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Abstract 
Recently, many countries have introduced legislations making CSR activities mandatory; 

leading to traditional CSR impacts being perceived as mere points of parity. Further, 

consumers’ perceptions of CSR initiatives are on a downturn, but contradictory they seem to 

demand that companies act ethically and responsibly. This puts companies in a difficult 

position where they are required to contribute to society, and yet their contributions might not 

impact the consumers’ opinion of the company.  

A new approach to “doing well by doing good” is the emergence of the CSEs; a CSE can be 

introduced as a subsidiary under the parent brand, i.e. a type of brand extension. This study 

looks into how the introduction of this type of CSE, will impact the parent brand, and how this 

attitude can be improved. A conceptual framework has been created based on the overall 

hypotheses stating that various factors will positively influence the attitude towards the CSE 

and subsequently the parent brand. Moreover, a comparison between two separately primed 

groups will be made, where the general hypothesis is that those who were exposed to the 

positive priming will have a more positive attitude than those exposed to the negative priming. 

A set of two questionnaires, one with positive affective priming and the other with negative 

affective priming, were distributed and overall analyses in SPSS and AMOS were conducted. 

The results showed that all of the factors were significant and positive across the overall 

model, but regarding the primed groups the differences were only significant for the 

communicated levels of social impact on the attitude towards the CSE and the attitude 

towards the CSE’s impact on the attitude towards the parent brand. Comparisons between 

several other types of groups were also included, due to the questionnaire opening for further 

evaluations.  

The results of this study suggest that a variety of factors impact the attitude towards the CSE 

and the parent brand, where the indubitable strongest effect is the attitude towards the CSE’s 

impact on the attitude towards the parent brand. Hence, a company should address the 

varying factors which impact both these attitudes, but they should also be aware of the vast 

spillover effects from the extension and onto the parent brand as these are two attitudes are 

closely intertwined.   



2 
 

Table of Content 
Abstract .................................................................................................................................... 1 

Table of Content........................................................................................................................ 2 

Overview over figures ............................................................................................................... 5 

1. Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 6 

1.1 Case Presentation ....................................................................................................... 6 

1.2 Marketing Rationale......................................................................................................... 8 

1.3 Considerations ................................................................................................................. 9 

1.4 Topic Relevance ............................................................................................................. 10 

1.5 Delimitations ................................................................................................................. 10 

1.6 Thesis structure ............................................................................................................. 11 

1.7 Research Philosophy ...................................................................................................... 13 

1.8 Validity and Reliability .................................................................................................... 14 

1.8.1 Validity .................................................................................................................... 14 

1.8.2 Reliability................................................................................................................. 14 

2. Theoretical Framework .................................................................................................... 15 

2.1 Corporate Social Enterprises (CSE) and Social Enterprises (SE) ....................................... 15 

2.1.1 The Development of the Field.................................................................................. 17 

2.1.2 Making Profit While Providing Social Value.............................................................. 18 

2.1.3 The Future of CSE .................................................................................................... 19 

2.2 Brand extension theory .................................................................................................. 22 

2.2.1 Considerations and Brand Image ............................................................................. 22 

2.2.2 Conceptual models .................................................................................................. 24 

2.2.3 More than “fit” ........................................................................................................ 28 

2.3 Priming .......................................................................................................................... 29 

3. Research Question and Hypotheses Development ........................................................... 32 

3.1 Research Question ......................................................................................................... 32 

3.2 Hypotheses Development .............................................................................................. 32 

3.2.1 Hypotheses.............................................................................................................. 33 

3.2.2 The Proposed Conceptual Framework ..................................................................... 37 

4. Methodology ................................................................................................................... 38 



3 
 

4.1 Procedures ..................................................................................................................... 38 

4.2 The questionnaire themes ............................................................................................. 38 

4.2.1 Phone and CheapPhone .......................................................................................... 39 

4.2.2 Shoe and ShoesForAll .............................................................................................. 41 

4.3 Questionnaire Content and Measures ............................................................................ 43 

4.3.1 H1a Measures ......................................................................................................... 44 

4.3.2 H1b & H3b Measures ............................................................................................... 45 

4.3.3 H1c Measures .......................................................................................................... 45 

4.3.4 H3d Measures ......................................................................................................... 46 

4.3.5 Demographic Profile ................................................................................................ 46 

4.4 Manipulation Checks ................................................................................................. 46 

4.5 Sample ...................................................................................................................... 47 

5. Analyses and Findings ...................................................................................................... 49 

5.1 Reliability Analyses......................................................................................................... 49 

5.1.1 Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella (2012) ...................................................................... 49 

5.1.2 Becker-Olsen et al. (2011)........................................................................................ 50 

5.1.3 Martinez and De Chernatony (2007). ....................................................................... 51 

5.1.4 Dens and De Pelsmacker (2009)............................................................................... 52 

5.2 Conceptual Framework in AMOS.................................................................................... 52 

5.2.1 The Overall Model ................................................................................................... 54 

5.2.2 The Individual Parameters ....................................................................................... 55 

5.3 Multi-Group Analyses .................................................................................................... 57 

5.3.1 Priming Effects ........................................................................................................ 57 

5.3.2 Gender Effects ......................................................................................................... 60 

5.3.3 Student versus Non-Student Effects ........................................................................ 62 

5.3.4 Familiar with CSE versus not Familiar with CSE Effects ............................................. 64 

6. Discussion and managerial implications ........................................................................... 67 

6.1 Theoretical implications ................................................................................................. 67 

6.2 Managerial Implications ................................................................................................. 71 

7. Limitations and Further Research ..................................................................................... 73 

7.1 Limitations ..................................................................................................................... 73 



4 
 

7.2 Further Research............................................................................................................ 74 

8. Conclusions ...................................................................................................................... 76 

Bibliography ............................................................................................................................ 77 

Appendices: ............................................................................................................................ 80 

 Appendix A …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………81 

 Appendix B………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….90 

 Appendix C………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..100 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 
 

Overview over figures 
Figure 2.2.2.1: Grime, Diamantopoulos & Smith……………………………………………………………………. 25 

Figure 2.2.2.2: Dens & De Pelsmacker…………………………………………………………………………………… 26 

Figure 3.2.2.1: The proposed conceptual framework for this thesis………………………………………. 37 

Figure 4.2.1.1 Questionnaire part one of Phone and CheapPhone………………………………………… 40 

Figure 4.2.1.2 Questionnaire part two of Phone and CheapPhone………………………………………… 40 

Figure 4.2.2.1 Questionnaire part one of Shoe and ShoesForAll……………………………………………. 42 

Figure 4.2.2.2 Questionnaire part two of Shoe and ShoesForAll……………………………………………. 42 

Figure 4.3.0 Study Outline…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 44 

Figure 5.1.1 Respondents’ profiles………………………………………………………………………………………… 48 

Figure 5.2.1 Imputing Composite Variables for Brand Image………………………………………………… 52 

Figure 5.2.2 A tentative model including “Brand Image”………………………………………………………. 53 

Figure 5.2.3 The Conceptual Framework with starndadizes estimates………………………………….. 54 

Figure 5.3.1.1 Summary Priming…………………………………………………………………………………………… 59 

Figure 5.3.2.1 Summary Genders………………………………………………………………………………………….. 62 

Figure 5.3.3.1. Summary Students………………………………………………………………………………………… 64 

Figure 5.3.4.1. Summary familiarity……………………………………………………………………................... 66 

Figure 6.1.1 Table with an overview of the findings……………………………………………………………… 67 

 

 

 

 



6 
 

1. Introduction  
 

1.1 Case Presentation 
Throughout the past decades, a shift in how corporations view and relate to their stakeholders 

has slowly, but surely emerged. Corporations are to a larger degree being held accountable for 

the repercussions of their activities not only financially, but also regarding how the 

stakeholders’ perception of the company and the company’s impact on both environment and 

society. This escalated focus on accountability has led to a significant increase in corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) initiatives, which has been witnessed over the past years (PWC, 

2010).  

 

A well-recognized definition of CSR is: 

“…categories or levels of economic, legal, ethical and discretionary activities of a 

business entity as adapted to the values and expectations of society…”                    

(Joyner & Payne, 2002, p. 300)  

 

Paraphrasing, CSR represents the different acts or initiatives which a company instigates to 

fulfill the stakeholders’ expectations regarding how the company should act in order to give 

back to the society in which they play an essential role. However, CSR is in many cases no 

longer considered as an optional activity for companies. Countries such as India, Indonesia and 

Denmark have introduced mandatory CSR legislation.  

                                                                                                                                                                        

In India companies must spend a minimum of 2% of their profits on CSR initiatives; in Indonesia 

all companies must have an active CSR presence; and in Denmark, the 1100 largest enterprises 

must provide proof of their social policies, their implementation and its impacts to the Danish 

parliament. A similar policy has also been introduced in the UK (Financial Express, 2012; 

Waagstein, 2011; GreenBiz, 2009; CSR Europe, 2009). This focus on mandatory CSR has 
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resulted in, what one could argue, that CSR has ultimately become a point of parity and not an 

activity which distinguishes a company from its competitors (Keller, 2008).  

 

Furthermore, consumers’ attitudes towards CSR have been on a continuous downturn during 

the course of the past few years, and many consumers perceive these initiatives as mere 

marketing ploys as opposed to earnest attempts by companies to increase social welfare 

(Euromonitor, 2009; Civil Society by YouGov, 2011). Moreover; research by the Reputation 

Institute show that up to 60% of consumers are unsure of whether or not the largest 

companies in the world can be seen as “good corporate citizens”. This might be an indicator 

that many companies are mismanaging their CSR spending (Reputation Institute, 2012).  This 

overall shift in attitude towards CSR could put companies in a difficult position; where 

companies desire to make a positive difference in the societies they operate in, but struggle 

with gaining legitimacy for the spending amongst their many different stakeholders 

(Euromonitor, 2011).  

 

A new angle to accelerate an integration of “doing well by doing good” is the introduction of 

the corporate social enterprise, hereby referred to as CSE. A CSE can briefly be explained as a 

subsidiary which’ main mission is to create social impact while operating within a “not for loss” 

business model (Bode & Santos, 2013). A more thorough explanation and elaboration upon 

CSE and its field of research will be addressed in the theoretical framework section. 

 

In this thesis, “not for loss” is interpreted to be a business model where the primary focus is to 

generate social impact; whereas profit becomes a secondary focus. Further, through earning 

incomes to cover their expenses, the CSE must operate within standard business protocols to 

circumvent budget deficits. Any profit which is generated must be funneled back into the CSE 

in order to attempt to further increase the social impact. On the basis of this, an introduction 

of a CSE could thus be perceived as a brand extension, which could work as a point of 

differentiation from the current masses of CSR (Keller, 2008; Austin et al., 2005).  
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1.2 Marketing Rationale 
From a marketing perspective, CSR has for years been accepted to provide an overall enhanced 

evaluation of a company’s products. This; due to the belief that customers will pay a premium 

for products which contribute to a positive social impact, but also as a result of the increased 

focus on sustainability, accountability and ethical awareness among consumers. As a result of 

several studies, companies anticipate that customers and consumers want to, and further 

expect to, pay to make a difference. However, as the general attitudes towards CSR are 

declining, it is assumed companies experience a reduction in the premium that consumers are 

willing to pay (Keheller, 2007; Smith, Read & Lopez-Rodriguez, 2010; Euromonitor, 2012). 

Hence, as CSR no longer provides this enhanced evaluation companies must seek beyond the 

boundaries of traditional CSR to accomplish the same desired effects among their 

stakeholders.                                                                                                                                                                   

 

Founded on this certainty, CSE appears as a possible solution to companies’ responsibility 

challenges. For a corporation who chooses to pursue a CSE option, a significant challenge 

relates to how to clearly communicate the creation of this subsidiary to all relevant 

stakeholders. Regardless of how the subsidiary is branded, the CSE can be treated as an 

extension of the corporation’s current offers and hence a perceived fit between the current 

range of products and the extension would thus contribute to consumers’ perception of the 

CSE (Keller, 2008). According to Austin et al. there are great advantages to creating a CSE. First 

and foremost such a creation could improve customer perception and secondly it is a great 

building block in creating loyalty between the customer and the brand (Austin et al., 2005).  

 

Furthermore, Gierl and Huettl (2011) states that if apparent brand product is perceived in a 

positive manner by the consumer, they are also likely to view the extension in the same way if 

they believe that there is a similarity between the product and the extension.  
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In the case of a CSE, one could argue that depending on the type of product, consumers’ 

perception of the product and the perceived similarity between these two would thus impact 

whether or not the CSE should leverage the parent brand’s existing salience and associations, 

or if they should focus on creating new associations. Thus, the best choice for strategy would 

be highly dependent on the parent brand, how stakeholders perceive the parent brand and 

any similarity between the parent brand and the extension - the CSE (Gierl & Huettl, 2011).  

 

Moreover, there are other aspects which should be taken into account when creating a CSE. 

For some, a CSE is not considered a subsidiary, but rather perceived as a rather extreme 

extension of CSR (Mair, Robinson & Hockerts, 2006). Furthermore, one should consider how 

such an introduction will affect the parents’ existing brands, and if the current negative 

perception of CSR will affect the CSE; or, if in fact people will perceive CSE as a new and more 

positive approach to responsibility; and thus impact the parent brand in a beneficial manner.  

 

1.3 Considerations 
Within the field of social enterprises there are many aspects as to how to clearly define it; and 

whether or not it is the same as social entrepreneurship, commercial entrepreneurship, and 

corporate social enterprises and so on. Additionally there appear to be several schools of 

thoughts emerging both in the US and in Europe (Bacq & Janssen, 2011). For this thesis, 

however, the field as a whole will be addressed and the underlying assumptions that there are 

miniscule differences between these definitions which are rooted primarily in legal differences 

and overall minor perceptions will be disregarded.  

 

Furthermore, in this thesis the introduction of a CSE will be treated as a subsidiary and 

moreover as an extension of the parent brand. Hence, brand extension theories and models 

will be applied under the underlying assumption that a CSE does in fact fulfill all of the criteria 

in order to be correctly defined as an extension.  
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1.4 Topic Relevance 
This topic is extremely relevant as it addresses what is considered to be the next logical phase 

in the evolution of CSR. Further the topic touches upon the interest for corporations’ desire to 

continually stay relevant to customers’ increasing demands for ethical products. Today’s 

customers show a clear willingness to pay what is perceived to be the “fair price” of the 

product, as opposed to exploiting the producers low leverage power (Euromonitor, 2006). 

Additionally this topic indirectly addresses the corporations’ possibility to leverage customers’ 

willingness to pay a premium for products made by corporations who do “good” (Keheller, 

2007). 

