges with such a research strategy described by D’Alessandro and  Winzar (2012). 

One of the challenges is a typically low response rate of about 10 percent. The bias with 

respondent selection is another challenge. The reason for the latter is that mostly people with 

extreme positions regarding the topic answer these surveys. In order to avoid these issues, it 

is vital for a researcher to understand the way of conducting survey as well as the way of 

interpreting the results from it (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012).  

There are two types of surveys in social entrepreneurship field: cross-sectional studies and 

longitudinal studies. Cross-sectional studies’ purpose is to discover descriptive information 

at some moment of time about a particularly chosen group. Usually sample would be divided 

in subgroups according to the research purpose (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012). Cross-sec-

tional study method is chosen for this thesis, since it corresponds to the time limits for con-

ducting the study. However, the fact, that the survey is measuring attitudes and behaviour at 

particular period of time can be its disadvantage, since there is a possibility that the outcome 

can change throughout the time. 

    Questionnaire 

Once the appropriate research method was chosen, the questionnaire was selected as a tool 

for fulfilling the research purpose. When designing the questionnaire, three topics were con-

sidered in order to decide upon a relevant approach: whether there is a need for structuring 

of the question, whether disguised or undisguised questions are needed, and what is the way 

of reaching people. Since the aim of the questionnaire was to get information about  re-

spondents’ background, perception and purchase decisions, the form of structured question 

was decided to used due to its appropriateness. The full questionnaire can be found in the 

Appendix B.   

The questionnaire starts with the Question 1 about the age and proposes 5-year time gaps 

for choosing, which provide a nominal measurement of this answer. Next, Question 2 has 

also a general purpose: it asks about gender, giving two possible options for answering: male 

or female. Since the questionnaire was conducted in Sweden, where the environment is highly 

international, it was decided to ask the respondent about his or her nationality in Question 

3. For this purpose, cultural clusters were used for categorising countries with similar ten-

dency for perception since, as D’Alessandro and Winzar (2012) point out, cultural circum-

stances vary all over the world. The regional cluster categorisation of cultures was introduced 

by House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman and Gupta (2004), who analyse the similarities and 
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differences among 62 countries and generalise them into ten clusters with similar cultural 

characteristics:  

 Anglo (Canada, USA, Australia, Ireland, England, South Africa (White Sample), New 

Zealand)  

 Nordic Europe (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden) 

 Germanic Europe (Austria, The Netherlands, Switzerland (German Speaking), Ger-

many) 

 Latin Europe (Israel, Italy, Switzerland (French Speaking), Spain, Portugal, France)  

 Eastern Europe (Greece, Hungary, Albania, Slovenia, Poland, Russia, Georgia, Ka-

zakhstan) 

 Sub-Saharan Africa (Zimbabwe, Namibia, Zambia, Nigeria, South Africa (Black 

Sample))  

 Middle East (Turkey, Kuwait, Egypt, Morocco, Qatar)  

 Confucian Asia (Singapore, Hong Kong, Taiwan, China, South Korea, Japan)  

 Southern Asia (Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, India, Thailand, Iran)  

 Latin America (Ecuador, El Salvador, Colombia, Bolivia, Brasil, Guatemala, Argen-

tina, Costa Rica Venezuela, México).  

Employment status might have an influence on perception and purchase decisions regarding 

social entrepreneurial activities. Therefore, Question 4 was added to the questionnaire for 

investigating a possible connection. Employment status was also presented as a structured 

question with ordinal measurement level, allowing respondents to choose from a variety of 

options.  

The second section of the questionnaire is focusing on the concept of social entrepreneur-

ship. It starts with Question 5: ‘Are you familiar with the concept of Social Entrepreneur-

ship?’ It gives a range of alternatives from “never heard” to “very familiar”, indicating re-

spondents’ familiarity with the concept of social entrepreneurship.   

The goal of Question 6 is to identify the activities with the most positive association for the 

respondent, which will represent his or her perception of the activities. It asks: ‘What is your 

perception of the following activities by fashion companies? Please choose three of the ac-

tivities within fashion industry that you have most positive association with’. Response op-

tions give six examples of statements of different social entrepreneurship activities and asks 

to choose three activities that the respondents associate most positively.  

For the convenience of observing the figures of Question 6, activities were decoded in a 

following way:  

1. This company is creating fair well-paid jobs and lead the change for workers’ rights 

by partnering with local suppliers, farmers, and craftsmen - represented as ‘Creating 

jobs’. 

2. This company empowers disadvantaged people to take control of their lives through 

skills training programmes and health education - represented as ‘Empowerment’.  
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3. This company is creating a positive impact on the community by providing scholar-

ships for students with a big vision for the future - represented as ‘Scholarships’.  

4. This company provides free aftercare to people recovering from eating disorders and 

addictions through daily support, therapy and motivation. The company also gives 

the members a platform to become self-employed as designers and creators - repre-

sented as ‘Aftercare’.  

5. This company arranges an annual event where they raise awareness about the impact 

a pair of shoes can have on the life of people in need. They encourage participants 

to relate to these people by taking off their own shoes for one day - represented as 

‘Raising awareness’. 

6. This company will help give sight to a person in need with every pair of glasses pur-

chased; by determining the corrective lenses, performing a commonly needed oper-

ation or treating sight-threatening conditions (injury, infection and disease) - repre-

sented as ‘Helping people in need’.  

Once the respondent has chosen the activities, the survey moves to the questions about 

purchase decisions and its connection to the activities proposed above. By asking Question 

7, the authors intend to gain knowledge about respondents purchase decisions: ‘Looking at 

the activities above, have you already purchased some products from companies because 

they are engaging in the activities with same or similar social mission?’ Besides the answer 

‘never’ the respondent has two options for stating if he or she have purchased the products 

before ‘once’ or ‘many times’. The results provide a broader view on  the shopping pattern 

and whether it is sustained practice for the consumer or not.  

Willingness to purchase is a part of studying consumers’ perceptions, and it is observed in 

Question 8: ‘With more information regarding the company’s activities with a social mission, 

all things equal (e.g same quality, same price, same service etc.), would you consider purchas-

ing more products offered by these companies?’. Depending on the answer of the respond-

ent, his or her willingness to purchase products from social enterprises is distinguished.   

    Population and Sample 

Ideally a sample would be all the people of topic’s interest. In case of this study it is all people 

currently living in Sweden who consume products of fashion industry and use internet. 

Aaker, Kumar and Day (2003) suggest, that if there is no database of a particular population, 

non-probability sampling should be used. Therefore it is chosen to be a sampling method 

for this thesis. Bradley (2010) states that this sampling method allows the researchers to 

choose a sample even though there is no sampling frame, because the way of choosing re-

spondents depends on the interest of the researchers. Compared to the non-probability sam-

pling, the probability one has a sampling frame and the data about all possible respondents. 

Moreover, each person in the population has an equal chance to be chosen as a respondent 

(Aaker et al., 2003).  

There are four main types of non-probability sampling: judgement, quota, convenience and 

snowball. In the judgement sampling, the researcher is using previous experience or personal 

opinion about the choice of the respondents group. Quota sampling is a type of judgement 



  

 
32 

sampling that implies a fixed minimum number of representatives from each group (Aaker 

et al., 2003). The population is divided by the researcher subjectively and typically based on 

the data from official sources, for instance age, sex or occupation (Bradley, 2010). The con-

venience sampling method implicates that people who have been chosen as a sample for the 

study were reached through convenient channels of the researcher, for instance, his friends 

and colleagues. The limitation of this method is a possibility to choose participants who are 

irrelevant for the research. Finally, snowball sampling method means that the sample was 

created from the previously contacted individuals, who were asked to distribute the survey 

to the respondents who may be relevant for the research. Bradley (2010) also describes other 

sampling methods, for example, network sampling, which lets the researcher to include one’s 

network in the sample. Due to limited financial resources and time, the snowball sampling 

together with the network sampling usage was a primary strategy for current research, since 

it allows to reach needed diverse population quickly. 

D’Alessandro and Winzar (2012) point that sample size is one of the only things the re-

searcher has control over, and therefore, the current research methods focus on it. Authors 

suggest that an optimal sample size is between 30 and 300 respondents, but it may vary 

depending on the specific context of the survey. A specific sample size for this thesis was 

calculated and resulted in 224 people. This rate of response is based on 90 percent confidence 

level for the literate english-speaking population in Sweden, which uses internet (the calcu-

lations are provided in Appendix C). Therefore, the aim of this research was to reach at least 

the minimum amount of the required respondents. Even though a sample size is important 

for the research, there are less errors in it than in the content of the survey or sampling frame 

(D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012). 

There are several types of survey errors, described by D’Alessandro and Winzar (2012): ran-

dom sampling error and systematic error, which includes respondent error and administrative 

error. First type of error -  random sampling error is in most cases impossible to avoid, since 

it will probably occur due to variation of chance in the sample elements. However, a potential 

way to minimise this error is to increase the sample size (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012).  

Respondent errors occur when, for instance, the survey is having a low respondent rate or 

in other words high non-respondent rate. D’Alessandro and Winzar (2012) suggest that the 

researcher should make sure that those people who answered the questions are representative 

of those who did not. In case of this thesis, non-respondent rate was hard to measure due to 

public availability of the survey link. In addition, there is a dilemma, whether the person is 

indifferent towards the topic or refuses to answer questions about it. Hence, there is a risk 

of overrepresenting the people who are willing to discuss the topic and underrepresenting of 

those who are indifferent to it. One more risk of the survey described by D’Alessandro & 

Winzar (2012) is the deliberate falsification of the results by respondents. They may do it for 

different reasons, for instance, to appear more ethical, responsible and well-informed than 

they are. In order to avoid this error, the questionnaire used for this thesis is anonymous. 

Unconscious misinterpretation is one more error that may occur in the questionnaire. It 

means that even though the person is honestly trying to cooperate and answer all the ques-

tions, he or she will misinterpret the information in the question because of a question form 
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or the word usage of the content (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012). The survey for this thesis 

was tested on a group of 15 people for possible misinterpretation and after the changes had 

been made, it was published for a large audience.  