 

By addressing the functional aspect of how a CSE would fit and function within the existing 

brand- and product-portfolio owned by a corporation, it could ease the transition from CSR to 

CSE from a corporate perspective. Further, as a result of the downturns in the economy many 

corporations are forced to cut back or justify the use of money spent on CSR initiatives 

(Euromonitor, 2011). A CSE would not function as a means of funneling money into responsible 

initiatives to satisfying stakeholders’ needs and wants. Instead its very purpose lies in its core; 

namely to combine the pursuit of social and economic gain through innovative use of the 

corporations’ key resources (Austin et al., 2005). In other words a CSE kills two birds with one 

stone, addressing both aspects of the double bottom line - at the same time.   

 

1.5 Delimitations 
A focal delimitation of this thesis is the general understanding that the introduction of a CSE 

can be interpreted as an overall extension of the parent brand. With a firm basis in this 

understanding, the theories and following analysis have been revised. 

 

Furthermore, this thesis will address young customers as a target audience. Hence, for the 

questionnaire/data collection, respondents who were 30 years old or younger were targeted. 
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More specific details on the target audience and the respondents of the questionnaires will be 

addressed in the methodology section.  

 

Another main delimitation of this thesis lies in the scope of the study, which relates only to 

how customers perceive the introduction of the CSE under the brand, and does not extend into 

how customers will change their behavior as a result to this introduction. The literature will be 

reviewed on this basis and the questionnaire and the subsequent analyses and conclusion will 

be conducted keeping this delimitation in mind.  

 

Lastly, this study will focus on the underlying processes which occur when being introduced to 

the new aspect of a CSE, and will take into account how the customers’ perception of the 

brand will change as a result of this. The study will not attempt to make forecasts on how such 

an introduction will affect sales; or to which degree the perception and evaluation of the brand 

will extend. Any suggestions made will ultimately be based on the scope of the study.  

 

1.6 Thesis structure 
In the following, the structure of the thesis will be presented: 

 

1. Theoretical Framework – First the topic of CSE will be addressed and elaborated upon. 

Next, a definition of a CSE will be provided and the newest literature concerning this 

concept will be reviewed. Then, the similarities between a CSE and an extension will be 

elaborated upon, connecting how a CSE can be treated as an extension of the parent 

brand. Following, an overview of the main theories within brand extension will be 

introduced and key models explaining the importance of fit and authenticity between a 

brand and its extension will be emphasized. A particular focus will be placed on these fit 

models as they will form the backbone of the tentative model which will be presented in 
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the Conceptual Framework section of this thesis. Finally, the psychological constructs of 

priming and its effect on consumers’ evaluation will be addressed.    

 

2. Research Question and Hypotheses Development - Based on the theories presented in the 

previous section the finalized research question will be presented. Next, a thorough 

elaboration upon the hypotheses of this thesis will be addressed, each discussed based on 

which theories they draw upon. Lastly, a conceptual framework will be introduced. 

 
 

3. Methodology – An outline of the scope of the study, techniques and modes of testing the 

hypotheses and answering the research question will be presented. Two differently primed 

questionnaires were developed in order to statistically confirm or reject the hypotheses.  

 

4. Analyses and Findings – First a reliability analysis of all constructs used in the questionnaire 

will be presented. Next analyses related to the conceptual framework will be addressed, 

before lastly the conducted multi-group moderations will be discussed. Throughout this 

section, the hypotheses will be rejected or confirmed. 

 

5. Discussion and Managerial Implications – The results and findings will be discussed both in 

regards to their validity and reliability. Next an attempt to generalize the findings will be 

made and the validity of the conceptual framework will be addressed. Further, 

implications of the findings will be addressed and ideas regarding how to implement this 

new knowledge for corporations will be proposed. 

 

6. Limitations and Further Research – The main limitations of the study will be discussed and 

potential areas for future research will be presented and briefly elaborated upon. 

 
7. Conclusion – In this section the conclusion to the research question will be presented.  
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1.7 Research Philosophy 
This thesis is written in accordance to the positivistic philosophy where the research is founded 

on existing knowledge, with its purpose on drawing inspiration from these to create new 

knowledge. This is mainly done through a review of literature, which leads to the development 

of the hypotheses which in turn are confirmed or rejected through analyses of a set of 

collected data. Hence, if a hypothesis is confirmed it may be used to create new “laws” or 

understandings of the application of the theories. This further implies that any findings under 

the positivistic approach are assumed to be a reflection of reality and thus these results can be 

repeated and verified at a later stage. 

 

This thesis will fully be based on existing written theories, and established on a review of these 

the research question and hypotheses have evolved. The research for this thesis has been 

based on existing research, but new input and theories have evolved its focus, allowing for a 

new understanding of their original findings. This also opens up for a new approach to utilizing 

existing research in an original way. After the development of the hypotheses, a thorough 

collection of data will support or lead to a rejection of the hypotheses. Thus a conclusion will 

be made which can affect the evolution of the current theories within this field. 

 

Moreover this thesis is written in accordance to the deductive approach in which existing 

theories and the development of the hypotheses are conducted prior to collecting the data 

(Ringberg, 2012).  
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1.8 Validity and Reliability 

1.8.1 Validity 
Internal validity relates to whether or not there is a good causal relationship between a cause 

and the underlying effects. Hypotheses introduced later in this thesis will address internal 

validity and whether or not this study does fulfill the requirements to internal validity will be 

addressed in the discussion section.  

 

External validity relates to whether or not the relationships which were uncovered in the study 

are applicable to an entire population. In order to fulfill the requirements for external validity a 

large sample is necessary. For this thesis 509 respondents participated, whereas 360 

respondents completed one of the two questionnaires, increasing the probability of external 

validity. Whether or not this sample is adequate to generalize the whole population will be 

addressed in the discussion section (Ringberg, 2012).  

 

1.8.2 Reliability 
Reliability relates to which degree the study itself can be replicated at a later point and obtains 

the same, or very similar, results. The strength in the design of this study ensures reliability, as 

construct will be tested for reliability consistent with existing research and the structure of the 

questionnaire which leaves no room for personal interpretations. The aim of the questionnaire 

was to achieve numerical results which can be used to measure the statistical effects. This 

opens up for ease of replicating this study for any potential further research (Ringberg, 2012).  
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2. Theoretical Framework 
The core of this thesis relates to brand extensions and how a certain type of extension; namely 

the CSE, affects the customer perception of the brand. This topic draws on theories from 

several different theoretical disciplines such as branding, Corporate Social Responsibility, 

Corporate Social Entrepreneurship, Social Enterprise, consumer psychology and marketing, 

among others. With a firm foundation in these disciplines, this section will address relevant 

concepts and theories needed to create a theoretical framework for this particular thesis. 

Constructs, theories and models which pertains relevance for this study will be elaborated 

upon and their significance will be touched upon.  

 

The purpose of this thesis is to create a new understanding for the implications of this type of 

brand extension on the parent brand and attempt to create a new link between the concept of 

CSE and its effect on the parent brand. All of this will be presented in accordance with a 

theoretical framework which will be viewed from the point of understanding how a customer’s 

conscious perception of the brand changes; and not necessarily how the actual behavior 

adjusts due to this altered perception.  

 

2.1 Corporate Social Enterprises (CSE) and Social Enterprises (SE) 
These fields are still considered an emerging topic of research which has evolved steadily over 

the past two decades. The topic of SE was first introduced in the beginning of the 1990s and 

the relatively newer topic of CSE was introduced in research journals during the last decade 

(Granados et.al, 2011; Austin & Reficco, 2009).  

 

Austin et.al has developed a definition of a CSE, based on earlier research into the field of SEs: 
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“CSE is the process of extending the firm’s domain of competence and corresponding 

opportunity set through innovative leveraging of resources, both within and outside its 

direct control, aimed at the simultaneous creation of social and economic value”   

(Austin et.al in Epstein & Hanson, 2006, p. 238). 

 

Loosely translated, a CSE can take on a wide variety of organizational or business model forms; 

For instance non-government organizations (NGOs), non-profit organizations, social businesses 

or subsidiaries which’ purpose is to generate social value or impact without negatively 

affecting the corporations’ financial situation. One could thus conclude that a CSE, regardless 

of its form, should not generate economic loss for the corporation or the company.  

 

This thesis will address this last type of CSE, specifically a subsidiary under a larger corporation 

which’ main mission is to create positive social impact either through its mere existence, 

through its products or both. Further, the CSE must operate within traditional economic 

principles and essentially generate a positive turnover in the long term, which should cover 

expenses and subsequently make the CSE a “not for loss” subsidiary.  

 

This field of research, from now on referred to under the umbrella-name CSE, is quite distinct 

from both charity and CSR, as the purpose of a CSE lies in addressing the both aspects of the 

double bottom line with equal distribution, and not allowing the social impact to being the 

results of philanthropy or a mere side activity to the quintessential business core.  Two of the 

leading researchers within this field, Austin and Reficco, consider CSE an innovative approach 

which can accelerate a company’s CSR effects and improve customer evaluation (Austin & 

Reficco, 2009).  

 

Further, according to Michael Porter, traditional versions of CSR does not push the envelope 

far enough in order to create social value which has an impact on the society in which the 
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company operates. He suggests that if a corporation evolves from a CSR approach and towards 

a CSE approach, this could be a groundbreaking way for companies to realize this new “doing 

well by doing good” mantra (Driver, 2012).  

 

Since a CSE must operate within economic principles, Baron analyzed CSEs from an economic 

perspective. He considers CSEs as a more innovative approach to doing CSR, as CSEs essentially 

increase profit maximization while simultaneously increasing the shareholders’ utility in 

comparison with equivalent CSR efforts. He claims that by allocating funds to a CSE which are 

earmarked at increasing social returns, it is therefore possible to increase the overall utility for 

all stakeholders. Thus, according to Friedman’s economic theorems, a company can increase 

profit maximization by funneling money into CSE efforts compared to when these funds are 

allocated to CSR programs (Baron, 2007).  

 

In the following sections this field itself will be presented in detail. First and foremost the 

emergence of CSEs will be presented; next, a new angle to view the field will be presented in 

detail, addressing the perspective of earning money while simultaneously generating a positive 

social impact. Lastly, the future of CSEs will be discussed and a proposal of a pioneering way 

towards understanding a CSE will be introduced alongside delimitations of the field.  

 

2.1.1 The Development of the Field 
A mere two decades ago the topics of Social Enterprise or Social Entrepreneurship was an 

unknown phenomenon to anyone without a very specific interest within the field. As 

globalization minimized our perception of the world and the UN launched their millennium 

goals to end poverty by 2015, the interest in the field grew both from academics’, researchers’ 

and a corporate point of view (Granados et.al, 2011; UN, 2013).  
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In the initial stages, from the corporate and perhaps even an economic point of view, an 

attempt was made to create a business model which operated within a “not for loss” 

parameter. This business model’s primary focus was to create social impact, without having a 

negative effect on the overall business performance of the corporation (Bode & Santos, 2013).  

 

Baron addressed this new business model from an economic perspective based on Milton 

Friedman’s profit maximizations theorems where he claims that traditional CSR exploits this 

theorem. However, a different approach to the traditional CSR, namely a redistribution of the 

way the funds are being utilized could diminish this level of exploitation. Baron suggests that if 

a corporation would funnel these funds into a CSE operating within a “not for loss” ideology 

the overall utility of the funds would be employed. Hence, profit maximization could be 

reached while simultaneously providing an increase in overall social good (Baron, 2007).  

 

In the light of these findings further research into the field grew in magnitude and width. This 

ultimately led to complex interpretations of the relatively similar terms social enterprise, social 

entrepreneurship, social business, corporate social enterprise and corporate social 

entrepreneurship. Subsequently the field itself appeared at a standstill where efforts were 

made to redefine the many varieties of this similar occurrence instead of gathering it under 

one overall umbrella; in this thesis referred to as CSE (Defourny & Nyssens, 2008; Granados 

et.al, 2011; Bacq & Janssen, 2011; Bode & Santos, 2013; Mair, Robinson & Hockerts, 2006).  

 

2.1.2 Making Profit While Providing Social Value 
A new milestone for the field would be reached in December 2006, when Muhammad Yunus 

and the Grameen Bank became recipients of the Nobel Peace Prize. For the first time in world 

history, the entire world media aimed its focus on an organization which emphasizes offering 

products to poor people at an affordable price, enabling them to become a part of the 

structured economy. Grameen Banks’ business model is centered on earning profits through 

offering microfinance solutions to Self Help Groups (SHG) primarily in third world countries. 
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Currently, due to their massive success, they are venturing into countries such as the USA and 

Australia (Yunus, 2006; Grameen Bank, 2013; Grameen Foundation, 2013).   

 

During his Nobel speech Yunus argued that: 

 

“…Social business will be a new kind of business introduced in the market place with the 

objective of making a difference in the world. (…) A social business will be self-sustaining 

and create surplus for expansion since it is a non-loss enterprise”                               

(Yunus, 2006, p.272). 

 

Henceforth, research ventured into this new angle of the topic. The new research focused 

more on this perspective introduced by Yunus in 2006, namely a social venture which can 

provide social impact and simultaneously aim towards an overall goal of being profitable, or at 

least on avoiding budget deficits. It became legitimate to charge poor people for goods and 

services which aimed at increasing their living standards. This ventured away from previous 

norms of merely donating or subsidizing these types of products and services through CSR 

programs or various philanthropic platforms.   

 

Austin and Reficco explain this phenomenon as an increased focus on the double bottom line 

where a CSE’s purpose is to uncover ways in which the economic and social returns become 

complementary rather than competing with each other (Austin & Reficco, 2009). 

 

2.1.3 The Future of CSE 
In 2011, Becker-Olsen et.al conducted a thorough study where they assessed the impact of a 

company’s CSR efforts on the stakeholders’ perception of the company. Additionally they 

studied whether or not this perception increased as the level of communication regarding 

these CSR efforts increased. Their overall findings suggest that the evaluations of the 
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corporation are enhanced when stakeholders perceive that the CSR efforts are driven by the 

company’s genuine aspiration to accomplish something good (Becker-Olsen et al, 2011).  

 

However, if stakeholders perceive the efforts as a mere marketing scheme or its purpose is to 

serve the company’s own benefits, this evaluation severely declines. Thus, if the company truly 

wants to create a positive impact on the society, they could improve overall evaluations of the 

company if these efforts are clearly communicated to their stakeholders.  

 

Conversely, Baron argues that CSR efforts are not optimal when it comes to addressing 

stakeholder satisfaction from an economic perspective. He argues that CSEs are more suited to 

generate social impact and maximize all stakeholders’ overall utility, from an economic point of 

view (Baron, 2007).  

 

Further, companies are to a larger degree being held accountable for the overall impact and 

effects of their CSR initiatives and are further expected to invest in programs which generate a 

social impact in the community in which they are based. This is to a large degree connected 

with the current financial environment, causing people’s price elasticity to increase 

(Euromonitor, 2011; Smith, Read & Lopez-Rodriguez, 2010).  