Administrative errors include data processing error and sample selection error (D’Alessandro 

& Winzar, 2012). For avoiding data processing error, an entire survey is conducted only on 

computer and analysed by specialized software. Regarding sample selection error, the link of 

the survey was spread by various people of different ages and backgrounds, yet all of them 

are users of social media networks, since it was the way of delivering the survey.  

    Data Analysis 

Strauss and Corbin (1998) describe analysis as an interplay between researchers and collected 

data. After collecting data for the survey  by conducting a questionnaire the findings were 

analysed through transforming them into statistics. IBM SPSS is a software package provid-

ing a range of facilities and it was chosen for this study as an analysing program due to its 

feature to cover from simple to advanced data analysis tools. Based on the nature of the 

collected data of the thesis, descriptive statistics and multiple response sets were used 

through numerical coding of different variables and applied to the collected 235 responses. 

In order to examine whether there is a connection between different variables, a correlation 

matrix was used. By analysing Pearson-type of correlations, the correlations with statistical 

significance between variables were identified. The ones with significance were proceeded 

into a hierarchical multiple regression analysis. While running the analysis between the cho-

sen independent and dependent variables, the demographic variables with possible impact 

on the outcome, were controlled for. This way it was ensured that the unequal distribution 

of demographics in the questionnaire will not influence the outcome when interpreting the 

results.  

The results of the questionnaire were also interpreted based on the Frame of Reference. 

Theories of consumer perception and consumer purchase decisions were used for explain-

ing  the outcome of the survey. In addition, patterns in consumer perception of certain social 

entrepreneurship activities were analysed and compared to the result of the questionnaire. 

The purpose of that was to gain an understanding about the topic and interpret the choices 

of the activities with more positive associations to.  

    Reliability, Validity, Sensitivity   

D’Alessandro and  Winzar (2012) point that the reliability is relevant when in different situ-

ation and in different time similar results of the research can be observed. There are possible 

imperfections causing low reliability, such as misinterpreting the question or the effect of the 

context or the mood of the respondent. In order to improve the reliability of the question-

naire, a primary survey testing was conducted with fifteen random people. They were asked 

to describe the way they understand the questions. Later those answers were compared to 

the purpose of the questions and in case of misinterpreting, certain changes in the questions 

were made. In addition, a suitable sample size which allows to gain reliable information about 

consumers living in Sweden was calculated. The reliability is vital for validity of the research 
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and it is important, that the results are valid and reliable at the same time (D’Alessandro & 

Winzar, 2012).  

D’Alessandro and  Winzar (2012, p. 192) define validity as “the measure what is supposed 

to be measured”. Saunders et al., (2012) add that a valid question will be the one with an 

accurate data and reliable question implies that the way of data collection was consistent. As 

with case of reliability, there is a great importance that respondent will understand the ques-

tion in the way authors were meaning it to be understood. Moreover, the researcher must 

understand the answers how the respondent was meant to be understood (Saunders et al., 

2012). Testing the survey had a purpose of increasing the validity through improving under-

standing between the researchers and the respondents. The language of the test is English, 

but it is not likely to affect the results of the study for a number of reasons. First, 86% of 

people in Sweden speak English; 71% of them use it on the internet on a regular basis (Eu-

ropean Commission, 2012). Second, there is a highly international atmosphere in Sweden, 

with a number of people with a foreign background equal to 27% (Statistics Sweden, 2015). 

In addition, the use of complex terms in the questionnaire was avoided. These facts imply 

that the level of English in the questionnaire is likely to be understood by the respondents 

and be interpreted in a way the researchers want it to be comprehended.                    

Sensitivity is an ability to estimate the variability in stimuli or in responses in an accurate 

way  (D’Alessandro & Winzar, 2012). In order to measure the respondents’ willingness to 

purchase products from the companies engaged in social entrepreneurial activities, the ques-

tionnaire provides not only opposite options for answering, but also those giving a broader 

scale, such as ’maybe’ and ‘probably’. In order for measures to be practical, some of the 

answers were categorised in clusters or time gaps e.g. 5-year gaps for age, which are repre-

sentative for the research results, yet not too long.  
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    Empirical Findings 

This section presents the empirical data collected for the research through the questionnaire. Both figures and 
text are used for presenting the data.  

 

In total 235 people participated in the survey. Questions 1 to 4 in the survey were provided 

in order to obtain general information regarding the demographics of the respondents. Ques-

tion 1 asked about the age (see Figure 4.1). The majority of respondents (54.50%) were be-

tween 21-25 years. In addition, the calculated average age was 30,75 years.  

 

Figure 4.1 The age of the respondents  

The gender was asked in Question 2. Females answered the survey more, 66%, whereas male 

respondents represented 34% of the sample population (see Figure 4.2).  

 

Figure 4.2 The gender of the respondents  
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Question 3 was included to find out the nationality of the respondents. Figure 4.3 shows that 

the majority with 42% of the respondents were from Nordic Europe. The second largest 

group (39.10%) was Eastern Europeans. Germanic Europe represented 10.20% of the re-

spondents, hence becoming the third largest group. The nationality groups of Southern Asia, 

Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa were included in the survey but they got zero re-

spondents. 

 

Figure 4.3 The nationality of the respondents.  

Question 4 asked about the employment status of the respondents. Two largest groups were 

‘university students’ (43.80%) and ‘employed people’ (51.90%). Option ‘retired’ was excluded 

entirely since it had no respondents at all (see figure 4.4).  

 

Figure 4.4 The employment status of the respondents 
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Question 5 “Are you familiar with the concept of Social Entrepreneurship?” got following 

responses: 25.5% selected the alternative ‘quite familiar’ followed by ‘somewhat familiar’ with 

24.7%. The options representing the extremes ‘very familiar’ and ‘never heard’ were the least 

common answers by 13.6 % and 15.30% respectively (See figure 4.5).  

 

Figure 4.5 How familiar the respondents felt with the concept of social entrepreneurship  

In order to learn about consumers’ perceptions of the activities by fashion companies, in 

Question 6, respondents were asked to choose three of the activities they have the most 

positive association with. Figure 4.6 shows the distribution of the answers. The majority of 

the respondents chose the ‘Creating jobs’ activity (74.5%), followed by the activities ‘Em-

powerment’ and ‘Scholarships’ with approximately similar results of 59.6% and 58.3%, re-

spectively. The least chosen social entrepreneurship activity was ‘Raising awareness’ (26.4%).  

 

Figure 4.6 Positive associations of respondents towards promoted social entrepreneurship activities 
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In Question 7 the respondents were asked: “Looking at the activities from Question 6, have 

you already purchased some products from companies because they are engaging in the ac-

tivities with same or similar social mission?“ Figure 4.6 shows, that the majority of the re-

spondents had ‘never purchased’ (46%), 30.6% had ‘purchased once’ and 23.4% had pur-

chased ‘many times’.  

 

Figure 4.7 Whether the respondents have purchased products from companies engaging in the activities with 
a social mission 

In Question 8 the authors asked the respondents: “With more information regarding the 

company’s activities with a social mission, all things equal, would you consider purchasing 

more of products offered by these companies?” 44.70% of all the respondents were ‘defi-

nitely’ willing to purchase in the future, 35.70% were willing to purchase ‘probably’ and 

2.10% of the respondents stated they were never willing to purchase (see figure 4.8). 

 

Figure 4.8 How willing the respondents were to purchase in the future from the companies engaging in the 
activities with a social mission 
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    Analysis 
In this chapter the results from the survey are analysed. With help of the theories and literature introduced in 

the Frame of Reference, the findings are explained and analysed in depth. 

 

    Demographics  

The demographic factors show that the two largest age groups that responded in the ques-

tionnaire were 21-25 and 26-30. Solomon et al. (2010) refer to these age groups as a very 

powerful force and the largest end-user of clothing. Additionally, Datamonitor (2011) reports 

that these age groups are more ethically responsible shoppers compared to the other ones. 

As D’Alessandro & Winzar (2012) claimed, those people who are willing to discuss the topic 

are usually more involved in answering online questionnaires. This can be a possible reason 

for such a big response rate from age groups 21-25 and 26-30. Moreover, since the objective 

of this thesis was to investigate consumers in the fashion industry, the age of the majority of 

the respondents supports this idea and indicates representativeness of the sample. 

The questionnaire was conducted in Sweden and therefore it was predictable that the major-

ity of the respondents were from Nordic Europe. The second largest group was Eastern 

Europe, which represents over 20% of immigrants living in Sweden (Statistics Sweden, 

2015). The third largest group was Germanic Europe, however, the percent of the respond-

ents was rather small. The rest of the nationality groups have been represented only by the 

very few respondents in each. Employment factor shows that there are little or no respond-

ents who are retired or attending school, which supports the results about the age. However, 

a low rate of unemployed people is rather surprising for the average age. 

Different factors such as respondents’ age, gender, nationality and employment status might 

influence the outcome of the questionnaire when examining consumers’ perceptions and 

purchase decisions. Therefore, unequal distributions of demographic factors are acknowl-

edged and should be taken into consideration when interpreting the results of the study. For 

this reason, various demographic groups are not compared with each other in further analy-

sis. Additionally, correlation analysis and hierarchical multiple regression were carried out for 

identifying interdependence between demographic factors and the results concerning con-

sumers’ perceptions and purchase decisions.  

    Consumer perception of promoted social entrepreneurship 

activities  

When scrutinizing the web pages of social enterprises in the fashion industry, the authors 

noticed that a surprisingly large number of companies were not promoting the activities they 

are engaging in. As Volkmann et.al. (2012) argue, since raising awareness about their social 

mission is important for social entrepreneurs, they are expected to be more market-oriented, 

than conventional entrepreneurs. Based on the search for promoted activities, it can be ar-

gued that many of the social enterprises in the fashion industry do not meet these expecta-

tions. Since the promotion of the social entrepreneurship activities should be affordable and 
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efficient, the most feasible way of doing that is claimed to be promotion via web channels 

(Volkmann et.al, 2012). Therefore, the fact that only about 30% of the studied social enter-

prises in the fashion industry use their web pages and social media accounts for promotion 

of their activities, it can be argued that there is a tendency to fail to communicate with the 

target consumers. 