 

Hence, one can assume that more financially sustainable options will ultimately become the 

new benchmark to strive for. According to Baron, this new benchmark is the coveted CSE. 

Alongside Austin and Reficco who believe that CSE is the next logical progression from CSR, and 

with CSR being an imperfect substitute to CSE; it would be realistic to assume that such a 

communication effect, as stated by Becker-Olsen et.al would be transferrable to the CSE. 

Hence, a company which truly aims at generating social impact through the creation of a CSE 

would benefit from communicating the impact of the CSE to their stakeholders. The main 
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question remaining: how should a company successfully incorporate a CSE into its organization 

(Baron, 2007; Austin & Reficco, 2009; Becker-Olsen et al, 2011)?  

 

Hatch and Schultz argue that when dealing with corporate brands the most crucial aspect is to 

align the overall vision, image and culture in order to achieve a holistic corporate brand. This 

means that the stakeholders, employees and managers should all have a similar overall 

understanding of what the corporate brand is and which goals the corporation as a whole is 

trying to achieve (Hatch & Schultz, 2001).  

 

To accomplish this, the organization as one should all have the same goals that are being 

strived for and one mission which is being realized.  Subsequently, if a subsidiary or a CSE is 

introduced, it is quintessential that it is consistent with the corporation’s mission and vision 

and that there essentially is a “fit” between the CSE and the parent organization. Additionally, 

according to Fobrum and Van Riel, perceived authenticity and consistency among the 

corporation’s brands are vital in order to uphold or attain a good reputation (Fobrum & Van 

Riel in Cornelissen, 2011). 

 

Founded on these insights, some aspects should be taken into consideration before 

establishing a CSE. First and foremost there must be a logical fit between the corporation and 

the CSE; and equally important is the aspect that the CSE is perceived as an authentic 

subsidiary and not just established in order to generate goodwill from stakeholders. Based on 

these findings, there are reasons to believe that a CSE could, in fact, be introduced as a brand 

extension, due to the similarities between the two.   

 

These similarities will be addressed in detail in the next section where relevant brand 

extension theories will be specifically elaborated upon. Explicitly, two separate fit models will 

be introduced and the aspect of authenticity will be discussed further in a separate passage.  
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2.2 Brand extension theory 
Brand extensions are typically defined as an event when “a firm uses an established brand 

name to introduce a new product” (Keller, 208, p. 491). This is a rather outdated application of 

extension theories, and very little research has been conducted into understanding 

supplementary applications of these theories. In this thesis however, the subsidiary i.e. the CSE 

will be treated as the extension of the overall corporate brand. In practice, this derives that the 

parent company is treated as the overall brand, and the CSE becomes the extension which the 

parent brand utilizes in order to attain a more inclusive social profile for the corporate or 

parent brand.  

 

When launching an extension, there are several practical issues which need to be addressed in 

order for the extension to succeed without affecting the overall evaluation of the parent 

brand. These issues could be related to which type of product should be launched, how it 

should be launched, which associations from the parent brand should be attempted to be 

transferred onto the extension and so forth. However, an equally critically importantly 

consideration is how the extension; in this case the CSE, can bring added value to the parent 

brand. Additionally the company must understand how to market the CSE to quintessentially 

be perceived as authentic and fitting within the parameters of the parent brand (Keller, 2008; 

Keller, Sternthal & Tybout, 2002; Sjödin & Törn, 2006; Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2008).  

 

Furthermore, as previously stated, there are the two critical aspects which need to be taken 

into consideration. These two crucial aspects are the perceived fit between the parent brand 

and the extension and the perceived authenticity of the extension, in relations to the parent 

brand. Both of these aspects will be addressed in detail in the following sections.  

 
 

2.2.1 Considerations and Brand Image 
There are arrays of benefits which the CSE could exploit from the parent company, such as 

generating quick acceptance for the new product, reducing customers’ perceived risk and 
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reducing the corporation’s costs related to, for instance, marketing and production. Moreover, 

the introduction of an extension can increase the possibility of economies of scale and scope. 

However, a poor, or inadequately planned, launch from the customers’ and consumers’ 

perception, or a mismatch between the parent company and the CSE could also have fatal 

consequences for all brands involved. For instance, this could confuse the customers, lead to 

danger of cannibalization effects on the parent brand or a negative impact on the parent brand 

image if the CSE does not live up to the parent brands’ customers’ expectations (Keller, 2008; 

Martinez & De Chernatony, 2004).  

 

A study conducted by Martinez and De Chernatony addressed the impact which an extension 

can have on the parent brand image. Their results clearly proved that the introduction of a 

brand extension has a diluting effect on the parent brand’s image. As it is desired to have a 

strong and unequivocal brand image, one can assume that any dilution effect will be 

considered a negative impact on the image. However, on the positive side, there are certain 

aspects which appear to minimize this potential dilution effect. These aspects are linked to 

perceived quality of the brand, the consumers’ familiarity with the brand, the perceived fit 

between the extension and the brand and the consumers’ overall attitude towards the 

extension. Thus, if the extension and parent brand fulfill these criteria, chances are that the 

dilution effects will be minor compared to if these aspects are not taken into consideration 

(Martinez & De Chernatony, 2004).  

 

In order to minimize the possibility of these dilution effects, one should have a good 

understanding of both the customers and consumers of the parent brand and possibly the CSE. 

Furthermore, insights into their expectations of both the parent brand and extension, along 

with motivations as to why they purchase the products could help reduce the possibility of 

eroding the parent brand.  
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According to Aaker and Keller there are several factors which affect the overall evaluation of 

brand extensions, including inferred attitude beliefs regarding the extension, the perceived 

quality of the parent brand, and the “fit” between the parent brand and the extension itself.  

Upon the publishing of this study, Aaker and Keller were lacking statistical support to allow for 

generalizability of their hypotheses concerning the importance of fit in the overall evaluation 

of the extension. However, newer empirical studies conducted by Bottomley and Holden found 

statistical grounds to conclude that all of Aaker and Keller’s hypotheses were in fact supported 

and made a compelling ground for generalization (Aaker &Keller, 1990; Bottomley & Holden, 

2001).  

 

On the basis of these insights several researchers have addressed the underlying processes 

which lead to evaluation of the extension and the extended product. In the following section 

the conceptual models for these processes will be presented. Furthermore, additional new 

approaches which attempt to look beyond the aspects explored by both Aaker and Keller and 

Bottomley and Holden will also be addressed.  

 

2.2.2 Conceptual models 
According to Keller, Sternthal and Tybot the most critical aspect of launching an extension is to 

address the frame of reference for the new product before emphasizing the point of 

differences. In practice this means that the extension should first establish which category it is 

operating within and tackle the category identification before stressing the aspect which 

differentiates this product from their competitors. These findings are supported by Grime, 

Diamantopoulos and Smith. Their model (Figure 2.2.2.1) claims that the perceived fit 

indubitably affects the evaluation of the extension and the core brand (Keller, Sternthal & 

Tybot, 2002; Grime, Diamantopoulos & Smith, 2002).    
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Figure 2.2.2.1: Grime, Diamantopoulos & Smith, 2002, p. 1424. 
 

They further state that the evaluation of the core brand and the extension are independent of 

each other, which differs from Martinez and De Chernatony’s study which stated that the 

extension impacts the image of the parent brand. Grime, Diamantopoulos and Smith 

furthermore state that in addition to the perceived fit there are several moderators which may 

affect the overall evaluation of the brand and the extension. This concept behind this model 

has been thoroughly tested in newer research and Grime, Diamantopoulos and Smith’s 

findings have proved to be somewhat inadequate according to more recent studies by Dens 

and De Pelsmacker’s and Martinez and De Chernatony (Martinez & De Chernatony, 2004; Dens 

& De Pelsmacker, 2009).  
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Dens and De Pelsmacker’s research claims that a fit between the brand and its extension is 

indeed vital in order to succeed with the introduction of the extension. However, they argue 

that the extension too will undoubtedly affect the perception of the parent brand. Their 

research has shown an unquestionable interconnectivity between the evaluation of the 

extension and its effect on the parent brand itself. Their conceptual model, which elaborates 

upon this link between influencing factors, such as perceived fit, parent brand quality, attitude 

towards extension ad; the extension itself and the parent/core brand is attached below (Figure 

2.2.2.2) (Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009). 

 

 

Figure 2.2.2.2: Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009, p. 1238. 
 

Their findings determine that the perceived fit (i.e. whether or not a “consumer perceives the 

new item to be consistent with the parent brand”, Aaker & Keller, 1990, p.29) alongside with 

the perceived quality of the parent brand and the attitude towards the advertisement of the 

extension will all affect the attitude towards the extension. Additionally the parent brand 
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quality and the attitude towards the advertisement of the extension will also lead to an altered 

perception of the parent brand. Further, the way the advertisements are targeted i.e. how the 

information is communicated and whether or not it has an emotional or an informational 

appeal, will further have an effect on the overall perception (Percy & Elliott, 2009; Dens & De 

Pelsmacker, 2009).  

 

These findings are correspondingly consistent with Gierl and Huettl study, which has resulted 

in a brand attitude transfer model utilized in evaluating extensions. Supplementary this 

concludes that if a parent brand is favorably evaluated, a perceived similarity between the 

parent brand and the extension can improve the perception of the extension. For neutrally 

evaluated parent brands this perceived similarity does not impact the evaluation of the 

extension and finally, for a negatively evaluated parent brand there should preferably not be a 

perceived similarity between the parent brand and the extension as this negative perception 

could be transferred onto the extension (Gierl & Huettl, 2011). 

 

Founded on Dens and De Pelsmacker’s model, the conceptual framework of this thesis begins 

to take shape. A set of hypotheses, firmly grounded in theories presented in this section, will 

form the conceptual framework which is the basis of the research of this thesis. As there are a 

variety of theories which seem relevant for the evaluation of the brand due to the introduction 

of the CSE, the structure of Dens and De Pelsmacker’s model will be utilized as a preliminary 

point for this thesis’ model. However, regarding the moderating factors, these will differ from 

the original research. All hypotheses and the overall conceptual framework will be presented 

in the research question and hypotheses development section of this thesis. 
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2.2.3 More than “fit” 
More recent research indicates that a fit between the extension and the parent brand in itself 

may not be enough to create a good evaluation of the extension. Spiggle, Nguyen and 

Caravella suggest that the concept of Brand Extension Authenticity (BEA) may in fact play an 

influential role in the formation of the attitude towards the brand extension. They define BEA 

as: 

 

“…a consumer’s sense that a brand extension is a legitimate, culturally consistent 

extension of the parent brand…” (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012, p. 968)   

 

This specific research addresses the focal differences between the fit and the BEA, namely that 

the evaluation which the fit models considers as a purely cognitive mechanism, whereas the 

BEA takes into account cultural consistency and self-relevance for the consumer. This 

expresses a different characteristic which has not previously been addressed in extension 

evaluation research (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012).  

 

Previous models have solely looked into the cognitive thought processes which are activated 

during the process of extension evaluations, but have failed to regard any cultural aspects 

which Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella claim play a vital role in assessing the extension.  

 

Their research looks into the complexity of the BEA by elaborating upon four critical 

dimensions which are:  

 

“…maintaining brand standards and style, honoring brand heritage, preserving brand 

essence, and avoiding brand exploitation”                                                                      

(Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012, p. 967).   
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Based on this insight, there is reason to believe that BEA should also be considered as an 

important factor when evaluating an extension and could thus be combined with Dens and De 

Pelsmacker’s conceptual model to further attempt to explain the underlying cognitive- as well 

as cultural-processes which affect the evaluation of a brand extension or CSE (Spiggle, Nguyen 

& Caravella, 2012; Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009).  

 

2.3 Priming 
When it comes to influencing consumers and customers, priming is considered a quite 

effective tool. Traditional priming theories define priming as: 

 

“…when stimuli are applicable to the judgment situation at hand, subtly activated 

categories will influence judgment in the direction of the category without the 

perceivers’ knowledge through a process of feature matching or feature overlap in 

which characteristics of priming stimuli are (unconsciously) examined for a match with 

available and appropriate mental categories.”                                                           

(Stafford, 2000, pp. 747-748) 

 

Stafford draws on traditional priming theories and presents a three-factor model which 

indicates three distinct factors which influence consumers in their responses to marketing 

stimuli. The customary two-factor model covers assimilation and contrast effects within 

message context and how customers’ disparities in cognitive resources play a role in 

influencing the customers. However, Stafford argues that the third factor, consumer wariness, 

also plays an intricate role in determining whether or not the priming will have a significant 

effect on customers’ evaluation of products (Stafford, 2000).  
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His propositions are that in advertising, one should be aware of the context surrounding the 

message, and also mindful of how committed the consumer is in the decoding process of the 

cues. Moreover, there are cases where customers may not be attentive enough to even notice 

the cues which are offered, and hence the customers’ cognitive commitment should be taken 

into consideration. 

 

Furthermore, Stafford warns marketers against the possibility of consumers rebelling against 

zealous priming. His theory suggests that if a customer becomes aware of a distinct attempt 

towards swaying their mind through priming, this could ultimately lead to a negative 

evaluation of the product at hand, and consequently at a negative outcome. Hence, if priming 

is used, one should be mindful of not triggering the customers’ awareness of the priming 

attempt in order to avoid a possible negative evaluation of their product (Stafford, 2000). 

 

Additionally Pryor and Brodie have researched the specific impact of priming on brand 

extensions. Their findings support those of Stafford and conclude that priming does affect the 

consumers’ attitudes and perceptions of the extended product. Concluding, if one desires an 

overall positive evaluation of a CSE, it could be beneficial to prime any marketing of the CSE. Its 

purpose would be to elicit positive attributes which could play a crucial part in the overall 

parent brand’s extension strategies.  Pryor and Brodie further suggest that priming could be 

utilized to create the impression of a better fit between the CSE and the parent brand, if the 

case where that the fit might be perceived as rather poor (Pryor & Brodie, 1998; Stafford, 

2000).  

 

Moreover, research has been conducted regarding how cognitive and affective priming of the 

context affects the evaluation of an advertisement. The cognitive part of the priming included 

creating salient product attributes, whereas the affective included eliciting emotions from the 

respondents. Yi’s results clearly showed that respondents who were exposed to the cognitively 
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primed context showed a clear assumption that the product did embody the attributes of 

which it was previously primed (Yi, 1990).  

 

Concerning the affective priming; respondents who were exposed to the affectively primed 

context showed a larger degree of emotions corresponding to the affective priming towards 

their evaluation of the product compared to those who were not exposed to this primed 

context. Concluding, by priming the respondents it is possible to generate a better evaluation 

of the product in comparison to not priming the respondents. Hence, in order to generate a 

good evaluation of the CSE, priming customers and consumers through either affective or 

cognitive means might generate an overall enhanced evaluation of the CSE (Yi, 1990).  

 

Additionally, there are arrays of stimuli which can be utilized in order to create a desired effect 

in the respondents’ mind through priming. Examples are distinct font types, emphasizing the 

country of origin in marketing, using particular colors in the company logo or in the 

advertisement alongside with pictures aimed at eliciting an emotional response from the 

viewer or a highly visual company name to activate brand attributes. All these examples can 

contribute to eliciting the wanted emotions or activate certain salient attributes in the 

respondents’ mind if utilized correctly (Zaichkowsky, 2010; Percy & Elliott, 2009). 
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3. Research Question and Hypotheses Development 

 

3.1 Research Question 
Following the theories and their reasoning from the theoretical framework section; the overall 

research question for this thesis is: 

 

How is the young consumers’ perception of a brand affected by the introduction of a 

CSE, and how can this perception be altered?  

 

In light of the previously noted theories this thesis will aim at understanding which processes 

affect the consumers’ perception of a CSE, and thus understand how these processes can be 

addressed and altered in order to adjust this created perception. Once again, this thesis will 

aim at understanding the processes themselves and not necessarily whether or not the 

consumer chooses to behave in correspondence with this created perception.   

 

3.2 Hypotheses Development 
First and foremost it is essential to state that the conceptual framework which will be 

presented in this section draws on earlier research which has been thoroughly addressed in 

the theoretical framework section of this thesis.  

 

This leads to a significant dependency upon the assumptions that these frameworks are suited 

to be applied within the slightly different context of CSEs. This is due to the author being 

unable to find any indications towards a CSE having been treated as a brand extension in 

earlier theoretical frameworks.  
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It is further assumed that the frameworks are well adapted for the alterations which will be 

introduced in the following, and it is edited to suit the clear context and purpose of this thesis. 

The overall structure of the hypothesized conceptual framework is centered on Dens and De 

Pelsmacker’s model, but the specific background for each hypothesis for this thesis’ conceptual 

framework will be presented prior to each hypothesis (Dens and De Pelsmacker, 2009).  

 

3.2.1 Hypotheses  
With a firm foundation in the literature review, a set of ten specific hypotheses have been 

created.  

 

First and foremost, the concept of brand extension authenticity (BEA) is perceived to be of 

great importance to the evaluation of the CSE. BEA will replace the previous function of fit 

from Dens and De Pelsmackers’ model. This harmonizes well with the overall understanding 

that cultural consistency and self-relevance play a great role in the evaluation of the extension, 

the CSE (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012; Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009). 

 

H1a: Brand extension authenticity will have a positive influence on the attitude towards 

the CSE. 

 

 

According to Becker-Olsen et al. the communicated level of social impact increases the 

customers’ evaluation of the firm and its products if the impact is based on the firm’s genuine 

interest in generating social impact. Thus it is hypothesized that this effect will be transferrable 

to a CSE concept and that this effect additionally will lead to a further positive evaluation of 

the parent brand (Becker-Olsen et al, 2011).   
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H1b: The communicated level of social impact will have a positive influence on the 

attitude towards the CSE. 

 

H3b: The communicated level of social impact will have a positive influence on the 

attitude towards the parent brand. 

 

The next hypothesis is founded on research by both Martinez and De Chernatony and 

additionally Arslan and Altuna. Both studies clearly determined that the extension impacted 

the evaluation of the product image. However, this hypothesis attempts to uncover if the 

overall brand image improves the evaluation of the CSE (Martinez & De Chernatony, 2004; 

Arslan & Altuna, 2010). 

 

H1c: The brand image will have a positive influence on the attitude towards the CSE. 

 

The succeeding hypothesis is based on the original research by Dens and De Pelsmacker where 

they unequivocally discover the impact of the extension on the attitude towards the parent 

brand. Thus, one hypothesizes that this impact will be transferrable from the CSE to the parent 

brand (Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009).  

 

H3a: The attitude towards the CSE will have a positive influence on the attitude towards 

the parent brand. 
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The following set of five hypotheses is denoted in the priming research conducted by Yi and is 

further influenced by insights by Percy and Elliott and research by Zaichkowsky, Stafford and 

Pryor and Brodie. The overall conclusion from Yi’s research stated that if a respondent was 

exposed to a context which was positively affectively primed, the respondent would show an 

enhanced evaluation of the brand.  

 

Based on this, the hypotheses follows; any respondents who have been exposed to a context 

with positively affective priming, should evaluate both the parent brand and the CSE to a 

higher esteem than those respondents who have not been exposed to this context. For this 

thesis, the comparison will be made between a group of respondents who have been exposed 

to a positive affective context and a group of respondents who have been exposed to a 

negative affective context, allowing for a clear comparison between the two groups (Yi, 1990; 

Percy & Elliott, 2009; Zaichkowsky, 2010, Stafford, 2000; Pryor & Brodie, 1998).  

 

The five hypotheses directly related to priming states: 

 

H2a: Brand extension authenticity has a stronger impact in the creation of attitude 

towards the CSE when exposed to positive affective priming, than when exposed to 

negative affective priming.  

 

H2b: The level of communicated social impact has a stronger impact in the creation of 

attitude towards the CSE when exposed to positive affective priming, than when 

exposed to negative affective priming. 
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H2c: Brand image has a stronger impact in the creation of an attitude towards the CSE 

when exposed to positive affective priming than when exposed to negative affective 

priming. 

 

H4a: The attitude towards the CSE will have a stronger impact on the attitude towards 

the parent brand when exposed to positive affective priming than when exposed to 

negative affective priming. 

 

H4b: The level of communicated social impact will have a stronger impact on the 

attitude towards the parent brand when exposed to positive affective priming than 

when exposed to negative affective priming. 
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3.2.2 The Proposed Conceptual Framework 
Founded on these ten distinct hypotheses a tentative conceptual framework for this thesis has 

been created. This framework attempts to create an easy-to-follow structure for the 

hypotheses; its role is to create a clear and consistent overview of how the hypotheses are 

interconnected, and indicates how the priming functions as a moderating factor for the model 

as a whole (Figure 3.2.2.1):  

 

Figure 3.2.2.1: The proposed conceptual framework for this thesis.                                                            
Own creation inspired by Dens and De Pelsmacker (2009). 
 

 

 

 

H2a, b, c H4a, b 
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4. Methodology 
 

4.1 Procedures 
This research is structured as a 2 factor (negative affective priming vs. positive affective 

priming) research design.  

 

In this thesis the chosen methodology is a set of two similar questionnaires. Within the overall 

topics of branding, CSE and brand extensions, a quantitative approach appear to be the widely 

represented and accepted method of choice. Moreover, a quantitative approach coincides 

with the purpose of deductive methodological approach, due to its aim at confirming 

hypotheses (Ringberg, 2012). Subsequently a quantitative approach was chosen for this study.  

 

The purpose of these two questionnaires was to determine whether or not there is statistical 

evidence for claiming that the hypotheses suggested in the hypotheses development section 

can be confirmed.  

 

4.2 The questionnaire themes 
This set of questionnaires was developed to accommodate for all ten distinct hypotheses. 

Some of the hypotheses are directly addressed in the questionnaire through measuring how 

respondents relate to different constructs through a sequence of statements. Conversely, 

other hypotheses will be addressed by conducting a direct comparison between the results 

from the two distinct questionnaires.  

 

For each questionnaire a fictive company with a subsequent fictive CSE subsidiary was created. 

Two fictive companies were chosen for these questionnaires, as the purpose of the study was 

to determine which personal associations the respondents formed solely on a basis of the 

company names and the background information which they were provided with. Lastly, fictive 
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companies were chosen to avoid endogenous attention transfer effects of the brands and onto 

this specific research. Any such effect could influence the respondents’ answers and thus 

impact the study (Pieters &Wedel, 2004). 

 

4.2.1 Phone and CheapPhone 
The first questionnaire aimed at priming the context around the questionnaire through 

negative affective means by activating negative connotations surrounding the company’s and 

the CSE’s attributes. The company was named Phone and its CSE subsidiary was named 

CheapPhone. These names were chosen as its products were cell-phones, and the CSE’s overall 

aim was to give everybody access to a cheap phone, irrelevant of whether or not the customer 

lives close to the poverty-line. The word “cheap” was also specifically chosen as it might elicit 

negative association regarding the company and its name (Yi, 1990; Zaichkowsky, 2010). 

 

Further, in the introduction of the company, it was elaborated upon Phone’s lack of 

enthusiasm in the creation of CheapPhone. It was emphasized that this CSE was a means to 

reaching a larger customer base in addition to complying with responsibility aspects. Words 

highlighting the mediocre position of the company and its products were chosen. Moreover 

the questionnaire was colored blue, known for being perceived as a “cold” and “serious” color 

(UrbanPeek, 2013; Zaichkowsky, 2010).  

 

Lastly a picture of a plain and old-fashioned cell-phone was included to accentuate the 

unexciting aspects of Phone’s and CheapPhone’s products (Percy & Elliott, 2009).  

 

Cell-phones were chosen due to the industry’s immense growth over the past decade. In 2010 

the mobile penetration rate was 128% in Europe, 104% in the USA and 100% in Japan; leading 

to an assumption that consumers, from all around the world, are knowledgeable about cell-

phones and are known users of the products (GSMA, 2011). 
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The Phone and CheapPhone questionnaire can be found in its entirety in Appendix A.   

Figure 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2 show two extracts from the Phone and CheapPhone questionnaire.  

 

Figure 4.2.1.1 includes the introduction of Phone and CheapPhone.

 

 

 

Figure 4.2.1.2 includes the picture of the cell-phone which was added. 
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4.2.2 Shoe and ShoesForAll 
The second questionnaire aimed at priming the context around it, through affective means, by 

activating positive emotions both in connection with the company and the CSE. The company 

was named Shoe and its CSE subsidiary was named ShoesForAll. These two names were chosen 

as the product at hand was sneakers, and the CSE’s overall aim was to give all people access to 

shoes and meanwhile improve the living standards of both its customers and its employees. 

The phrase “shoes for all” is meant to symbolize the overall mission of the CSE, and may be 

perceived in a virtuous way by the respondents of the questionnaire. Further, positively 

charged words such as amazing and tremendous, were utilized in describing both Shoe and 

ShoesForAll’s overall aims and goals. Moreover, an emphasis was placed on ShoesForAll being 

a means to creating a positive impact on people’s lives and in the community where 

ShoesForAll would be located. Overall, the purpose was to create an emotional connection 

between the respondent and the two companies, in order to elicit positive affective responses 

(Yi, 1990; Zaichkowsky, 2010).  

 

Additionally, a color quite similar to red was picked for the background color of the 

questionnaire. This is due to red being perceived as a color which “evokes strong emotions” 

and “increases passion and intensity” (UrbanPeek, 2013; Zaichkowsky, 2010).  

 

Finally, a picture of African children, all smiling and wearing brand new shoes, was added to 

evoke the feelings that ShoesForAll truly cares for the community and its citizens (Percy & 

Elliott, 2009). 

 

As the case with cell-phones, sneakers were chosen due to their vast distribution throughout 

the world and resilience in the economic climate. Furthermore, sports footwear is currently 

outperforming the shoes market in Europe, and hence sneakers were chosen (ReportLinker, 

2013; Passport 2013).  
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The Shoe and ShoesForAll questionnaire can be found in its entirety in Appendix B.  

 

Figure 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2 show two extracts from the Shoe and ShoesForAll questionnaire. 

Figure 4.2.2.1 includes the introduction of Shoe and ShoesForAll. 

 

 

Figure 4.2.2.2 includes the picture of the children which was added. 
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4.3 Questionnaire Content and Measures  
Both of the questionnaires contained an identical set of 59 questions. These questions were all 

derived from varying studies which have been conducted within the fields of studies of which 

this thesis’ hypotheses have been founded on. A complete overview of the questions and their 

original groupings, alongside with which order they were structured in the final version of the 

questionnaire, can be found in Appendix C. 

 

A regroupings of questions was chosen in order to create a logical flow in the final version of 

the questionnaire, making it easier for the respondents to follow. Additionally, some questions 

were identical to one another in the different studies, and have thus been removed to avoid 

asking the same questions several times during the questionnaire.  The final version started off 

by asking if the respondent was familiar with the term CSE, before moving on to the ready 

grouped questions relating to the company (Phone/Shoe), and then questions relating to the 

CSE (CheapPhone/ShoesForAll) were asked. Lastly questions concerning the perceived 

connection between the two were asked before concluding with demographic outlines of the 

respondents (Lietz, 2009).  
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Figure 4.3.0 Study Outline 

 

 

4.3.1 H1a Measures 
To address H1a a set of 12 statements were asked. These are all found in Spiggle, Nguyen and 

Caravella’s article and all address the BEA’s effect on the evaluation of the CSE. All constructs 

were rated on a seven-point-scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Two statements 

measured the construct brand knowledge, three statements measured the construct of self-

brand connection, four statements measured the construct of brand extension attitude, two 

statements measured the construct of purchase intention and one statement measured the 

construct of willingness to recommend (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012).  

 
 

Demographics

Information about the 
respondents 5 characteristics

Fit

Evaluation of the fit between the 
company and the CSE 5 statements

The CSE

Evaluation of the CSE 26 statements about the CSE

The parent company

Evaluation of the company 22 statements about the 
company

Former knowledge of CSE

Introduction to the questionnaire Question of former knowledge of 
CSE

CSEs were briefly explained and 
the questionnaire was 

introduced. 

The context was primed through 
cognitive and affective means. 

Colors were used to enhance the 
priming. 

Pictures were used to enhance 
the priming. 
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4.3.2 H1b & H3b Measures 
To address H1b and H3b two sets of questions, consisting of a total of 21 statements were 

tested. These statements originated in Becker-Olsen et al.’s article, and address the impact of 

the communicated level of social impact on the evaluation of the CSE, in addition to the CSE’s 

impact on the parent brand. All statements were measured on a seven-point-scale varying 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The statements are identical with the original 

research, only the name of the company and the subsequent CSE have been altered.  

 

For H1b a set of 11 statements were used where six statements measured the construct of 

brand identification and five statements measured the construct of citizenship. For H3b, a set 

of 10 statements were asked, where four statements measured the construct of company/firm 

motivation and the remaining six statements measured the construct of firm reputation 

(Becker-Olsen et al., 2011).   

 

4.3.3 H1c Measures 
For hypothesis H1c a set of 19 statements were utilized. These all originated from Martinez 

and de Chernatony’s article, and investigate whether or not the brand image influences the 

evaluation of the CSE. The first six statements measure the construct of general brand image 

and the next five statements measures the construct of product-brand image. These first 11 

statements are rated on a seven-point-scale, varying from completely disagree to completely 

agree.  