    Social Entrepreneurship Activities       

The examples of the social entrepreneurship activities used for the survey were observed 

through the Social Entrepreneurship Map by Thompson (2002). The general purpose of us-

ing the map was to identify which promoted social entrepreneurship activities are represented 

in the fashion industry. The Social Entrepreneurship Map will help to present the degree of 

consumers’ positive associations toward promoted social entrepreneurship activities.  

In order to transfer the promoted social entrepreneurship activities to the Social Entrepre-

neurship Map, the authors looked at their nature and, based on clusters by Thompson (2002), 

propose following adaptation of social entrepreneurship activities:   

1. ‘This company is creating fair well-paid jobs and lead the change for workers’ rights 

by partnering with local suppliers, farmers, and craftsmen’ is seen as ‘Job creation in 

deprived areas’ since it provides more investment in wealth of deprived communities. 

2. ‘This company empowers disadvantaged people to take control of their lives through 

the skills training programmes and health education’ is seen as ‘Personal development 

training opportunities’ because it gives a chance not only for skills training, but also 

for mental development.  

3. ‘This company is creating positive impact in the community by providing scholar-

ships for students with a big vision for the future’ is seen as ‘Provision of skills train-

ing’. The reason for this is that scholarships help to connect teachers and the people 

who are willing to become skilled workers.  

4. ‘This company provides free aftercare to people recovering from eating disorders 

and addictions through daily support, therapy and motivation. The company also 

gives the members a platform to become self-employed as designers and creators’ is 

seen as ‘Support activities for specific and discrete groups’ since it means that the 

people who may have experienced similar problems, are helping others to overcome 

obstacles of living in the world, where they are not always accepted.  

5. ‘This company arranges an annual event where they raise awareness about the impact 

a pair of shoes can have on the life of people in need. They encourage participants 

to relate to these people by taking off their own shoes for one day’  is seen as ‘Spread 

the word action group’, because the aim of this event is to raise awareness of a global 

issue and try to influence the outcome. 

6. ‘This company will help give sight to a person in need with every pair of glasses 

purchased; by determining the corrective lenses, performing a commonly needed op-

eration or treating sight-threatening conditions (injury, infection and disease)’ is seen 

as ‘Fund-raising for a cause’.  

 



  

 
41 

General findings about the most positive consumer perception and its connection to the 

Social Entrepreneurship Map are displayed in Figure 5.1. The figure represents the Social 

Entrepreneurship Map, based on Thompson (2002, p.430). Different sections of the map 

are colored depending on the frequency of the respondents’ choices in the questionnaire. In 

addition, those social entrepreneurship activities which are not represented in the fashion 

industry, are colored in dark blue color referring to zero percent.  

 

 

Figure 5.1 The distribution of promoted social entrepreneurship activities on the Social Entrepreneurship Map 

Based on: Thompson (2002, p.430) 

The figure shows that promoted activities represented in the fashion industry are concen-

trated around ‘Job creation’ and ‘Help focus’ categories on Thompson’s map. There is no 

evidence that ‘Buildings’ and ‘Volunteer nature’ activities take place. The reason for the lack 

of these categories might be that the thesis is studying solely promoted social entrepreneur-

ship activities within fashion industry. Another reason may be the focus of the research on 

hybrid social enterprises. Thompson (2002) states that hybrid social enterprises are both so-

cially and financially orientated and therefore operate between purely philanthropic and 

purely commercial sectors. On the other hand, purely philanthropic social enterprises gener-

ally operate in the voluntary environment, which imply that if the focus of the study had not 

been only on hybrid model, ‘voluntary nature’ activities might have occurred. 

One indication that may be observed from Figure 5.1 is that the more focused the activity is 

on ‘Job creation’, the more positively it is perceived by the respondents. One potential ex-

planation for the popularity of the activities within ‘Job creation’ area of the map are is that 

they are not collecting financial resources only for one time help, but give a chance for ben-

eficiaries to economically sustain themselves in future (Oliberte, 2015). Social enterprises 

involved in ‘Job creation’ activities often place themselves on the opposite side of charities, 

pointing at the importance of long-term orientation of their business model, as for instance 
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Oliberte (2015) and Teysha (2015) do. The evidence that respondents of the survey tend to 

have more positive association with these activities suggests that social enterprises should 

pay attention on promoting this group of activities when setting their marketing strategy. 

There are some reasons that can explain less positive perception of ‘Help focus’ activities. 

To begin with, some ‘Help focus’ social entrepreneurship activities can be seen by consumers 

as a charity, since the charity is “help or money given to those in need” (Oxford Dictionary, 

2015), for instance, ‘Fundraising for a cause’ or ‘Support activities for specific and discrete 

groups’. Consequently, lower positive associations of the respondents towards ‘Help focus’ 

social entrepreneurship activities may be a result of generally low trust of people in charity 

activities, as reported by Edelman (2015).  

‘Spread the word action groups’ as a part of ‘Help focus’ activities are also perceived in a less 

positive way. ‘Spread the word’ activities aim to raise the awareness and do not imply an 

immediate outcome (López Barrios & Villanueva de Debat, 2006), but rather have an inten-

tion to provide necessary information in order to positively influence the attitudes of people 

for achieving identified purpose (Sayers, 2006). Raising awareness does not necessarily cause 

positive attitudes and latest publications bring a new point of view on this. They state that 

today some people are becoming overwhelmed with the amount of the campaigns that raise 

the awareness (Chayenne, 2014; O’Neill, 2014; Smith, 2014; Waldman, 2014). This can be a 

possible explanation of respondents’ less positive associations towards ‘Spread the word ac-

tion groups’ social entrepreneurship activities.  

    Willingness to Purchase in the Future 

In the questionnaire the respondents were asked whether they would consider purchasing 

products in the future if they had more information regarding the social entrepreneurial ac-

tivities. Generally the overall purchase willingness of the consumers was high. Response ‘def-

initely’ got most of the answers and the second most popular alternative was ‘probably’. Both 

of these alternatives indicate likelihood to purchase in the future. Since only a minor part of 

the consumers said they would ‘never’ purchase in the future, it can be interpreted as a high 

overall degree of willingness to purchase. As discussed earlier in this study, consumers’ de-

mand for something more than high-quality or low price is increasing (He & Lai, 2012). The 

results of the survey indicating a high degree of purchase willingness support this claim. 

The results of the questionnaire concerning the familiarity of the respondents with social 

entrepreneurship show that generally consumers feel ‘quite’ or ‘somewhat’ familiar with the 

concept. However, the alternative ‘very familiar’, which indicates a high degree of familiarity, 

was the least common answer among the respondents. This can be interpreted so that alt-

hough the majority feel to some extent familiar with social entrepreneurship, the concept 

does not awake a distinct recognition in the consumers. Since social entrepreneurship is a 

rather new topic for the consumers, and it has different meanings for different people 

(Fayolle & Matalay, 2010), the distribution of the answers concerning the familiarity is not 

surprising.   
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As introduced in Frame of Reference, the Market Linkage Model describes the connection 

between the social entrepreneur, target population and the market (Nicholls, 2009). Social 

entrepreneurs act as a link between their target population and market; therefore they need 

to convey the importance of their social mission to the market. In the fashion industry, as 

the authors observed, there are a number of social enterprises who do not promote the ac-

tivities with a social mission on their web pages. In order to increase the awareness of the 

public, social enterprises in the fashion industry must pay closer attention to their promotion 

strategies if they are failing to convey the message for their target market. 

After running the correlation matrix analysis between all the variables, some significant cor-

relations were identified (see Appendix D). The variables with a significant correlation were 

additionally analysed through cross tabulation in order to gain more information regarding 

those correlations. First set of variables was willingness to purchase and familiarity (see Ap-

pendix F). The results show that the tendency to not be willing to purchase in the future was 

more common among those who were not familiar with the concept of social entrepreneur-

ship. On the contrary, those respondents who were very familiar with the concept were con-

siderably more willing to purchase in the future with more information. This implies that as 

the degree of familiarity increases, the more willing the consumers are to purchase in the 

future. Since the consumers of social enterprises in the fashion industry enable the companies 

to accomplish their social missions, promotion of the company itself and moreover, their 

activities, plays an important role. Furthermore, if the consumers’ willingness increases along 

the familiarity this may also result in social and financial returns when consumers purchase 

more of their products. This will potentially help the social enterprises to reach their social 

missions and therefore make a contribution to the society. 

After running a correlation matrix analysis between the willingness to purchase in the future 

and the demographics of the respondents, two out of four asked demographics were found 

to have a statistically significant influence on the outcome (see Appendix D). Significant 

correlation was found between the willingness to purchase in the future and the gender. 

Another significant correlation was found between the willingness and the nationality of the 

respondents. Therefore first, the authors ran a hierarchical multiple regression, where the 

dependent variable was willingness to purchase and independent variable was gender with a 

control for all other independent demographic variables (see Appendix G). Following results 

were found out: R square change is 0.044 indicating that gender could explain plus minus 

4.4% of variance of the outcome concerning  consumers’ willingness to purchase in the fu-

ture from the companies engaging in the activities with a social mission (see Model Summary 

in Appendix G).  

Second, hierarchical multiple regression was ran again with the same dependent variable - 

willingness to purchase. The independent variable was nationality with a control for all other 

independent demographic variables. The results show that R square change is 0.016, meaning 

that nationality could influence the outcome by plus minus 1.6% (see Model Summary in 

Appendix H). Although these activities were found to have statistically significant influence 

on the outcome, the percentages remain considerably low. When examining the general find-

ings concerning the consumers’ willingness to purchase in the future, it can be observed that 
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the most common answers were ‘definitely’ (44.7%), probably (35.70%) and ‘maybe’ (14%). 