 

The following two statements measure the construct of quality and were measured on a 

seven-point-scale varying from bad to good. Next followed two statements measuring the 

construct of familiarity, rated on a seven-point scale of not very often to very often concerning 

frequency of purchase; and not very knowledgeable to very knowledgeable regarding 

knowledge of the product.  
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Another two statements measured the construct of fit, where the ratings were according to a 

seven-point-scale varying from very dissimilar or inconsistent (for each statement 

subsequently) to very similar or consistent. The final two statements measured the construct 

of attitude towards the extension; measured along a seven-point scale varying from not very 

favorable or not likely to try to very favorable or likely to try (Martinez & De Chernatony, 

2004). 

 

4.3.4 H3d Measures 
For hypothesis H3d a set of three statements were used. These derived from Dens and De 

Pelsmacker’s article, where they addressed the impact of the evaluation of the CSE on the 

evaluation of the parent brand. All three statements measured the construct of attitude effect, 

and were all measured along a seven-point-scale varying from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree (Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009).  

 

4.3.5 Demographic Profile 
Concluding, a set of demographic questions were asked, including age, gender, level of 

education completed, which continent the respondent comes from and whether or not the 

respondent is a student. This was conducted in order to gain a descriptive overview of the 

group of respondents for the two questionnaires.  

 

 

4.4 Manipulation Checks 
In order to determine whether or not the affective priming did in fact have an effect on the 

overall evaluation, a manipulation check was conducted. The means of the two groups show 

that the overall evaluation of Shoe is higher than the overall evaluation of Phone regarding the 

statement “I like Phone/Shoe” (푀 	 = 4, 22, SE = 0, 92, p = 0,050; 푀  = 5, 74, SE = 1,174, 

p = 0,050). Further three statements were tested for both groups, clearly indicating that the 

manipulation effects were successful: “Phone/Shoe is interesting” (푀 = 3,92, SD = 1,294, p 

= 0,05; 푀  = 5,23, SD = 1,068, p = 0,05); “I am favorable towards CheapPhone/ShoesForAll” 
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(푀 = 4,39, SD = 1,252, p = 0,05; 푀 = 5,71, SD = 1,027, p = 0,05) and “My perception of 

CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is positive” (푀 = 4,27, SD = 1,195, p = 0,05; 푀 = 5,57, SD = 

0,992, p = 0,05).  

 

4.5 Sample 
A total of 509 participants participated in the study. 232 respondents filled in the Phone and 

CheapPhone questionnaire while 277 respondents filled in the Shoe and ShoesForAll 

questionnaire. A total of 360 questionnaires were fully completed, 180 for each of the 

questionnaires, and only these completed 360 questionnaires were used for the following 

analyses, and the 149 incomplete questionnaires were disregarded. Of the 360 respondents 

157 (43, 6%) were female, and all respondents were 30 years or younger 푀  = 2, 83; SD = 

0,785 (2 = 20-23 years old and 3 = 24-27 years old).  170 (47, 2%) of the respondents are 

currently students whereas 190 are not. A complete descriptive overview of the respondents’ 

profile can be found in figure 5.1.1 below.  

 

The sample was largely convenience-based as the respondents were recruited through various 

Social Medias in addition to targeting current students at Copenhagen Business School through 

e-mails. Additionally there is a good variety among education background, gender and age. 

However, as over 90 % of the respondents currently reside in Europe it is probably hard to 

extend the external reliability outside of Europe. 
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Figure 5.1.1 Respondents’ profiles 
Total number of 

respondents % Phone % Shoe % 
Questionnaire 360 100,0 % 180 50,0 % 180 50,0 % 

Familiarity with CSE 
Yes 134 37,2 % 64 17,8 % 70 19,4 % 
No 226 62,8 % 116 32,2 % 110 30,6 % 
Age 

Under 20 4 1,1 % 1 0,3 % 3 0,8 % 
20-23 137 38,1 % 72 20,0 % 65 18,1 % 
24-26 139 38,6 % 63 17,5 % 76 21,1 % 
27-30 80 22,2 % 44 12,2 % 36 10,0 % 

Gender 
Female 157 43,6 % 67 18,6 % 90 25,0 % 
Male 203 56,4 % 113 31,4 % 90 25,0 % 

Level of Education 
High School 15 4,2 % 4 1,1 % 11 3,1 % 

Bachelor 205 56,9 % 106 29,4 % 99 27,5 % 
Master 139 38,6 % 70 19,4 % 69 19,2 % 

MBA 
PhD 1 0,3 % 1 0,3 % 

Currently a student 
Yes 170 47,2 % 80 22,2 % 90 25,0 % 
No 190 52,8 % 100 27,8 % 90 25,0 % 

Geographic area of 
residence 

Europe 340 94,4 % 165 45,8 % 175 48,6 % 
Asia 18 5,0 % 14 3,9 % 4 1,1 % 

Oceania 1 0,3 % 1 0,3 % 
Africa 

North-America 1 0,3 % 1 0,3 % 
South-America 
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5. Analyses and Findings 
This section will address the findings from the questionnaires and secondly assess whether or 

not the hypotheses can be confirmed. Based on this the validity of the conceptual framework 

of this thesis will also be confirmed or adapted to suit the findings of the questionnaires. 

Firstly, however, reliability analyses will be run on all constructs from the questionnaire to 

confirm if the findings of this study coincide with previous research. Next, the conceptual 

framework will be run in AMOS before lastly multi-group moderations will be conducted to 

compare the results between the differing groups of respondents. 

 

5.1 Reliability Analyses 
This section will address the reliability analyses which were run in IBM SPSS 20.0 for each of 

the constructs that were tested in the questionnaires. These analyses are implemented in 

order to determine whether or not this study’s findings are consistent with the studies which it 

has been founded upon, and thus; whether or not this thesis’ findings can be applied to 

determine if the hypotheses can be confirmed.  

 

5.1.1 Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella (2012) 
From this article five distinct constructs were used. The construct of brand knowledge 

consisted of two items, and the internal consistency between these two items concludes in a 

Cronbach’s α of 0,974. The item-total correlation between these two is 0,949. The next 

construct of self-brand connection consisted of three items, with a Cronbach’s α of 0,952. The 

item-total correlation between the three items ranges from 0,861 – 0,932. The Cronbach’s α is 

considered strong if it is over 0,7 and further considered very strong if it ranges over 0,8. The 

item-total correlation is considered good if it is over 0, 4 and very good if it ranges above 0, 5 

(Keller, 2005).  Based on these numbers, one can conclude that these constructs fulfill the 

reliability requirements  and can thus be used in the following analyses, as they confirm the 

that this study’s findings are in correspondence with Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella’s findings. 
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The third construct of brand extension attitude consists of four items where reverse values 

were measured for one of the items. The Cronbach’s α for this construct is 0,769, i.e. 

considered a bit low if one is to be strict with the values. Concerning the item-total correlation 

it ranges from 0,252 – 0,790. This internal correlation between all the items is too low, and the 

reversed item was the one scoring the lowest on the item-total correlation. A new reliability 

analysis was run; omitting this reversed item and the new Cronbach’s α is now 0,871 and item-

total correlation ranging from 0,671 – 0,853. These numbers are considerably better and hence 

the item “I am unfavorable towards CheapPhone/ShoesForAll” will be omitted from the 

subsequent analyses.    

 

The fourth construct of purchase intention consists of two items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,266 

and item-total correlation of 0,153. Again these numbers are too low, and since one of the 

items was a reversed score this one too will be omitted from the following analyses. This 

particular item is called “I would not be likely to seek additional information about 

CheapPhone/ShoesForAll”. Thus, purchase intention consists of only one item. This 

corresponds with the next construct which is willingness to recommend (WTR). As WTR was 

originally measured by only one item in Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella’s research, this thesis 

will proceed, in accordance with the original research, with measuring both purchase intention 

and WTR with one item only (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012).  

 

5.1.2 Becker-Olsen et al. (2011) 
From this article four different constructs were derived. The first construct of brand 

identification consists of six different items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,955 and an item-total 

correlation ranging from 0,842 – 0,888 indicating a good internal correlation. The next 

construct citizenship consists of five items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,951 and an item-total 

correlation ranging from 0,774 – 0,904.  
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The third construct, firm motivation, consists of four items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,646 and 

item-total correlation ranging from -0,080 – 0,763 which are not acceptable numbers. Also in 

this construct the item with the lowest internal correlation is an item which has been reversed. 

A new reliability analysis was run, omitting this item, and the new Cronbach’s α is 0, 903 and 

the new item-total correlation ranges from 0,619 – 0,700. Thus for the following analyses the 

item “Phone/Shoe is only interested in making a profit” will be disregarded.  

 

The final construct, firm reputation, consists of six items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,945 and an 

item-total correlation ranging from 0,785 – 0,879.  

 

5.1.3 Martinez and De Chernatony (2007). 
From this article six constructs were derived. The first construct, general brand image, is built 

up of six different items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,939 and an item-total correlation ranging 

from 0,765 to 0,850. The next construct, product brand image, consists of five items with a 

Cronbach’s α of 0,957 and an item-total correlation ranging from 0,838 – 0,915. The third 

construct, quality, consists of only two items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,887 and an item-total 

correlation of 0,798. 

 

The fourth construct, familiarity, consists of three items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,848 and an 

item-total correlation ranging from 0,489 – 0,856. The internal correlation is a bit low, but still 

well within the limits of being an acceptable internal correlation and thus all three items will be 

kept for the following analyses. The fifth construct, fit, consists of two items with a Cronbach’s 

α of 0,914 and an item-total correlation of 0,848. The last construct, attitude towards the 

extension, also consists of two items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,783 and an item-total correlation 

of 0,647.  
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5.1.4 Dens and De Pelsmacker (2009). 
From this article one construct, attitude effect, was derived. This construct consists of three 

items with a Cronbach’s α of 0,979 and an item-total correlation ranging from 0,944 – 0,968. 

5.2 Conceptual Framework in AMOS 
As the conceptual framework for this thesis was inspired by Dens and De Pelsmacker’s 

conceptual model, an identical approach to analyzing this framework was chosen for the 

analyses (Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009). IBM SPSS AMOS 21 was used to run these analyses.  

 

First a structural equation model of the whole sample using all items (with the exception of the 

three reversed items which were removed due to lack of fit in section 5.1) was run. The output 

of the model concluded that the model was unidentified, and it was particularly the latent 

“Brand Image” that AMOS could not identify. Thus an approach called “imputing composite 

variables” for the latent “Brand Image” was chosen (Gaskin, 2012).  

 

Figure 5.2.1 Imputing Composite Variables for Brand Image in AMOS 21 
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The standardized regression weights range from 0,567 – 884 indicating a strong relationship 

among “Brand Image” for all the observed variables (p < 0.001). The result of the imputing was 

a new variable in the SPSS dataset called “Brand Image”. Next, the model was run again, using 

“Brand Image” instead of the observed variables for this latent. The resulting model can be 

seen in figure 5.2.2:  

Figure 5.2.2: The tentative model including “Brand Image” in AMOS 21. 

 

 

AMOS was also unable to estimate values for this model, and hence a decision to impute all 

the variables was made. For the latent “Brand Extension Authenticity” the standardized 

regression weights range from 0,500 – 0,913 with (p < 0,001) for all the observed variables. For 

the latent “Communicated Social Impact” the standardized regression weights range from 

0,718 – 0,885 with (p < 0,001) for all observed variables. For “Attitude towards the CSE” the 

standardized regression weights range from 0,714 – 0,884 with (p < 0,001) for all the observed 

variables. For the last latent “Attitude towards the Parent Brand” the standardized regression 

weights range from 0,956 – 0,988 with (p < 0,001) for all the observed variables. This indicates 
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a strong and statistically significant fit between the observed variables and the newly 

constructed latent. These all resulted in new imputed variables in SPSS, which were used to run 

the full model. The model can be seen in Figure 5.2.3 in the following section. 

 

5.2.1 The Overall Model 

Figure 5.2.3 The Conceptual Framework with starndadizes estimates in AMOS 

 

When analyzing the goodness of fit the first results are the chi-square goodness of fit ( 휒 ) 

which are 20,345 with two degrees of freedom (p < 0,001). When dividing 휒 with the degrees 

of freedom the minimum discrepancy divided by the degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF = 10,172) 

indicating that the model does not fit with the subsequent data. An ideal number for the 

divided by the degrees of freedom should be ≥ 3 in order to indicate an acceptable fit. 
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However, the chi-square goodness of fit is not commonly regarded as an austere test statistic 

(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993).  

 

Furthermore the root mean square residual (RMR = 0,120) where 0 is considered being a 

perfect fit. Additionally the goodness of fit (GFI = 0,978) is strong and 1 is considered a perfect 

fit for this key number. Moreover the comparative fit index (CFI = 0,992) and the normed-fit 

index (NFI = 0,992) are well above the recommended minimum of 0,950 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

All these numbers indicate that the model is in fact a good fit with the dataset from the 

primary research.  In the next section the individual parameters will be addressed on their own 

and in relation to their specific hypotheses.  

 

5.2.2 The Individual Parameters 
As seen in the overall model, presented in figure 5.2.3, all regression weights, and correlations 

and 푅  are positive. The correlations convey a strong, positive linear relationship between 

brand extension authenticity and the communicated level of social impact (0,850); between 

brand extension authenticity and brand image (0,874) and lastly between the communicated 

level of social impact and brand image (0,891). Moreover the squared multiple correlations 

(푅 ) are both very strong for subsequently attitude towards the CSE (푅 = 0,869) and for 

attitude towards the parent brand (푅 = 0,795) (Keller, 2005).  

 

Each individual parameter will be addressed separately and in relation to the specific 

hypotheses which were proposed in the conceptual framework.  

 

As hypothesized in H1a the brand extension authenticity does have a positive influence on the 

attitude towards the CSE. The fit between these two with a (β = 0,163) which is significant for 

(p < 0,001), indicating that brand extension authenticity does in fact have a positive significant 

effect on consumers’ attitude towards the CSE, thus supporting H1a.  
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Hypothesis H1b suggests that the communicated level of social impact will have a positive 

influence on the attitude towards the CSE. The fit between these two with a (β = 0,452) which 

is significant for (p < 0,001) indicates that the communicated level of social impact does in fact 

have a positive significant effect on consumers’ attitude towards the CSE. Thus hypothesis H1b 

is supported.  

 

Hypothesis H1c states that the brand image will have a positive influence on the attitude 

towards the CSE. The fit between these two with a (β = 0,355) which is significant for (p < 

0,001) indicating that brand image does in fact a significant positive significant effect on 

consumers attitude towards the CSE. This supports H1c.  

 

Furthermore hypothesis H3a suggests that the attitude towards the CSE will have a positive 

impact on the attitude towards the parent brand. The fit between these two (β = 0,719) which 

is significant for (p < 0,001) indicating that the attitude towards the CSE does in fact have a 

strong positive significant effect on consumers’ attitude towards the parent brand. Thus, 

hypothesis H3a is supported.  