Therefore it can be concluded that even though both, gender and nationality, may affect the 

outcome by plus minus 4.4% and plus minus 1.6% changes, the most common answers will 

still remain unchanged. However, the distribution of the respondents’ gender and nationality 

may affect the alternatives ‘don’t know’ (3.40%) and never (2.10%).   

    Consumer Purchase Decisions 

Those decision-makers who said they had purchased ‘once’ or ‘many times’ products from 

social enterprises because of the activities with social mission indicate that they assess the 

purchase for some time. When making this type of purchase, thinking about the social en-

trepreneurship activities requires some level of cognitive effort from the consumers. Hence, 

it can be assumed that these decision-makers go through a rational thinking process of some 

level and thereby they are rather highly involved in the purchase decision (Solomon et al., 

2010). The level of effort a consumer is putting in a particular purchase decision varies be-

tween individuals but since the respondents bought the product ultimately because of the 

activities’ social mission, the level of effort can be assumed to fall closer to extended prob-

lem-solving end than habitual decision-making end of the continuum (Solomon et al., 2010).  

Solomon (1986) also points out that fashion products are usually considered as high-involve-

ment products, which already indicates that consumers are carefully evaluating their purchase 

decisions. This is due to fashion products being items through which consumers signify their 

personality and strengthen their self-image. Fashion products may even imply a symbolic 

meaning to one’s personality (Oh & Fiorito, 2002). Another point that may influence con-

sumers’ purchase decisions is the fact that today it has become common for consumers to 

support companies who reflect values similar to their own (Solomon et al., 2010). This way 

consumers are conveying their values through their purchasing decisions. Hence, it can be 

assumed that those consumers to who find products appealing because of social entrepre-

neurship activities, want to convey values similar to the activities’ through purchase decision. 

The majority of the respondents had ‘never purchased’ products from companies engaging 

in social entrepreneurship activities. This indicates that although consumers would possibly 

have a positive perception of social entrepreneurship activities, it is usually not enough to 

result in a carried-out purchase. Regardless of a positive perception of a product, a consumer 

might decide not to purchase. Even if the perception is positive enough to create a purchase 

intention, the consumer does not necessarily carry out the purchase. Carrington, Neville and 

Whitwell (2010) suggest that there is often a gap between consumer’s purchase intention and 

an  actual purchase decision and findings of this study support this suggestion.  

Obstacles preventing the actual purchase from happening may arise, such as attitudes of 

others or unexpected situational factors, as proposed by Kotler and Armstrong (2011). First, 

attitudes of others may either increase or decrease consumer’s likelihood to purchase. For 

instance if an important person to the consumer shows a negative attitude towards the in-

tended purchase, the consumer might decide not to purchase, despite the intention. Second, 

consumers develop purchase intention depending on expected income, expected benefit and 

price of the product. Unexpected situational factors as downturn in economy or losing a job 
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may disrupt the purchase intention and therefore prevent it turning into actual purchase 

(Kotler & Armstrong, 2011). The authors of this study did not focus on examining how these 

unexpected situational factors may affect consumers’ purchase decisions since it would have 

directed the focus off of the actual area of interest, i.e. social entrepreneurship activities. 

One objective of the analysis was to identify whether there is a connection between consum-

ers’ purchase decisions and willingness of purchasing. Statistical analysis of correlation be-

tween purchase decisions and other factors has shown that there is in fact a positive correla-

tion between realised purchase decisions and consumers’ willingness to purchase in the fu-

ture, given that more information is provided regarding the social entrepreneurship activities 

(see Appendix D). More information about the interdependence between these two variables 

was obtained through cross tabulation (see Appendix E). It shows, that  consumers’ willing-

ness to buy ‘definitely’ in the future increased if the consumers had already made a purchase 

once and moreover, if they had made a purchase many times. A significant majority, nearly 

70%, of the consumers who had purchased ‘many times’ were willing to buy ‘definitely’ in 

the future. Furthermore, no one of those who had purchased ‘many times’ was uncertain or 

unwilling to purchase in the future. Thus, it can be interpreted that the willingness to pur-

chase certainly strengthens the more sustained the purchasing practice is.  

In order to maintain a purchasing practice of buying because of social entrepreneurship ac-

tivities, the practice should become part of a routine. What happens often though, is that 

consumers have problems in realising a buying intention because they forget to act accord-

ingly, especially when the intended purchase decision is unfamiliar or not yet a part of the 

routine (Carrington et al., 2010; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). Hence, it can be interpreted 

that those consumers who had purchased ‘many times’ and were willing to ‘definitely’ pur-

chase, had developed this buying practice as a part of their routine. 

In addition, only the consumers who had ‘never’ purchased products because of social en-

trepreneurial activities answered they would not do it in the future either. None of the con-

sumers who had purchased already ‘many times’ said they did not know their opinion, 

whereas the answer ‘don’t know’ occurred to some extent among those who had never 

bought and who had purchased once. Therefore, it can be concluded that the more often 

they already had purchased products from companies engaging in the activities with a social 

mission, the more certain the consumers were about their willingness to purchase in the 

future. 

Familiarity with the concept of social entrepreneurship and consumer purchase decisions 

were found to be significantly correlated (see Appendix D). Those consumers who had pur-

chased ‘many times’ also felt familiar with the concept of social entrepreneurship. It can be 

considered reasonable since if consumers had purchased ‘many times’ because of the social 

entrepreneurship activities, it may be assumed that consumers have done some evaluation 

concerning the social entrepreneurs from which they have bought. This is due to the ten-

dency of social enterprises to be in an online environment and not widely physically pre-

sented. However, as definitions of the social entrepreneurship concept may appear complex 

and vague to consumers, it should be taken into consideration that even though consumers 
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would feel ‘very familiar’ with the concept, it might have different meaning to them or they 

might confuse it to some other concept.  

The demographic factors that might affect the purchase decision outcome were analysed 

through the correlation matrix (see Appendix D) and following conclusions were made: from 

all the factors, the age of the respondents and their employment status have a significant 

correlation with the purchase decisions. Therefore, the age factor was analysed through hi-

erarchical multiple regression as an independent variable, with a dependent variable - pur-

chase decision. Other independent demographic variables were controlled for (see Appendix 

I). The multiple regression analysis shows that R square change equals 0.005, meaning that 

the age of the respondent explains 0.5% variance of the outcome of the questionnaire (see 

Model Summary in Appendix I). Correspondingly, depending on the age distribution, the 

results may vary for plus minus 0.5%. Consequently it can be concluded, that overall answer 

distribution will not change and the answer ‘never’ will still be the most frequent one, fol-

lowed by ‘yes, once’ and the least frequent ‘yes, many times’.    

The second demographic factor analysed through hierarchical multiple regression was the 

employment status. It was used as an independent variable, with a dependent variable - pur-

chase decision while controlling for the other independent demographic variables (see Ap-

pendix J). In this case, multiple regression analysis results in R square change value equal to 

0.037, which indicates 3.7% possibility to explain the variance of the outcome. However, the 

most frequently chosen option is to remain the same in case of any change in distribution 

of  respondents’ employment status (see Model Summary for Appendix J).  
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    Conclusion 

This chapter is a brief summary of the findings presented and examined in the Analysis. 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine how consumers perceive social entrepreneurship 

activities and consequently, how consumers’ purchase decisions are affected by these activi-

ties. Based on the purpose, two research questions concerning consumers’ perceptions and 

purchase decisions were proposed. The existing literature of the topic was reviewed and a 

questionnaire was conducted in order to answer to the proposed research questions. Based 

on the findings, recommendations for social enterprises and suggestions for further research 

are presented.   

Promoted social entrepreneurship activities were observed through the Social Entrepreneur-

ship Map and the results showed, that ‘Job creation’ and ‘Help focus’ sector social entrepre-

neurship activities are the ones represented in the fashion industry. The promoted social 

entrepreneurship activities in ‘Job creation’ sector of the map are triggering more positive 

associations, than ‘Help focus’ activities. Among them, ‘Job creation in deprived areas’ was 

chosen by consumers the most, indicating consumers’ most positive associations toward this 

type of activities. While two other promoted activities represented in ‘Job creation’ section 

for the fashion industry, ‘Personal development training opportunities’ and ‘Provision of 

skills training’ have almost equal amount of respondents (about 59%). ‘Fund-raising for a 

cause’ has the highest positive associations in ‘Help focus’ section of the map, followed by 

‘Support activities for specific and discrete groups’ and finally, the least positively perceived 

‘Spread the word action group’.  

‘Job creation’ promoted social entrepreneurship activities might trigger more positive asso-

ciations because they are providing an economically sustainable solution for the beneficiaries. 

One more reason for such a difference in positive associations is that people tend to trust 

less and be overwhelmed by ‘Help focus’ activities, since they associate them with charities 

and raising awareness campaigns.  

The results show that the overall degree of consumers’ willingness to purchase products 

from companies engaging in social entrepreneurship activities is high. This supports the 

claim by previous researchers that nowadays consumers are in demand for socially reputed 

products (He & Lai, 2012). Generally consumers feel to some extent familiar with the con-

cept of social entrepreneurship. However, strong recognition of the concept remain low 

which may imply, as discussed throughout this study, the different ways of interpreting and 

defining social entrepreneurship. A positive correlation can be found between the consum-

ers’ familiarity of the concept and the willingness to purchase in the future with more infor-

mation regarding the social entrepreneurial activities. Results suggest that the more familiar 

the consumers feel with the concept of social entrepreneurship, the higher degree of willing-

ness to purchase in the future they express. 
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Despite the positive overall perception of the activities, the majority of consumers had not 

purchased products from social entrepreneurs. Findings suggest that in most cases the posi-

tive associations towards social entrepreneurship activities are not enough to generate a car-

ried-out purchase.  

The consumers who had purchased products because of social entrepreneurship activities 

assess their decisions carefully since the reason for buying was the activities with a social 

mission. Moreover, today’s consumers are becoming more socially conscious and it has be-

come common to convey one’s own values through consumption. This appears as an interest 

in buying products with a social mission.  

Positive correlation was found between purchase decisions and willingness to buy in the 

future. The more consumers had purchased products before, the more willing they were also 

to purchase in the future. Additionally, the more consumers had purchased in the past, the 

more certain they were of their future purchase decisions.  
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    Discussion 

The implications of this study are presented in this chapter, showing how the result of the study can be applied 

by companies and academic audience. Moreover, the section for further research is introduced, which presents 

further opportunities for the research.  

 

    Implications  

This study has significant implications for social entrepreneurs in the fashion industry and 

for the academic audience.               

    Implications for social entrepreneurs in the fashion industry 

The social entrepreneurs who are operating in the fashion industry can apply the findings of 

this study. To begin with, it is important for social enterprises to understand the importance 

of the promotion of their social mission and social entrepreneurship activities. The willing-

ness to purchase from companies involved in social entrepreneurship activities is high.This 

implies that social enterprises should promote their social aspect at least to the same extent 

as their commercial aspect. 

In order to fulfill their social mission social entrepreneurs need to be able to satisfy not only 

beneficiaries, but also their consumers. This study shows, that some promoted social entre-

preneurship activities are clearly perceived in a more positive light than others. The compa-

nies should recognize the activities which cause more positive associations than others and 

adapt their marketing strategies accordingly. In case if the company’s primary activity does 

not trigger positive associations, the way of promoting it should be reconsidered. Although 

the marketing tools and channels of social enterprises must remain feasible, there are ways 

of improvement in promotion of their activities. Instead of promoting only vague missions, 

social enterprises should start by stating more specifically their activities and the ways they 

actually implement them.  

    Implications for the academic audience     

The intention of this thesis was to contribute to the knowledge about social entrepreneur-

ship, by bringing a new view on consumers’ perceptions and purchase decisions. Moreover, 

the analysis of existing promoted social entrepreneurship activities in the fashion industry 

was conducted and results were applied on the Social Entrepreneurship Map. Consumer 

perception and its effect on the purchase decisions was studied. 

    Further Research  

There are a number of limitations in this study that are pointing at challenges and opportu-

nities for further research. First limitation is the the complexity and different interpretations 

of the definitions of social entrepreneurship. The lack of consensus of the definition indicates 

that other concepts are often confused and therefore associated with social entrepreneurship 

by mistake (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Moreover, there is a lack of  databases regarding the topic 

and a sampling frame for the survey.  
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The lack of resources and time has limited the current research.  Questionnaire was used as 

a tool for conducting of the study since the intention was to gain overview on the topic. For 

further research, qualitative ways of research, such as in-depth interviews with consumers 

will help to gain more specific knowledge about consumers’ perceptions and purchase deci-

sions of individuals regarding social entrepreneurship activities. Additionally, further research 

could expand the study on the whole consumer buying decision process within the field of 

social entrepreneurship. Since non-probability way of sampling was used, the generalisations 

presented in the paper may need to be confirmed by future researchers using probability 

sampling. Even though the number of the respondents meets the minimal representative 

sample size, future research can be carried out with larger sample size which will reduce the 

error and increase confidence interval. The language used for the research is a possible limi-

tation as well, since the questionnaire was in English, although it was conducted in Sweden. 

Additionally, the company search was conducted in English, leaving an opportunity to dis-

cover more social enterprises who are communicating with their customers in other lan-

guages. 

Despite the limitations in methodology, there are a number of topics that can be discussed 

and investigated based on this study. The lack of promotion of social entrepreneurship ac-

tivities in the fashion industry may trigger further investigations. Another potential area for 

further research could be the absence of ‘voluntary nature’ and ‘buildings’ groups of social 

entrepreneurship activities in the fashion industry and the reasons for it. Moreover, further 

research could focus on the ways social enterprises are getting engaged in the activities that 

are not present in the fashion industry, and consequently, consumers’ perceptions of these 

activities.  



  

 
51 

    List of references 

Aaker, D. A., Kumar, V., & Day, G. S. (2003). Marketing Research. New Jersey: John Wiley & 
Sons.  

Abu-Saifan, S. (2012). Social entrepreneurship: definition and boundaries. Technology Innova-

tion Management Review, February, 22-27.  

Ashoka (2015). Ashoka Fellows. Retrieved March 15, 2015 from 

https://www.ashoka.org/fellows                     

Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: 

same, different, or both? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(1), 1–22. 

Bacq, S., Hartog, C., Hoogendoorn, B., Lepoutre, J. (2011, June). Social and commercial 

entrepreneurship: exploring individual and organizational characteristics. Zoetermeer. Re-

trieved March 25, 2015 from http://www.entrepreneurship-sme.eu/pdf-

ez/H201110.pdf                      

Baker, M. J. (2003). The Marketing Book (5th ed.). Burlington: Butterworth-Heinemann.  

Bangs Shoes (2015). Mission. Retrieved March 1, 2015 from 

http://www.bangsshoes.com/mission/  

Barendsen, L., & Gardner, H. (2004). Is the social entrepreneur a new type of leader? Leader 

to Leader, 34, 43-50.  

Battilana J., Lee M., Walker J., & Dorsey C. (2012, Summer). In Search of the Hybrid Ideal. 

Stanford Social Innovation Review. Retrieved March 7, 2015, from http://www.ssireview.org/ar-

ticles/entry/in_search_of_the_hybrid_ideal 

Bhattacharya, C.B., Rao, H., & Glynn, M.A. (1995). Understanding the bond of identifica-

tion: an investigation of its correlates among art museum members. Journal of Marketing, 59(4), 

46-57.  

Blanding M. (2013, December 8). Entrepreneurs And The ‘Hybrid’ Organization. Forbes. Re-

trieved March 9, 2015, from http://www.forbes.com/sites/hbsworking-

knowledge/2013/08/12/entrepreneurs-and-the-hybrid-organization/ 

Bornstein, D. (2004). How to change the world: Social entrepreneurs and the power of new ideas. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Borromeo, L. (2013, July 15). Will transparency in the fashion industry ever become a real-

ity? The Guardian. Retrieved April 25, 2015 from http://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-

business/transparency-fashion-industry-reality      



  

 
52 

Bradley, N. (2010). Marketing Research. Tools and Techniques (2nd ed.). New York: Oxford Uni-

versity Press. 

Brock, D.D. (2008). Social entrepreneurship teaching resources handbook for faculty en-

gaged in teaching and research in social entrepreneurship. Ashoka’s Global Academy for Social 

Entrepreneurship.  

Business dictionary (2015). Consumer Perception. Retrieved March 31, 2015 from 

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/customer-perception.html  

Carrington, M.J., Neville, B.A., & Whitwell, G.A. (2010). Why ethical consumers don’t walk 

their talk: towards a framework for understanding the gap between the ethical purchase in-

tentions and actual buying behaviour of ethically minded consumers. Journal of Business Ethics, 

97, 139–158. 

CCSE (2001). Social entrepreneurship. Discussion Paper No 1. Canadian Centre for Social En-

trepreneurship (CCSE).  

Certo, S.T., & Miller, T. (2008). Social entrepreneurship: key issues and concepts. Business 

Horizons, 51(4), 267–71.  

CFK (Centrum för konumtionsvetenskap) (2014). Konsumtionsrapporten 2014. Handelshög-

skolan vid Göteborgs universitet. Retrieved April 3, 2015 from https://gupea.ub.gu.se/han-

dle/2077/37778 

Challa, L. (2010). Impact of Textiles and Clothing Industry on the Environment: Approach Towards Eco-

Friendly Textiles. Retrieved March 13, 2015 from  

http://www.fibre2fashion.com/industry-article/textile-industry-articles/impact-of-textiles-

and-clothing-industry-on-environment/impact-of-textiles-and-clothing-industry-on-envi-

ronment1.asp  

Chayenne, M. (2014, April 21). Raising awareness is not enough. Columbia Daily Spectator. 

Retrieved April 30, 2015, from http://columbiaspectator.com/opinion/2014/04/21/rais-

ing-awareness-not-enough  

Choi, N., & Majumdar, S. (2013). Social entrepreneurship as an essentially contested concept: 

opening a new avenue for systematic future research. Journal of Business Venturing, 29, 363-

376. 

Christie, M.J., & Honig, B. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: new research findings. Editorial/ 

Special Issue of Journal of World Business, 41, 1–5. 

CIA World Factbook (2014a). Literacy. Retrieved May 1, 2015, from 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2103.html  



  

 
53 

CIA World Factbook (2014b). Age structure. Retrieved May 1, 2015, from 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2010.html  

Claudio, L. (2007). Waste couture: environmental impact of the clothing industry. Environ 

Health Perspect, 115(9), 449–454. 

Cochran, P.L. (2007). The evolution of corporate social responsibility. Business Horizons, 

50(6), 449–454.  

Collins, J. (2014, August 2). Fashion social enterprises helping communities and the environ-

ment. Blue & Green Tomorrow. Retrieved February 18, 2015, from  http://blueandgreento-

morrow.com/2014/08/02/fashion-social-enterprises-helping-communities-and-the-envi-

ronment/  

Crane, A., & Matten, D. (2010). Corporate social responsibility as a field of scholarship. In 

A. Crane & D. Matten (Eds.), Corporate social responsibility – three volume set, Vol. 1 (p. 17-30). 

London: SAGE Library in Business and Management.  

D’Alessandro, S., & Winzar, H. (2012). Surveys and data sets. In R. G. Seymour     (Ed.), 

Handbook of research methods on social entrepreneurship (p. 170-217). Glos: Edward Elgar Publish-

ing Limited.     

Dacin, P.A., Dacin, M.T., & Matear, M. (2010). Social entrepreneurship: why we don’t need 

a new theory and how we move forward from here. The Academy of Management Perspectives, 

24(3), 37–57. 

Dart, R. (2004). The legitimacy of social enterprise. Non-profit Management and Leadership, 14(4), 

411–424. 