 

Lastly hypothesis H3b states that the communicated level of social impact will have a positive 

influence on the attitude towards the parent brand. The fit between these two (β = 0,187) 

which is significant at (p = 0,001) indicating that the communicated level of social impact does 

in fact have positive significant effect on the consumers’ attitude towards the parent brand, 

hence supporting H3b.  
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5.3 Multi-Group Analyses 
To test for differences between the positive affective primed and the negative affective primed 

questionnaires the next section of the analyses addresses multi-group analyses using AMOS 21. 

Additionally tests for gender differences and students versus non-students, and familiarity with 

CSE versus non familiarity with CSE have been conducted, in order to assess if there are 

additional factors in addition to the hypothesized priming effects that impacts the attitudes.  

 

5.3.1 Priming Effects 
First and foremost the sample was split into two groups, depending on which questionnaire 

the respondents had filled in: Phone (n = 180) versus Shoe (n = 180). Next, the analysis involves 

comparing the estimates for the two samples separately where the model allows for increasing 

constraints of invariance. The two-sample model without cross-sample constraints resulted in 

a 휒  = 23,428, degrees of freedom = 4, p <0,001.  

 

Moreover the RMR = 0,014, indicating a greater fit for this model compared to the one without 

priming effects. Furthermore the GFI = 0,976, the CFI = 0,990 and the NFI = 0,988 which are all 

good numbers, even though they are slightly lower than the comparable numbers with the 

overall model without priming effects.  

 

Next a 휒  threshold comparison test was conducted. First the 휒 	from the unconstrained 

model was identified, in this case 23,428 with accompanying four degrees of freedom were 

found. Succeeding, all structural paths were fully constrained, and the tests were re-done. The 

subsequent 휒  for the constrained model was 31,311 with 9 degrees of freedom. The 

threshold for this test with ∆휒 	(5) = 7,883 and p = 0,163. Thus, the results of the threshold 

comparison conclude that the two groups are invariant. However, according to Gaskin, it could 

be advantageous to run a path by path analysis to determine whether or not there are in fact 

statistical differences between the two groups (Gaskin, 2011).  
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Hence, specific results for each of the two samples were compared. To conduct the multi-

group moderation AMOS opens for removing any structural paths between items which are 

not statistically significant in either of the samples. For Shoe, there was one structural path 

which was not statistically significant (Communicated level of Social Impact on the Attitude 

towards the Parent Brand with β = 0,100 with p = 0,219). However, as this structural path was 

significant for Phone (β = 0,284 with p < 0,001), the structural path could not be removed from 

the model. A constrained 휒  comparison was completed, and there was no statistical evidence 

to conclude that this effect differs across the two samples, thus leading to a rejection of 

hypothesis H4b. 

 

For all other structural paths the influences were positive and significant: Brand extension 

authenticity had a significant impact on the attitude towards the extension both for those who 

were exposed to the negative priming (Phone: β = 0,206, p < 0,001) and those exposed to the 

positive priming (Shoe: β = 0,178, p = 0,003). However there is no statistical evidence to 

conclude that the two groups differ significantly from one another. Constrained comparisons 

between 휒  thresholds were made, and neither here is there statistical evidence to suggest 

that the effects differ across the two samples, thus leading to a rejection of the hypothesis 

H2a. 

 

Regarding the communicated level of social impact’s effect on the attitude towards the CSE, 

this effect was positive and significant for both groups (Phone: β = 0,398, p < 0,001; Shoe: β = 

0,574, p < 0,001). Moreover, there is statistical evidence that conclude that the effects do, in 

fact, differ across the two samples (∆휒  (1) = 3,961, p = 0,050), thus confirming hypothesis 

H2b.  
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Next brand images’ effect on the attitude towards the CSE was addressed. This effect is 

significant and positive across both groups (Phone: β = 0,359, p < 0,001; Shoe: β = 0,181, p = 

0,016). The constrained 휒  comparisons indicate that there is no statistical evidence that the 

effects differ across the two samples and thus hypothesis H2c is rejected.  

 

Lastly the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand was 

assessed. The effects are positive and significant for both groups (Phone: β = 0,570, p < 0,001; 

Shoe: β = 0,747, p < 0,001). Furthermore there is statistical proof that concludes that this effect 

differs across the two samples (∆휒 	(2) = 30,328, p = 0,010), hence confirming hypothesis 

H4a.  

 

Concluding, concerning priming effects there are only significant differences between the two 

groups regarding the communicated levels of social impact’s effects on the attitude towards 

the CSE and the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand. 

For both groups the priming effects enhanced the evaluation effects at the same level of 

significance.  

Figure 5.3.1.1 Summary priming 
   

 Negative  Positive  
Status of the 
hypothesis 

Comparison between the 
primed groups 

Β P Β P  
H2a 0,206 <0,001 0,178 0,003 Rejected 

H2b 0,398 <0,001 0,574 <0,001 Confirmed 

H2c 0,359 <0,001 0,181 0,016 Rejected 

H4a 0,57 <0,001 0,747 <0,001 Confirmed 

H4b 0,284 <0,001 0,1 0,219 Rejected 
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5.3.2 Gender Effects 
For this particular test the sample was split into two, depending on the gender of the 

respondent Female (n = 157) versus Male (n = 203). The two-sample model without cross-

sample constraints resulted in a 휒  = 28,118, degrees of freedom = 4, p < 0,001. Further the 

RMR = 0,015, also indicating a better fit for this model compared to the one without multi-

group effects. Furthermore the GFI = 0,971, the CFI = 0,990 and the NFI = 0,989 which are quite 

close to the comparable numbers in the general model with no multi-group effects, though 

slightly lower for the gender effects. Regardless, these numbers all indicate a good fit between 

the data and the model.  

 

Next a 휒  goodness of fit test, comparing 휒  of the unconstrained model and subsequently for 

the fully constrained model was run (∆휒  (5) = 15,163, p = 0,001). Concluding the groups are 

not invariant and thus some paths will statistically differ from one another. Hence, a path by 

path analysis was conducted to identify the specific structural paths that significantly differ 

from one another across the two genders.  

 

Thereafter, the group specific results were compared. None of the structural paths were 

significantly different in both groups, thus all paths were kept for the entirety of the model.  

 

The effects of brand extension authenticity on the attitude towards the CSE are positive and 

significant for both genders (Female: β = 0,128, p = 0,064; Male β = 0,206, p < 0,001). However, 

the constrained 휒  comparison concluded that there are no significant differences between 

the genders concerning this effect.  
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Next the effects of the communicated levels of social impact on the attitude towards the CSE 

were assessed. For both genders the effects are positive and significant (Female: β = 0,545, p < 

0,001; Male: β = 0,375, p < 0,001). The constrained 휒 comparison, however, shows that there 

are no significant differences between the two groups regarding this effect. 

 

For brand images’ effects on the attitude towards the CSE the effects are positive and 

significant for both groups (Female: β = 0,288, p < 0,001; Male: β = 0,396, p < 0,001). Also in 

this case the constrained 휒  comparison indicated that there are no significant differences 

across the two groups concerning this effect. 

 

Regarding the communicated levels of social impact’s effects on the attitude towards the 

parent brand the effects are positive for both groups, but only significant for females (Female: 

β = 0,382, p <0,001; Male: β = 0,015, p = 0,838). The constrained 휒  comparison confirms that 

the two genders differ significantly from one another (∆휒  (5) = 38,772, p = 0,010).  

 

Lastly the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand was 

assessed. The effects are positive and significant for both groups (Female: β = 0,528, p < 0,001; 

Male: β = 0,885, p < 0,001). The constrained 휒 comparison further confirms that the two 

groups significantly differ from one another concerning this effect (∆휒  (5) = 34,304, p = 

0,050). 

 

Concluding, there are significant differences between genders concerning which factors have 

the greatest impact on the attitude towards the parent brand. The effect of the communicated 

level of social impact on the attitude towards the parent brand is significantly stronger for 

females compared to males. Conversely, the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude 

towards the parent brand is significantly stronger for males compared to females.  
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Figure 5.3.2.1 Summary genders 

 

Female  Male  
Differences 

across groups 
Comparison of the gender effects β p β p 

 Effects of BEA on the Attitude 
towards the CSE 0,128 0,064 0,206 <0,001 No 

Effects of the communicated level 
of social impact on the attitude 

towards the CSE 
0,545 <0,001 0,375 <0,001 No 

Effects of brand image on the 
attitude towards the CSE 0,288 <0,001 0,396 <0,001 No 

Effects of the attitude towards 
the CSE on the attitude towards 

the parent brand 
0,528 <0,001 0,885 <0,001 Yes 

Effects of the communicated level 
of social impact on the attitude 

towards the parent brand 
0,382 <0,001 0,015 0,838 Yes 

 

 

5.3.3 Student versus Non-Student Effects 
For the third multi-group test the sample was split in two depending on whether or not the 

respondent is currently a student Student(n = 170) versus Non-Student (n = 190). The two-

sample model with no cross-sample constraints resulted in a 휒 = 17,515, degrees of freedom = 

4, p = 0,002. Moreover the RMR = 0,012, indicating a better fit across this model in comparison 

with the model with no multi-group effects. Further the GFI = 0,981, the CFI = 0,994 and the 

NFI = 0,993 which are, in fact, indicating an even better fit for this model than the overall 

conceptual framework. Concluding, these numbers reflect an extremely good fit between the 

data and this model.  

 

Hence a 휒 goodness of fit test, comparing 휒 	from the unconstrained model and a following 

test for the fully constrained model was conducted (∆휒 (5) = 17,191, p = 0,004). This test 

determined that the groups are not invariant and thus the effects differ significantly across the 

two groups. Therefore a path by path analysis was used to correctly identify the specific 

structural paths where these effects differ from one another. As no single structural path was 

insignificant in both groups, all structural paths were kept for this entire multi-group analysis.  
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Brand extension authenticity’s effects on the attitude towards the CSE was positive for both 

groups, but only significant for non-students (Students: β = 0,049, p = 0,378; Non-Students: β = 

0,307, p < 0,001). The constrained 휒 comparison confirmed that these two groups differ 

significantly from one another (Δ휒 	(5) = 27,429, p = 0,010).  

 

The communicated levels of social impact on the attitude towards the CSE was positive and 

significant for both groups (Students: β = 0,478, p < 0,001; Non-Students: β = 0,417, p < 0,001). 

The constrained 휒 comparison however showed that there are no significant differences 

between the two groups regarding this effect. 

 

For the brand images’ effect on the attitude towards the CSE the effect was positive and 

significant for both groups (Students: β = 0,442, p < 0,001; Non-Students: β = 0,248, p < 0,001). 

A constrained 휒  comparison further confirmed that these two groups significantly differ from 

one another (Δ휒 	(5) = 22,844, p = 0,050). 

 

Concerning the communicated levels of social impact’s effect on the attitude towards the 

parent brand, the effect was positive across both groups, but only significant for students 

(Students: β = 0,314, p <0,001; Non-Students: β = 0,060, p = 0,408). These significant 

differences are yet again confirmed by a constrained 휒  comparison (Δ 	휒 (5) = 22,941, p = 

0,050).  

 

Lastly the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand was 

positive and significant across both groups (Students: β = 0,583, p < 0,001; Non-Students: β = 

0,855, p < 0,001). The constrained 휒  comparison confirmed that the effect differs significantly 

between the two groups (Δ 휒 (5) = 20,465, p = 0,010).  
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Concluding, there are significant differences between students and non-students concerning 

four of the five effects which have been tested for. The effect between the brand extension 

authenticities on the attitude towards the CSE was only significant for non-students, and the 

attitude towards the CSE on the attitude towards the parent brand was significantly stronger 

for non-students compared to students. Moreover the brand image’s effect on the attitude 

towards the CSE was significantly stronger for students compared to non-students and the 

communicated level of social impact on the attitude towards the parent brand was only 

significant for students.  

 
 

Figure 5.3.3.1. Summary Students 

  Student 
 

Non-
Student 

 

Differences 
across 
groups 

Comparison of the student 
effects β p β p 

 Effects of BEA on the Attitude 
towards the CSE 0,049 0,378 0,307 <0,001 Yes 

Effects of the communicated 
level of social impact on the 

attitude towards the CSE 
0,478 <0,001 0,417 <0,001 No 

Effects of brand image on the 
attitude towards the CSE 0,442 <0,001 0,248 <0,001 Yes 

Effects of the attitude towards 
the CSE on the attitude 

towards the parent brand 
0,583 <0,001 0,855 <0,001 Yes 

Effects of the communicated 
level of social impact on the 
attitude towards the parent 

brand 

0,314 <0,001 0,06 0,408 Yes 

 

5.3.4 Familiar with CSE versus not Familiar with CSE Effects 
For the fourth and last multi-group test the sample was split in two, depending on whether or 

not the respondent was familiar with the concept of CSE prior to the questionnaire, Yes (n = 

134) versus No (n = 226). This two-sample model with no cross-sample constraints resulted in a 

휒  = 21, 208, degrees of freedom = 4, p < 0,001. Further the RMR = 0,013, which indicates a 
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much better fit in comparison with the overall model, but a slightly worse fit in comparison 

with the student/non-student multi-group model. However the GFI = 0,978, the CFI = 0,993 

and the NFI = 0,991 all indicate that the model fits well with the subsequent set of data.  

 

The compared 휒  goodness of fit between the unconstrained and the fully constrained model 

concluded that the two groups are invariant (Δ 	휒 (5) = 7,609, p = 0,179). Thus at an overall 

model level the two groups do not differ. However, at a path by path level they might differ 

and thus a path by path analysis was conducted to determine at which structural path these 

two groups might differ. As no single structural path was insignificant in both groups, all 

structural paths were kept for this analysis.  

 

Brand extension authenticity’s effect on the attitude towards the CSE was positive for both 

groups, but only significant for those respondents who were not familiar with the term CSE 

prior to the questionnaire (Familiar: β = 0,108, p = 0,073; Not familiar: β = 0,218, p < 0,001). 

The fully constrained 휒 comparison test however concluded that there were no statistical 

differences between the two groups.   

 

The effect of the communicated levels of social impact on the attitude towards the CSE was 

positive and significant for both groups (Familiar: β = 0,577, p < 0,001; Not familiar: β = 0,374, p 

< 0,001). A 휒 comparison test supported that the two groups actually differ statistically from 

one another (Δ 휒 (5) = 25,694, p = 0,050). 

 

Further the brand image’s effects on the attitude towards the CSE are positive and significant 

for both groups (Familiar: β = 0,289, p < 0,001; Not familiar: β = 0,373, p < 0,001). A 

휒 comparison test identified no significant differences between the two groups.  
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Next the communicated levels of social impact on the attitude towards the parent brand were 

assessed. This effect was positive for both groups, but only significant for the not familiar 

group, though that is based on strict evaluations of significance (Familiar: β = 0,198, p = 0,053; 

Not familiar: β = 0,191, p = 0,005). However, a 휒 comparison test determined that there were 

no statistical differences across the two groups.  