Dees, J.G. (1998). Enterprising nonprofits. Harvard Business Review, 76(1), 55–66. 

Dees, J.G., & Elias, J. (1998). The challenges of combining social and commercial enterprise. 

Business Ethics Quarterly, 8(1), 165–178. 

Dees, J. G., Emerson, J., & Economy, P. (2002). Strategic tools for social entrepreneurs: enhancing 

the performance of your enterprising nonprofit, New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Dorado, S. (2006). Social entrepreneurial ventures: different values so different process of 

creations. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 11(4), 319–343. 

Edelman (2015). Edelman Trust Barometer 2015. Retrieved April 30, 2015 from 

http://www.edelman.com/insights/intellectual-property/2015-edelman-trust-barometer/  

Emerson, J., & Twersky, F. (1996). New social entrepreneurs: the success, challenge and lessons of 

nonprofit enterprise creation. San Francisco: Roberts Foundation. 

Ethical Consumer (2011). Ethical Consumerism Report 2011. Retrieved February 25, 2015, from  



  

 
54 

http://www.co-operative.coop/PageFiles/416561607/Ethical-Consumerism-Report-

2011.pdf  

Ethical Consumer (2013). Footprint infographic. Retrieved February 25, 2015, from 

http://www.ethicalconsumer.org/ethicalreports/fashionindustry/ecologicalfootprintsinfo-

graphic.aspx  

Ethical Consumer (2015). Free Shopping guide to Alternative Clothes Shops. Retrieved March 15, 

2015 from    http://www.ethicalconsumer.org/buyersguides/clothing/alternative-

clothescompanies.aspx 

Ethical Fashion Forum (2015). Fashion Brands. Retrieved March 21, 2015 from 

http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/directory/1  

European Commission (2012, June). Europeans and their languages. Special Eurobarometer 

386. Retrieved April 12, 2015 from http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/ar-

chives/ebs/ebs_386_en.pdf              

Fayolle, A., & Matalay, H. (2010). Handbook of research on social entrepreneurship. Northampton: 

Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Forbes, (2013, December 27). 15 Social Entrepreneurs To Watch For in 2014. Forbes. Re-

trieved March 1., 2015, from http://magazine.stand4.com/15-social-entrepreneurs-watch-

2014/ 

Foster, W., & Bradach, J. (2005). Should nonprofits seek profits? Harvard Business Review, 83, 

92–100. 

Fowler, A. (2000). NGDOs as a moment in history: beyond aid to social entrepreneurship 

or civic innovation? Third World Quarterly, 21(4), 637–54. 

Friedman, M. (1970, September 13). The social responsibility of business is to increase its 

profits. New York Times Magazine. Retrieved March 8, 2015, from http://www. colo-

rado.edu/studentgroups/libertarians/issues/friedman- soc-resp-business.html 

Gill, J., & Johnson, P. (2002). Research methods for managers (3rd ed.). London: Paul Chap-

man.                       

Gollwitzer, P.M., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Implementation intentions and goal achievement: a 

meta-analysis of effects and processes. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 69–119.  

Gras, D., & Lumpkin, G.T. (2012). Strategic foci in social and commercial entrepreneur-

ship: a comparative analysis. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 3(1), 6-23.  

Gregory, R. L. (1997). Mirrors in mind. Oxford: Spektrurn/New York: W. H. Freeman. 



  

 
55 

Haugh, H. (2005). A research agenda for social entrepreneurship. Social Enterprise Journal, 

1(1), 1 - 12.  

Haugh, H. (2007). Community-led social venture creation. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 

31(2), 161–82. 

He, Y., & Lai, K.K. (2012). The effect of corporate social responsibility on brand loyalty: the 

mediating role of brand image. Total Quality Management and Business excellence, I(3-4), 249-263. 

Hibbert, S.A., Hogg, G., & Quinn, T. (2005). Consumer response to social entrepreneurship: 

the case of the Big Issue in Scotland. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Mar-

keting, 4(3), 159-172. 

Hirsch, P.M., & Levin, D.Z. (1999). Umbrella advocates versus validity police: a life-cycle 

model. Organisation Science, 10(2), 199–212. 

Hockerts, K. (2006). Entrepreneurial opportunity in social purpose business ventures. In J. 

Mair, J. A. Robinson, & K. Hockerts (eds.), Social entrepreneurship (p. 142-154).  New York: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Holland, K. (2013, July 19). Clothes not to die for: The push for ethical apparel. CNBS. 

Retrieved February 25, 2015, from http://www.cnbc.com/id/100893344#  

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004). Culture, leader-

ship, and organizations: the GLOBE study of societies. London: Sage Publications.   

Husein, S., Sahlin, L., Johansson, L., & Westerlund, P. (2014) Ohållbar konsumtion – vem 

bär ansvaret? Handelshögskolan vid Göteborgs universitet. Retrieved March 7, 2015, from 

http://responsibilityday.blogg.gu.se/2014/12/08/ohallbar-konsumtion-vem-bar-ansvaret/ 

Institute for Social Entrepreneurs (2002). A glossary of useful terms. Retrieved March 30, 2015 

from http://www.socialent.org/pdfs/GLOSSARY.pdf. 

Jain, S. (2014, March 25). CSR or social enterprise: which has more social impact? TheGuard-

ian. Retrieved February 18, 2015, from http://www.theguardian.com/social-enterprise-net-

work/2014/mar/25/corporate-social-responsibility-better-social-business  

Johnson, P. & Clark, M. (2006). Mapping the terrain: an overview of business and manage-

ment research methodologies. In P. Johnson & M. Clark (Eds.), Business and management re-

search methodologies. London: Sage Publications. 

Kotler, P., & Keller, K. (2011). Marketing management (14th ed.). London: Pearson Education.  

Kotler, P., & Armstrong, G. (2011). Principles of marketing (14th ed.). New Jersey: Prentice 

Hall. 

http://responsibilityday.blogg.gu.se/2014/12/08/ohallbar-konsumtion-vem-bar-ansvaret/


  

 
56 

Lasprogata, G., & Cotton, M. (2003). Contemplating “enterprise”: the business and legal 

challenges of social entrepreneurship. American Business Law Journal, 41(1), 67–113.  

Leadbeater, C. (2006). The socially entrepreneurial city. In A. Nicholls (Ed.), Social entrepre-

neurship: new models of sustainable social change (p. 233–46). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Li, Z., Pomering, A., & Noble, G. (2011). Investigating Chinese and Australian student's 

awareness and interpretation of CSR, and the influence of studying 'socially innovative com-

merce' over time. Australian and New Zealand Marketing Academy Conference, 1-8.  

Light, P.C. (2006). Reshaping social entrepreneurship. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Fall, 

46–51. 

Light, P.C. (2009). Social entrepreneurship revisited: not just anyone, anywhere, in any or-

ganization can make breakthrough change. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Summer, 21–22. 

López Barrios, M. & Villanueva de Debate, E. (2006). From Input to output: The role of 

consciousness-raising activities. In N. L. Séculi & M. B. Lembo (Eds.). Multiple Literacies – 

Beyond the Four Skills. Conference Proceedings (181-186). Rosario: APrIR. 

Mair, J., & Martí, I. (2004). Social entrepreneurship: what are we talking about? a framework 

for future research. IESE Business School,  March (546). 

Mair, J., & Martí, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: a source of explanation, predic-

tion, and delight.  Journal of World Business, 41(1), 36-44.  

Mair, J., & Noboa, E. (2003). Social entrepreneurship: how intentions to create a social en-

terprise get formed. IESE Business School, September(521). 

Martin, R.J., & Osberg, S. (2007). Social entrepreneurship: the case for a definition. Stanford 

Social Innovation Review, Spring, 29–39. 

McDonald, M., & Meldrum, M. (2013). The complete marketer: 60 essential concepts for marketing 

excellence. London: Kogan Page. 

Mingers, J. (2012). Abduction: the missing link between deduction and induction. A com-

ment on Ormerod’s rational inference: deductive, inductive and probabilistic thinking. Journal 

of the Operational Research Society, 63(6), 860-861. 

Moodie A. (2013, November 21). The NGO-business hybrid: more than the sum of its parts? 

The Guardian. Retrieved March 9, 2015, from http://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-

business/ngo-hybrid-sustainable-business-structures 

Moore, B. (2014, June 17). How ethical are high street clothes? The Guardian. Retrieved March 

13, 2015, from  

http://www.theguardian.com/social-enterprise-network/2014/mar/25/corporate-social-responsibility-better-social-business


  

 
57 

http://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/sustainable-fashion-blog/how-ethical-

high-street-clothes  

Mort, G., Weerawardena, J., & Carnegie, K. (2002). Social entrepreneurship: Towards con-

ceptualisation and measurement. American Marketing Association Conference Proceedings, 13(5). 

Murphy, P.J., & Coombes, S.M. (2009). A model of social entrepreneurial discovery. Journal 

of Business Ethics, 87, 325–336. 

Newbert, S.L. (2012). Marketing amid the uncertainty of the social sector: Do social entre-

preneurs follow best marketing practices? Journal of Public Policy and Marketing,31(1), 75-90. 

Nicholls, A. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: new models of sustainable social change. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Nicholls, A. (2009). Learning to walk: social entrepreneurship – a research review. Innovations: 

Special Edition Social Entrepreneurship, 209–222.  

Oh, J., & Fiorito, S.S. (2002). Korean women's clothing brand loyalty. Journal of Fashion Mar-

keting and Management, 6(3), 206-222.  

Oliberte (2015). Our story. Retrieved February 15, 2015 from 

https://www.oliberte.com/story/about-us/ 

O’Neill, B. (2014, March 31). Stop raising my awareness. Deccan Chronicle. Retrieved April 

30, 2015 from http://www.deccanchronicle.com/140331/commentary-op-ed/arti-

cle/stop-raising-my-awareness  

Ormiston, J., & Seymour, R. (2011). Understanding value creation in social entrepreneurship: 

the importance of aligning mission, strategy and impact measurement. Journal of Social Entre-

preneurship, 2(2), 125-150. 

Oxford Dictionary (2015). Charity. Retrieved April 30, 2015 from http://www.oxforddic-

tionaries.com/definition/english/charity  

Peredo, A.M., & McLean, M. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: a critical review of the concept. 

Journal of World Business, 41(1), 56-65.  

Perrini, F. (2006). The new social entrepreneurship: what awaits social entrepreneurship ventures? Nort-

hampton, MA: Edward Elgar. 

Phan, P., H., Kickul, J., Bacq, S., & Nordqvist, M. (2014). Theory and empirical research in social 

entrepreneurship. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar. 

Pomerantz, M. (2003). The business of social entrepreneurship in a “down economy”. In 

Business, 25(2), 25–8. 



  

 
58 

Reis, T., & Clohesy, S. (1999). Unleashing new resources and entrepreneurship for the common good: A 

scan, synthesis, and scenario for action. Battle Creek, MI: W. K. Kellogg Foundation.  

Roberts, D., & Woods, C. (2005). Changing the world on a shoestring: the concept of social 

entrepreneurship. University of Aukland Business Review, 11(1), 45–51. 

Robinson, J. (2006). Navigating social and institutional barriers to markets: how social entre-

preneurs identify and evaluate opportunities. In J. Mair, J. Robinson, & K. Hockerts (Eds.), 

Social entrepreneurship. Basingstoke,UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2012). Research methods for business students (6th ed.). 

Harlow: Pearson Education. 

Sayers, R. (2006). Principles of awareness-raising: Information literacy, a case study. Bangkok: Com-

munication and Information. 

Schramm, C. (2010). All entrepreneurship is social: let’s not overlook what traditional entre-

preneurs contribute to society. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Spring,  21-22.  

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The theory of economic development. London: Oxford University Press.  

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. 

Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217–26. 

Sharir, M., & Lerner, M. (2006). Gauging the success of social ventures initiated by individual 

social entrepreneurs. Journal of World Business, 41, 6–20. 

Short, J.C., Moss, T.W., & Lumpkin, G.T. (2009). Research in social entrepreneurship: past 

contributions and future opportunities. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 3, 161–194. 

Siegle, D. (2007). Qualitative versus quantitative. University of Connecticut. Retrieved April 8, 

2015, from http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/siegle/research/Qualitative/qualquan.htm  

Simms, S. V. K., & Robinson, J. (2009). Activist or entrepreneur? An identity-based model 

of social entrepreneurship. In J. Robinson, J. Mair, & K. Hockerts (Eds.), International perspec-

tives on social entrepreneurship (pp. 9–26). Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Skoll (2015). Skoll Awardees 2014-2015. Retrieved March 5, 2015 from 

http://www.skollfoundation.org/skoll-entrepreneurs/2015-skoll-awardees/  

Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship (2015). What is Social Entrepreneurship? Retrieved 

February 25, 2015 from http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/ideas-impact/skoll/about-skoll-centre-social-entre-

preneurship/what-social-entrepreneurship   

Smith, A. (2014, April 1). Raising awareness or why we don’t need more awareness. 

WhyDev. Retrieved April 30, 2015, from http://www.whydev.org/raising-awareness-of-why-we-dont-

need-more-awareness/  



  

 
59 

 

Solomon, M. R., Bamossy, G., Askegaard. S., & Hogg, M. K. (2010). Consumer behaviour a 

European perspective (4th ed.). Essex: Prentice Hall Europe. 

Solomon, M.R. (1986). Deep-seated materialism: the case of Levi's 501 jeans. In R. Lutz 

(Ed.). Advances in Consumer Research 13 (619-622).  Las Vegas, NV: Association for Consumer 

Research.  

Statistics Sweden (2014). Folkmängd. Retrieved May 1, 2015, from http://www.scb.se/sv_/  

Statistics Sweden (2015). Utrikes födda i riket efter födelseland, ålder och kön. År 2000 - 2014. Re-

trieved April 15, 2015 from http://www.statistikdata-

basen.scb.se/pxweb/sv/ssd/START__BE__BE0101__BE0101E/UtrikesFoddaR/?partta

ble=&rxid=57a55013-755f-4f9d-9bb6-056a90ac103e  

Statt, D. A. (1997). Understanding the consumer: a psychological approach. Basingstoke: Macmillan. 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: techniques and procedures for developing 

grounded theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Swedwatch (2012). A lost revolution. Swedwatch rapport nr 47. Retrieved March 11, 2015, from 

http://www.swedwatch.org/sites/default/files/a_lost_revolution_sw_2.pdf 

Tan, W.L., Williams, J., & Tan, T.M. (2005). Defining the “social” in “social entrepreneur-

ship”: Altruism and entrepreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1, 

353–365. 

Thompson, J.L. (2002). The world of the social entrepreneur. The International Journal of Public 

Sector Management, 15, 412–431. 

Van Slyke, D.M., & Newman, H.K. (2006). Venture philanthropy and social entrepreneur-

ship in community redevelopment. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 16(3), 345–368. 

Venkataraman, S. (1997). The distinctive domain of entrepreneurship research. In J. Katz & 

R. Brockhaus (Eds.), Advances in entrepreneurship, firm emergence, and growth (p. 119–138). Green-

wich, CT: JAI Press. 

Volkmann, C. K., Tokarski, K. O., & Ernst, K. (2012). Social entrepreneurship and social business: 

an introduction and discussion with case studies. Wuppertal & Bern: Springer Gabler.   

Waldman, P. (2014, August 12). Enough with 'raising awareness' already. The American Pro-

spect. Retrieved April 30, 2015, from https://prospect.org/article/enough-raising-aware-

ness-already  

Weerawardena, J., & Mort, G.S. (2006). Investigating social entrepreneurship: a multidimen-

sional model. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 21–35. 



  

 
60 

 

Wozniak, H. (2013). Consumer behavior: an applied approach (4th ed.). Dubuque: Kendall Hunt 

Publishing.  

Zahra, S. A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D. O., & Shulman, J. M. (2006). Social entrepreneur-

ship: domain, contributions and ethical dilemmas. University of Minnesota Conference on Ethics 

and Entrepreneurship, April.  

Zahra, S.A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D.O., & Shulman, J.M. (2009). A typology of social 

entrepreneurs: motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business Venturing, 

24(5), 519 -32.  

Zikmund, W. G., Ward, S., Lowe, B., Wiznar, H., & Babin, B. (2010). Marketing Research (2nd 

Asia Pacific ed.). Australia: Cengage. 

 



  

 
61 

Appendix A - Social Enterprises and Their Activities 

Company 
Name  

Web site  Social Entrepreneurship Activity  Group of Acti-
vities 

Bottletop http://bottle-
top.org/  

This clothing company empowers 
disadvantaged  people to take control 
of their lives through the skills train-
ing programmes and health education 

-Skills training 
 
-Empowerment 
of employees 

Panda 
Sunglasses  

http://wear-
panda.com/p
ages/about-
us 

This company will help give sight to a 
person in need with every pair of 
glasses purchased; by determining the 
corrective lenses, performing a com-
monly needed operation or treating 
sight-threatening conditions (injury, 
infection and disease 

-Supporting pe-
ople in need 

Sweet Cava-
nagh 
 

http://sweetc
ava-
nagh.com/ 

This company provides free aftercare 
to people recovering from eating dis-
orders and addictions through daily 
support, therapy and motivation. The 
company also gives the members a 
platform to become self-employed as 
designers and creators. 

-Aftercare for 
specific group 
of people 
 
-Empowerment 
of employees 

Oliberté 
 
 

http://www.
oliberte.com/ 
 

This company is creating fair well-
paid jobs and lead the change for 
workers’ rights by partnering with lo-
cal suppliers, farmers, and craftsmen. 

-Creating jobs 
 
 

Stone and 
Cloth  
 

http://www.s
toneandcloth.
com 
 

This clothing company is creating 
positive impact in the community by 
providing scholarships for students 
with a big vision for the future. 

-Offers scho-
larships 

BANGS 
Shoes 

http://www.
bangsshoes.c
om 

This company helps to start busi-
nesses around the world by reinvest-
ing 20% of their net profit. 

-Creating jobs 

TOMS Shoes www.tomssh
oes.com 
 

This company arranges an annual 
event where they raise awareness 
about the impact a pair of shoes can 
have on the life of people in need. 
They encourage participants to relate 
to these people by taking off their 
own shoes for one day. 
This company provides educational 
tools that aim to inspire people to 

-Raising aware-
ness 

http://bottletop.org/
http://bottletop.org/
http://wearpanda.com/pages/about-us
http://wearpanda.com/pages/about-us
http://wearpanda.com/pages/about-us
http://wearpanda.com/pages/about-us
http://sweetcavanagh.com/pages/a-little-about-us
http://sweetcavanagh.com/pages/a-little-about-us
http://sweetcavanagh.com/pages/a-little-about-us
http://www.oliberte.com/
http://www.oliberte.com/
http://www.stoneandcloth.com/pages/about-giving-back
http://www.stoneandcloth.com/pages/about-giving-back
http://www.stoneandcloth.com/pages/about-giving-back
http://www.bangsshoes.com/
http://www.bangsshoes.com/
http://www.bangsshoes.com/
http://www.tomsshoes.com/
http://www.tomsshoes.com/
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think about the bigger picture and to 
make a difference in the world 

Mayamiko http://www.
maya-
miko.com 

This company trains and employs dis-
advantaged  people of all ages and 
backgrounds as well as tailors and lo-
cal artisans. 

-Skills training 
 
-Creating jobs 

Abury Col-
lection 

http://abury.
net/pa-
ges/our-es-
sence 

This company provides work oppor-
tunities and therefore helps to pre-
serve their traditions. They educate 
the workers by  giving back the same 
number of production hours in edu-
cation hours for every product sold. 