 

Finally the attitude towards the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand was 

positive and significant for both groups (Familiar: β = 0,719, p < 0,001; Not familiar: β = 0,708, p 

< 0,001). The 휒  further confirmed that there are no statistical differences across the two 

groups.  

 

Concluding, there are only significant differences across the two groups, those who were 

familiar with the term CSE prior to the questionnaire and those who were not, concerning the 

communicated level of social impact’s effects on the attitude towards the CSE. Here it should 

be noted that this effect is stronger for the group who were previously familiar with the term 

CSE in comparison to those who were not.     

Figure 5.3.4.1. Summary familiarity. 

 
Familiar 

 

Not 
Familiar 

 

Differences 
across 

groups? 
Comparison of familiarity effects Β p β p 

 Effects of BEA on the Attitude 
towards the CSE 0,108 0,073 0,218 <0,001 No 

Effects of the communicated 
level of social impact on the 

attitude towards the CSE 0,577 <0,001 0,374 <0,001 Yes 
Effects of brand image on the 

attitude towards the CSE 0,289 <0,001 0,373 <0,001 No 
Effects of the attitude towards 

the CSE on the attitude towards 
the parent brand 0,198 0,053 0,191 0,005 No 

Effects of the communicated 
level of social impact on the 
attitude towards the parent 

brand 0,719 <0,001 0,708 <0,001 No 
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6. Discussion and managerial implications 
In this section the main findings from the study will be discussed and the findings will be 

compared to the tentative conceptual framework of this thesis. The aim of this discussion is to 

uncover which effects impact the consumers’ attitudes towards the CSE and subsequently 

towards the parent brand. Next, the applicability of this study for managerial purposes will be 

elaborated upon. 

 

6.1 Theoretical implications 
 

Figure 6.1.1 Table with an overview of the findings from section 5. 

From the overall model β P Status of the hypothesis 

H1a 0,163 <0,001 Confirmed 

H1b 0,452 <0,001 Confirmed 

H1c 0,355 <0,001 Confirmed 

H3a 0,719 <0,001 Confirmed 

H3b 0,187 0,001 Confirmed 

 
    

  
As seen in the table above, the estimated model fits the data extremely well, and the overall 

model shows positive and significant effects between the various hypothesized latents and the 

subsequent effects on both the attitude towards the CSE but also on the attitude towards the 

parent brand. The introduced conceptual framework identifies important aspects that impact 

the attitude towards the parent brand, but which also contributes to creating an attitude 

towards a newly introduced CSE through the means of brand extension strategies. Moreover, 

as the hypotheses are all confirmed regarding the overall model, and two out of five are 

confirmed regarding the priming effects, these point to an overall causal relationship between 

the attitude towards the CSE and the parent brand and the underlying effects which impact 

this attitude. It is thus argued that the study fulfills the requirements for internal validity. 

Furthermore, the model suggests that brand extension theories are well equipped to branch 

out and cover a larger topic area than traditionally anticipated.  
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This study has proved that brand extension theories can be used to predict the effect of certain 

factors in the evaluation of this particular type of CSEs. First and foremost this study has shown 

a clear similarity between the essence of a brand extension and a CSE under an overall 

umbrella brand. Hence the hypotheses treated the CSE as an extension and the results are 

quite substantial in proving that the brand extension theories have a broader applicability than 

previously applied. Additionally, by collecting data from 360 different respondents, it is argued 

that requirements for external validity are fulfilled. It should further be stressed that the 

respondents were all under the age of 30, which is fitting with this thesis addressing the 

attitudes towards CSE’s and its impact on the attitude towards the parent brand for young 

consumers. However, as the indubitable majority of the respondents were currently residing in 

Europe, it should be contemplated around whether or not the findings of this study are 

applicable outside of a European context.  

 

Concerning reliability, it is argued that the strength of this study lies within the scope of its 

design. As statements for the questionnaire were drawn from existing research and further 

tested for reliability, and since there was no room left for personal interpretation of the 

statements, one can conclude that this study has been designed for ease of further replication 

in future studies. The overall intention of this study was to obtain numerical results which were 

essential to successfully test the hypotheses.    

 

With reference to the effects of the communicated levels of social impact on subsequently the 

CSE and the parent brand are positive and significant, confirming that the social impact which a 

company generates plays a vital role in the attitude creation for all of the company’s brands. 

This supports the finding of Becker-Olsen et.al, confirming that the communicated levels of 

social impact which a company generates does impact the attitude formation for all their 

brands. This effect is significantly stronger for those who were familiar with the concept of 

CSEs prior to the questionnaire (Becker-Olsen et.al, 2011).  
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The brand extension theories used for this thesis stated that there were two quintessential 

factors which impact the attitude towards the CSE and these were perceived authenticity and 

fit between the CSE and the parent brand. The findings of this study confirm that both these 

effects are positive and significant, though the perceived fit between the CSE and the parent 

brand have a much higher effect than the perceived authenticity.  

 

As in Martinez and De Chernatony’s study, this study confirms that the effects (the perceived 

fit between the CSE and the parent brand, perceived quality and the attitude towards the CSE) 

which can reduce a potential dilution effects due to the introduction of an extension play a 

vital role in influencing the attitude of a CSE towards the parent brand. Moreover, this study’s 

findings indicate higher β-value than the respective β-values in Martinez and De Chernatony’s 

study. This indicates that the effect which the brand image of the parent brand transfers onto 

the attitude towards the CSE is quite substantial and should unquestionably be taken into 

account when launching a CSE. Furthermore the effects found in this thesis’ study are 

significantly stronger for males and non-students and supplementary positive priming 

significantly increases this effect (Martinez & De Chernatony, 2004).    

 

Furthermore this study confirms Dens and De Pelsmackers’ findings that the attitude towards 

the extension does in fact influence the attitude towards the parent brand. Here, too, the β-

values for this thesis’ study are significantly higher than the one in Dens and De Pelsmacker’s 

study. The β-value is the highest one in the entire model, emphasizing the importance of the 

impact that an extension will have on the parent brand following the launch of the CSE. 

Furthermore the respondents who were exposed to positive affective priming showed a 

significantly higher effect between these two factors than those exposed to negative affective 

priming. Lastly males and non-students show a significant higher effect between these two 

factors compared to females and students (Dens & De Pelsmacker, 2009).  
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Further this thesis suggests that BEA might be better suited to address its effects on the 

attitude towards the CSE in comparison with fit, which is the traditional approach in brand 

extension theories. In Dens and De Pelsmacker’s model the β for fit’s effects on the brand 

extension is 0,083, p =0,033. However, the findings in this thesis conclude that the β for BEA’s 

impact on the attitude towards the CSE is 0,163, p < 0,001. This effect is almost twice as strong, 

which indicates that brand extension authenticity has a significant effect on the attitude 

formation towards a CSE. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella’s 

concept of BEA is a valid contributor to this field of research, and the effects of the BEA are 

both positive and significant for the overall model. There are, however, no significant 

differences in the effects between the two groups who were exposed to different priming 

effects, or differences across genders, or regarding familiarity with the concept of CSE. 

Conversely, the BEA’s effects on the attitude towards the CSE are only significant for non-

students (Spiggle, Nguyen & Caravella, 2012).  

 

Moreover, this thesis analyzed whether or not positive affective priming would elicit stronger 

positive evaluations of both the CSE and the parent brand in comparison with a second group 

which was exposed to negative affective priming.  There was only statistical proof to conclude 

that for two of the five structural paths there was a significantly stronger effect for those who 

were exposed to the positive affective priming. This could mean that the priming effects are 

not as substantial as suggested by Stafford and Yi; however there could also be other reasons 

which play essential parts in the attitude formation which have not been included in this thesis 

(Stafford, 2000; Yi, 1990).  

 

Conversely, there are also several moderating effects which were not covered in the 

theoretical background which deemed statistically significant when the multi-group 

moderations comparisons were conducted. First and foremost there were significant 

differences between both the effects on the parent brand (subsequently from the CSE and the 

communicated levels of social impact) concerning genders. Concerning the communicated 
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level of social impact, this effect was only significant for females, and the impact of the CSE on 

the attitude towards the parent brand was significantly stronger for males.   

 

Moreover there are significant differences concerning four of the effects when comparing the 

student group to the non-student group. Non-students pertains a larger effect from BEA to the 

attitude towards the CSE and also the CSE’s effects on the attitude towards the parent brand. 

Conversely students pertains a larger effect from the brand image and its effect on the attitude 

towards the CSE, and concerning the communicated level of social impact on the attitude 

towards the parent brand, the positive effect is only significant for students. This could indicate 

that students and non-students emphasize different aspects when evaluating the attitude 

towards a parent brand and it’s CSE. This is in strong contrast to the findings of Völckner and 

Sattler which states that student sample overall evaluations of brand extensions are 

generalizable to non-student samples (Völckner & Sattler, 2007). This could indicate that when 

it comes to CSE’s students and non-students have different perceptions of what aspects are 

considered important in comparison with traditional brand extensions.    

 

Lastly, a multi-group test for familiarity with the concept of CSE showed that there were only 

significant effects across the groups concerning the communicated level of social impact on the 

attitude towards the CSE. Here familiarity with CSEs led to a stronger link between the two.  

 

6.2 Managerial Implications 
Firstly it should be clearly stated that this thesis is solely relevant for companies who have the 

option to launch a CSE as a part of their brand extension strategies. Furthermore it requires 

that the company also has made a strategic decision to pursue a marketing strategy which 

emphasizes their brands, as this is not a given in all companies. 
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Choosing a CSE as an alternative strategy compared to CSR in order to create a social impact in 

the society which they operate could provide the company with a specific competitive 

advantage as this strategy will provide the company with a distinct strategic point of difference 

compared to their competitors. Moreover, it is assumed that there will be an increase in the 

number of legislations connected with social impact in a variety of ways. By incorporating a CSE 

approach, it is possible for the company to obtain both the legitimacy connected with creating 

a tangible social impact in the society, but equally important, it is possible to create a financial 

surplus which can be utilized for expanding the CSE or to further drive research and 

development within its field.  

 

Furthermore, if a company opts for the CSE approach, this thesis attempts to elaborate upon 

the causal relationship between some of the factors which impact attitude creation towards 

the CSE. Supplementary it also attempts to address some factors which affect the attitude 

towards the parent brand. The primary impact that a company should be aware of is that the 

current brand image of the parent brand, in addition to the communicated level of social 

impact are the two factors which play the strongest role in the creation of attitude towards the 

CSE. In addition, this communicated level of social impact and the attitude towards the CSE 

have a spillover effect, which, for the attitude towards the CSE, is quite strong and clearly 

affects the new, altered, attitude towards the parent brand.  

 

Lastly, managers should be aware of the fact that these relationships between the factors can 

be moderated by other factors which play a significant role. Which priming the respondent was 

exposed to, which gender the respondent belongs to, and whether or not the respondent is a 

student and if the respondent was familiar with the concept of CSEs affects the significance of 

each of the effects. This implies that the company should be aware of whom they target prior 

to launching their CSE, and based on this, several of the factors may change in importance or 

significance, depending on who the target audience is.  

 



73 
 

7. Limitations and Further Research 
 

7.1 Limitations 
First and foremost this thesis is based on the underlying assumption that brand extension 

theories can in fact be applied to CSEs. 

 

Next the majority of limitations lie in the study. The respondents were not tested for any prior 

knowledge of CSEs, a mere yes/no questions regarding familiarity with the term of CSE was 

asked. However, it is not possible to know to which extent this knowledge grasped beyond the 

term, and can thus not be used to determine how extensive knowledge of the field impacted 

the evaluation of the parent companies and their subsequent CSEs in the questionnaire. 

Further it was discovered that some of the respondents faced some problems throughout the 

questionnaire. For instance, 509 respondents started the questionnaire, but only 360 

completed it. 360 completed responses is also a good number to conduct quantitative 

analyses, but the number of completed responses could have been slightly higher. This reason 

for a high number of uncompleted questionnaires could be due to the length of the 

questionnaire (59 questions), but it could also be related to the questionnaire being a bit slow 

in registering the respondents responses, leading to people filling in a completed questionnaire 

but with 1-2 blank remarks. Respondents also commented on finding it difficult to find more 

information about the companies and thus attempted to search for them on the internet, 

regardless of the information clearly stating that the company and CSE in question were 

fictional. After these feedbacks it was further stressed in the questionnaire that these 

companies were in fact fictional.  

 

Moreover, some of the constructs in the questionnaire were measured by solely one to two 

constructs. Ideally each construct should be measured by three constructs, but due to this 

thesis using questions from existing research, and this is how their studies were conducted, an 

identical approach was opted for in this study. This could, however, impact the construct 

validity of these specific constructs.  
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Furthermore, this questionnaire addressed only the attitudes of young consumers below the 

age of 30, and it should be discussed whether or not the findings are applicable to other age 

groups. Additionally the vast majority of the respondents reside in Europe, and generalizability 

beyond Europe should thus be deliberated.  

 

Another limitation of this study is the partial and constricted distribution of CSEs in Europe. As 

CSEs are not yet considered common in Europe, this could impact the overall evaluation of the 

CSEs in the questionnaires. The findings of this study might reflect tentative or assumed 

behavior of the respondents as they have not conducted complex contemplative behavior in 

connection with an attitude formation towards CSEs as they have not previously been 

confronted with this type of business model or brand extensions.  

 

7.2 Further Research 
Conversely, this study has provided several new insights on the topic of CSEs and branding, and 

provides a great platform for future research.  

 

First and foremost, as stated in the limitations section, further research could address if the 

findings of this study’s findings are applicable to other age groups beyond under 30 year olds. 

Additionally further studies could uncover if the findings are applicable to residents outside of 

Europe. Moreover, this study was centered on fictive brands and subsequent fictive CSEs. It 

could be useful in further research to assess if the impact on the brand and the CSE is identical 

for real brands with fictive CSEs or even to assess the attitude impact by re-examining this 

study and using real brands with real CSEs. For this study it was specifically chosen a CSE which 

fit well with the parent brand and further research could also assess if these effects are equally 

good for those CSEs which’ it with the parent brand is perceived as sub-optimal in comparison 

with those in this study.     
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Further, the conceptual framework of this thesis has introduced some moderating factors such 

as priming, gender, whether or not the respondent is a student and familiarity with CSEs. 

Further research could address if there are additional other moderating factors which could 

play a role in the attitude towards the CSE and the parent brand, which have not been covered 

by this study. 

 

Next, this thesis has stated that it only addresses how the attitude changes, but does not 

extend to the actual changes in the consumer behavior as a result of this new attitude. Hence, 

this could be the platform for further research, to assess how the underlying behavior is 

altered, if it is at all, as a result of the new attitude.  