-Skills training 
 
-Creating jobs 
 
 

Chlorophile http://chlo-
rophile.co.in/ 
 

This company is involved in em-
ployee support schemes for housing, 
facilities, education and healthcare 
and has high labour standards 

-Employee sup-
port 
 
 

Collective www.weare-
col-
lective.com 

This company offers different pro-
jects to bring greater trade opportuni-
ties to the shepherds of Bolivia. 

-Job creation 

Beach to 
Boudoir  

http://www.
be-
achtoboudoir.
com/#!story/
c1va9 

This company makes an ethical ap-
proach to manufacturing, it supports 
vulnerable communities by giving 
training opportunities to small manu-
facturers.  

-Empowerment 
of communities 
 
-Skills training 

Earth Heir http://eart-
hheir.com/  

This company returns 10% of their 
revenue to charities supporting traf-
ficking survivors and plant two trees 
for every scarf purchased. 

-Aftercare of 
specific group 
of people  

 
Behno 

http://www.
behno.com 
 

This company empowers  garment 
workers by executing “The behno 
Standard”. This standard focuses on 
ethical garmenting by implementing 
various programming, ranging from 
fair wages to garment worker health 
to eco-consciousness. They are also 
committed to raising awareness.  

-Empowerment 
of garment 
workers 
 
-Raising aware-
ness 

AURA QUE http://auraqu
e.com/con-
tent/6-our-
story  

This company employs local people 
who may be affected by discrimina-
tion or disabilities. 

-Creating jobs 
for discrimi-
nated or disad-
vantaged people 

http://www.mayamiko.com/
http://www.mayamiko.com/
http://www.mayamiko.com/
http://abury.net/pages/our-essence
http://abury.net/pages/our-essence
http://abury.net/pages/our-essence
http://abury.net/pages/our-essence
http://chlorophile.co.in/
http://chlorophile.co.in/
http://www.wearecollective.com/
http://www.wearecollective.com/
http://www.wearecollective.com/
http://www.beachtoboudoir.com/#!story/c1va9
http://www.beachtoboudoir.com/#!story/c1va9
http://www.beachtoboudoir.com/#!story/c1va9
http://www.beachtoboudoir.com/#!story/c1va9
http://www.beachtoboudoir.com/#!story/c1va9
http://earthheir.com/
http://earthheir.com/
http://www.behno.com/
http://www.behno.com/
http://auraque.com/content/6-our-story
http://auraque.com/content/6-our-story
http://auraque.com/content/6-our-story
http://auraque.com/content/6-our-story
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Generation 
Generous 

http://www.g
enerat-
iongene-
rous.com/ 
 

This company will help someone ac-
cess one basic life need with every bag 
you purchase. In addition the bags are 
produced from recycled plastic bot-
tles. 

-Supporting pe-
ople in need 

HATASTIC 
 

http://www.e
thicalfashion-
forum.com/s
ource-
directory/me
mber/343  

This company hosts upcycling work-
shops with disadvantaged people who 
are struggling at school or at home. 
They come away with new skills and a 
qualification and  confidence 

-Skills training 

Bush Princess http://www.
bushprin-
cess.com/abo
ut-us.html 
 

This company supports the local 
community by hiring staff through 
workshops. Also the company sup-
ports workers by providing financial 
help in order to help to improve their 
lives. 

-Creating jobs  
 
-Empowerment 
of employees 

Mifuko 
 

 
http://www.
mifuko.fi/ 
 

This company offers  several work-
shops employ less fortunate artisans, 
who are disabled or HIV-positive and 
offers them skills training.  

-Creating jobs 
for disabled or 
HIV-positive 
people through 
workshops 
 
-Skills training 

In heels  http://uk.in-
heels-ef.com/ 
 

This company works with a number 
of small producer groups, creating 
work in the local area and empower-
ing their community. 

-Creating jobs 
 
-Empowering 
people of local 
communities 

KampalaFair http://www.
kam-
palafair.com/ 
 
 
 
 

This company is providing real jobs 
for Ugandans. Jobs that give people 
decent working conditions, skills, a 
sense of pride in their work and the 
ability to give themselves and their 
families a secure future.  

-Creating jobs 
 

Noonday 
 

http://www.
noondaycol-
lection.com/
pws/homeof-
fice/tabs/pur
pose.aspx 
 

This company offers no-interest 
loans and advance payments that pro-
vide artisan businesses with the cash 
flow. 
This company offers scholarships. 
Ambassadors share stories and create 
connections between their communi-
ties around the world. 

-Skills training 
 
-Raising aware-
ness 
 
-Scholarships 

http://www.generationgenerous.com/
http://www.generationgenerous.com/
http://www.generationgenerous.com/
http://www.generationgenerous.com/
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.ethicalfashionforum.com/source-directory/member/343
http://www.bushprincess.com/about-us.html
http://www.bushprincess.com/about-us.html
http://www.bushprincess.com/about-us.html
http://www.bushprincess.com/about-us.html
http://www.mifuko.fi/
http://www.mifuko.fi/
http://uk.inheels-ef.com/
http://uk.inheels-ef.com/
http://www.kampalafair.com/
http://www.kampalafair.com/
http://www.kampalafair.com/
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
http://www.noondaycollection.com/pws/homeoffice/tabs/purpose.aspx
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Killa http://www.
killak-
nits.com.pe/  

This company is supporting the de-
velopment of knitting communities.  
This company raises awareness. 

-Raising aware-
ness 
 
-Creating jobs 

O My bag http://www.
omybag.nl/ 
 

This company pays fair wages, in ad-
dition benefits are provided, educa-
tion and training are offered. They 
give minorities equal work opportuni-
ties. 

-Skills training 

Pachacuti http://www.
pana-
mas.co.uk/ab
out/our-
story/  

This company is funding Alcoholics 
Anonymous and administering 
school grants, Glasses to Glasses pro-
gramme, providing sight to people 
(surgerys, glasses). And the company 
offers skills training and empower-
ment sessions  

-Empowerment 
 
-Supporting dis-
advantaged peo-
ple 
 
-Aftercare of 
specific group 
of people 

Ketzali http://www.
ket-
zali.com/ours
tory/ 
 

This company is engaged in working 
hand-in-hand with local artisans who 
create our unique products, in order 
to increase their income, work envi-
ronment, and living standards. 

-Empowerment 
of people 
 
- Creating jobs 

One Colour http://www.
onecolour.co
m/ 
 

This company provides stable jobs 
for women in rural Kenya. This com-
pany builds strong relationships with 
their producers and relishes being 
part of their community. 

-Creating jobs  

Raven + Lily http://www.r
aven-
andlily.com/ 

This company employs  impover-
ished people to improve their liveli-
hood for instance, people vulnerable 
to labor trafficking, who were for-
merly involved in the sex trade.  

-Creating jobs 
 
-Empowerment 
of impoverished 
people 
 

Korbáta http://kor-
bata.com/beh
ind-your-tie/ 
 

This company gives work to weavers 
in rural areas.  

-Creating jobs 
 
 

http://www.killaknits.com.pe/
http://www.killaknits.com.pe/
http://www.killaknits.com.pe/
http://www.omybag.nl/
http://www.omybag.nl/
http://www.panamas.co.uk/about/our-story/
http://www.panamas.co.uk/about/our-story/
http://www.panamas.co.uk/about/our-story/
http://www.panamas.co.uk/about/our-story/
http://www.panamas.co.uk/about/our-story/
http://www.ketzali.com/ourstory/
http://www.ketzali.com/ourstory/
http://www.ketzali.com/ourstory/
http://www.ketzali.com/ourstory/
http://www.onecolour.com/
http://www.onecolour.com/
http://www.onecolour.com/
http://www.ravenandlily.com/brands/Empowering-Women-in-Guatemala.html
http://www.ravenandlily.com/brands/Empowering-Women-in-Guatemala.html
http://www.ravenandlily.com/brands/Empowering-Women-in-Guatemala.html
http://korbata.com/behind-your-tie/
http://korbata.com/behind-your-tie/
http://korbata.com/behind-your-tie/
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Talented  http://www.
madebytalen-
ted.com/cont 
ent/17/our-
values  

This company provides skills educa-
tion and working opportunities for 
young men who were previously 
long-term unemployed. 

-Creating jobs  
 
-Skills training 

Teysha  http://www.t
eysha.is/pa-
ges/enter-
prise-deve-
lopment  

This company provides educational 
opportunities, participate in reforesta-
tion. 

-Skills training 

 

 

 

 

http://www.madebytalented.com/cont
http://www.madebytalented.com/cont
http://www.madebytalented.com/cont
http://www.madebytalented.com/content/17/our-values
http://www.madebytalented.com/content/17/our-values
http://www.teysha.is/pages/enterprise-development
http://www.teysha.is/pages/enterprise-development
http://www.teysha.is/pages/enterprise-development
http://www.teysha.is/pages/enterprise-development
http://www.teysha.is/pages/enterprise-development
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Appendix B - The Questionnaire  
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Appendix C - Calculation of The Sample Size 

Following formula was used in order to calculate suitable sample size for the survey.  

 

Where N - size of population 

           r - the fraction of responses       

          Z(c/100) - critical value for the confidence level c. 

First, literate population of Sweden, which speaks English and uses internet was calcu-
lated based on the data by CIA World Factbook (2014a, 2014b), European Commission 
(2012) and Statistics Sweden (2014). It equals approximately 5,665,866 people.  

 

The margin error used is 5.5 % 

The confidence level is 90%  

The response distribution is 50%  

 

After plugging in the values in a calculator, the result is 224 people as an optimal sample 
size for given population.  
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Appendix D - Correlation Matrix 
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Appendix E - Cross Tabulation Between Willingness to 

Purchase and Purchase Decision 
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Appendix F - Cross Tabulation Between Willingness to 

Purchase and Familiarity 
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Appendix G - Regression Analysis for Willingness to Pur-

chase and Age 
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Appendix H - Regression Analysis for Willingness to Pur-

chase and Nationality 
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Appendix I - Regression Analysis for Purchase Decision 

and Age 
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Appendix J - Regression Analysis for Purchase Decision 

and Employment Status 

 

 