 

Lastly, this thesis’ findings argue that corporations to a larger degree are forced to justify their 

CSR spending and that consumers’ attitudes towards CSR are on a downturn. However, this 

thesis does not compare to which degree consumers are more positive towards CSE than 

traditional CSR initiatives. Hence, further research could address to which degree the attitudes 

would change by using traditional CSR in comparison with CSE to clearly determine the 

difference in effects between the two types of social impact and to clearly confirm if CSE 

improves the overall attitude towards social impact in comparison with equivalent CSR efforts. 
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8. Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to address the introduction of a CSE’s impact on the parent 

brand and further assess how this impact can be altered.  

The analyses, which were derived from the suggested conceptual framework, determine that 

there are a variety of factors which impact the attitude towards the parent brand and several 

more which impact the attitude towards the CSE.   

First and foremost the perceived brand extension authenticity, the level of communicated 

social impact and the overall parent brand image have a positive influence on the consumers’ 

attitude towards the CSE. This attitude towards the CSE subsequently influences the attitude 

towards the parent brand alongside with the communicated level of social impact. Hence, all of 

these aspects should be taken into account when addressing consumers when launching a CSE 

as they will sway the evaluation of the CSE, the extension, but equally important, the parent 

brand.  

Furthermore there are moderating factors which influence the extent of the effects onto the 

attitude formation. The tentative model specifically addressed the moderating role of priming 

effects, but the questionnaire opened for several moderating effects such as gender, familiarity 

with CSEs and whether or not the respondent is a student. For all of the moderating factors 

there were one or more effects which significantly differed across the groups, confirming that 

these moderating factors play a quintessential role in influencing the effects on the attitude 

towards the CSE and the subsequent effects on the attitude towards the parent brand.  

This study has determined that the specific type of CSE which has been addressed in this study 

can be treated as a type of brand extension, and further assessed the impact which it can have 

on the parent brand. Furthermore, this study has opened up for a variety of further research 

branching into addressing if these findings are generalizable to consumers older than 30, to 

consumers who do not reside in Europe or for CSEs who do not appear to have a great fit 

between the parent brand and the CSE. Further research can also be used to determine if the 

attitude changes impact the consumer behavior and if this attitude effects differ significantly 

between the introduction of a CSE and the introduction of more traditional CSR approaches.  
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This questionnaire addresses a business model called Corporate Social Enterprises (CSE). For the sake of this  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
questionnaire, the povertyline is defined as living on close to $2 per day.  

Appendix A: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In this questionnaire you will be introduced to a FICTIONAL CSE, and asked a series of questions about it.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please not that this is not a real company!  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hope that you will take the time to fill out the whole questionnaire as completed questionnaires are necessary for  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
the analysis. It should take you about 10 minutes. Thank you so much for your help!  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Were you familiar with the term “corporate social enterprise (CSE)” prior to this 
questionnaire? 

 Yes 

  

 No 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
  

Company Phone produces cellphones for customers all over the world, and has an acceptable reputation. Their  
sales are satisfactory and they have been considering expanding their business. In order to comply with their  
responsibility aspect they have decided to launch a CSE which they have named CheapPhone.   
The purposes of CheapPhone are to reach a larger group of customers, by offering a cellphone at an affordable  
price, event to those customers who are living close to the povertyline. Additionally CheapPhone will primarily  
employ poor people and their aim is internal recruitment for leadership positions in the long run. CheapPhone’s  
overall aim is to increase their sales in a new market while fulfilling the stakeholders’ responsibility requirements.  
CheapPhone will be allowed to use some of Phone’s knowledge and expertise to produce their cellphones.   
  
You will be presented with a series of statements regarding Phone and CheapPhone. Please state how you feel  
about each of these statements.   

2. How familiar are you with Phone 
Not at all  
familiar 
 

Unfamiliar 

 

A little  
unfamiliar 

 

Neutral 

 

A little familiar 

 

Familiar 

 

Very familiar 

 

3. How knowledgeable are you about Phone 
Not very  

 

Not  

 

A little  

 
knowledgeable knowledgeable unknowledgeable Neutral 

 

A little  
knowledgeable 

 

Knowledgeable 

 

Very  
knowledgeable 

 

4. I feel a personal connection to Phone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

5. Phone reflects who I am 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

6. I can identify with Phone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

7. Phone is a leader in the communication industry 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
8. Phone is a reliable company 

Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

9. Phone is a responsible company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

10. Phone is an innovative company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

11. Phone is a company I believe in 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

12. Phone is a financially strong company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

13. Phone provides good value for money 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

14. There is a reason to buy from Phone instead of other companies 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

15. Phone has a personality 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

16. Phone is interesting 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
17. I have a clear impression of the type of people who consume Phone’s products 

Completely  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

18. Phone is different from competing brands 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

19. How often would you buy from Phone 
Never 
 

Very rarely 
 

A few times 
 

I don't know 
 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Very often 
 

20. Phone supports good causes to attract customers 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

21. Phone supports good causes for the good of the community 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

22. Phone is only interested in making a profit 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

23. Phone supports good causes to promote the firm 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
  

  
24. How favorable are you towards CheapPhone 

Not very  
favorable 
 

Not favorable 

 

A little  
unfavorable 

 

Neutral 

 

A little favorable 

 

Favorable 

 

Very favorable 

 

25. I am unfavorable towards CheapPhone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

26. How likely are you to try CheapPhone 
Not very likely 

 
Not likely 

 
A little unlikely 

 
Neutral 
 

A little likely 
 

Likely 
 

Very likely 
 

27. My reaction to CheapPhone is positive 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

28. CheapPhone is appealing to me 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

29. CheapPhone is an important brand 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

30. CheapPhone has quality products 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
31. CheapPhone has reliable products 

Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

32. CheapPhone understands its customers 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

33. CheapPhone is a brand I feel good about 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

34. CheapPhone is a brand I trust 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

35. CheapPhone is a brand that cares 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

36. CheapPhone is a good corporate citizen 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

37. CheapPhone has a strong value system 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

38. CheapPhone acts for the good of the community 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

39. I perceive CheapPhone as active 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
40. I perceive CheapPhone as comfortable 

Completely  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

41. I perceive CheapPhone as functional 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

42. I perceive CheapPhone as leisurely 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

43. I perceive CheapPhone as sporty 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

44. What is your opinion of CheapPhone? 
Very bad 

 
Bad 
 

Slightly bad 
 

Neutral 
 

Slightly good 
 

Good 
 

Very good 
 

45. How is the quality of CheapPhone 
Very bad 

 
Bad 
 

Slightly bad 
 

Neutral 
 

Slightly good 
 

Good 
 

Very good 
 

46. Relative to other brands of cellphones, CheapPhone is one of the best 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

47. If I were choosing a cellphone I would consider CheapPhone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

48. I would not be likely to seek additional information about CheapPhone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

49. I would recommend CheapPhone to others who were considering a cellphone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
  

50. Assess the fit between CheapPhone and Phone 

Very dissimilar 

 

Dissimilar 

 

A little  
dissimilar 

 

Neutral 

 

A little similar 

 

Similar 

 

Very similar 

 

51. How is the fit between CheapPhone and Phone’s image 
Very  

inconsistent 
 

Inconsistent 

 

A little  
inconsistent 

 

Neutral 

 

A little  
consistent 

 

Consistent 

 

Very consistent 

 

As a result of the introduction of CheapPhone, assess your evaluation of Phone  

52. I have a good attitude towards Phone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

53. My attitude towards Phone is positive 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

54. I like Phone 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Phone and its CSE - Cheap Phone 
  

Demographics  

55. How old are you? 

 Under 20   
 2023   

 24 26   
 2730   

56. Gender 

 Female   
 Male   

57. What is the highest level of education which you have completed? 

 High school    Bachelor    Master    MBA    PhD   

58. Are you currently a student? 

 Yes   
 No   

59. Which geographic area do currently you reside in? 

 Europe    Asia    Oceania    Africa    North  South 
America  America  
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Shoe and its CSE - ShoesForAll 

  

Appendix B: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This questionnaire addresses a business model called Corporate Social Enterprises (CSE). For the sake of this  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
questionnaire, the povertyline is defined as living on close to $2 per day.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In this questionnaire you will be introduced to a FICTIONAL CSE, and asked a series of questions about it.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that this is not a real company!  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hope that you will take the time to fill out the whole questionnaire as completed questionnaires are necessary for  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
the analysis. It should take you about 10 minutes. Thank you so much for your help!  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Were you familiar with the term “corporate social enterprise (CSE)” prior to this 
questionnaire? 

 Yes 

  

 No 
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Shoe and its CSE - ShoesForAll 
  

Company Shoe produces highend sneakers for customers all over the world, and has an amazing reputation. Their  
sales are tremendous and they have been considering expanding their business. Shoe is very invested in CSR and  
has wanted to expand their social impact further. Their next step is the creation of a CSE which they have named  
ShoesForAll.  
ShoesForAll’s main purpose is to make good sneakers available to everyone, by offering a shoe which everyone can  
afford, even if they are living close to the povertyline. Additionally ShoesForAll aim at employing people living close  
to the povertyline in order to improve their living standards through a stable income, and they hope to have internal  
recruitment for leadership positions as soon as possible. ShoesForAll’s overall aim is to improve living standards  
and do good for the community, by introducing a new business. ShoesForAll will also have full access to Shoe’s  
expertise and knowledge when it comes to production and sales.   
You will be presented with a series of statements regarding Shoe and ShoesForAll. Please state how you feel  
about each of these statements.  

2. How familiar are you with Shoe 
Not at all  
familiar 
 

Unfamiliar 

 

A little  
unfamiliar 

 

Neutral 

 

A little familiar 

 

Familiar 

 

Very familiar 

 

3. How knowledgeable are you about Shoe 
Not very  

 

Not  

 

A little  

 
knowledgeable knowledgeable unknowledgeable Neutral 

 

A little  
knowledgeable 

 

Knowledgeable 

 

Very  
knowledgeable 

 

4. I feel a personal connection to Shoe 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

5. Shoe reflects who I am 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

6. I can identify with Shoe 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

7. Shoe is a leader in the footwear industry 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Shoe and its CSE - ShoesForAll 
8. Shoe is a reliable company 

Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

9. Shoe is a responsible company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

10. Shoe is an innovative company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

11. Shoe is a company I believe in 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

12. Shoe is a financially strong company 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

13. Shoe provides good value for money 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

14. There is a reason to buy from Shoe instead of other companies 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

15. Shoe has a personality 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

16. Shoe is interesting 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
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17. I have a clear impression of the type of people who consume Shoe's products 

Completely  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

18. Shoe is different from competing brands 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

19. How often would you buy from Shoe 
Never 
 

Very rarely 
 

A few times 
 

I don't know 
 

Sometimes 
 

Often 
 

Very often 
 

20. Shoe supports good causes to attract customers 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

21. Shoe supports good causes for the good of the community 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

22. Shoe is only interested in making a profit 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

23. Shoe supports good causes to promote the firm 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Shoe and its CSE - ShoesForAll 
  

  
24. How favorable are you towards ShoesForAll 

Not very  
favorable 
 

Not favorable 

 

A little  
unfavorable 

 

Neutral 

 

A little favorable 

 

Favorable 

 

Very favorable 

 

25. I am unfavorable towards ShoesForAll 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

26. How likely are you to try ShoesForAll 
Not very likely 

 
Not likely 

 
A little unlikely 

 
Neutral 
 

A little likely 
 

Likely 
 

Very likely 
 

27. My reaction to ShoesForAll is positive 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

28. ShoesForAll is appealing to me 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

29. ShoesForAll is an important brand 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Shoe and its CSE - ShoesForAll 
30. ShoesForAll has quality products 

Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

31. ShoesForAll has reliable products 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

32. ShoesForAll understands its customers 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

33. ShoesForAll is a brand I feel good about 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

34. ShoesForAll is a brand I trust 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

35. ShoesForAll is a brand that cares 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

36. ShoesForAll is a good corporate citizen 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

37. ShoesForAll has a strong value system 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

38. ShoesForAll acts for the good of the community 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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39. I perceive ShoesForAll as active 

Completely  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

40. I perceive ShoesForAll as comfortable 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

41. I perceive ShoesForAll as functional 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

42. I perceive ShoesForAll as leisurely 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

43. I perceive ShoesForAll as sporty 
Completely  

disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Completely  
agree 
 

44. What is your opinion of ShoesForAll? 
Very bad 

 
Bad 
 

Slightly bad 
 

Neutral 
 

Slightly good 
 

Good 
 

Very good 
 

45. How is the quality of ShoesForAll? 
Very bad 

 
Bad 
 

Slightly bad 
 

Neutral 
 

Slightly good 
 

Good 
 

Very good 
 

46. Relative to other brands of sneakers, ShoesForAll is one of the best 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

47. If I were choosing sneakers I would consider ShoesForAll 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

48. I would not be likely to seek additional information about ShoesForAll 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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49. I would recommend ShoesForAll to others who were considering sneakers 

Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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50. Assess the fit between ShoesForAll and Shoe 

Very dissimilar 

 

Dissimilar 

 

A little  
dissimilar 

 

Neutral 

 

A little similar 

 

Similar 

 

Very similar 

 

51. How is the fit between ShoesForAll and Shoe's image 
Very  

inconsistent 
 

Inconsistent 

 

A little  
inconsistent 

 

Neutral 

 

A little  
consistent 

 

Consistent 

 

Very consistent 

 

As a result of the introduction of ShoesForAll, assess your evaluation of Shoe  

52. I have a good attitude towards Shoe 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

53. My attitude towards Shoe is positive 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

54. I like Shoe 
Strongly  
disagree 
 

Disagree 

 

Slightly  
disagree 
 

Neutral 

 

Slightly agree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 
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Demographics  

55. How old are you? 

 Under 20   
 2023   

 24 26   
 2730   

56. Gender 

 Female   
 Male   

57. What is the highest level of education which you have completed? 

 High school    Bachelor    Master    MBA    PhD   

58. Are you currently a student? 

 Yes   
 No   

59. Which geographic area do currently you reside in? 

 Europe    Asia    Oceania    Africa    North  South 
America  America  
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Appendix C: 

The questions; grouped together as they are found in the original research. 
Q refers to their numbered question in the final version of this thesis’ 
questionnaire.  
 

Q1: Were you familiar with the term “Coprorate Social Enterprise” (CSE) prior to this questionnaire? 

 Spiggle, Nguyen and Caravella (2012) 

Brand Knowledge: 
Q2: How familiar are you with Phone/Shoe? 

Q3: How knowledgeable are you about Phone/Shoe? 

Self-Brand Connection: 
Q4: I feel a personal connection to Phone/Shoe 

Q5: Phone/Shoe reflects who I am  

Q6: I can identify with Phone/Shoe 

Brand Extension Attitude: 
Q27: My reaction to CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is positive 

Q25: I am unfavorable towards CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Q28: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is appealing to me 

Q46: Relative to other brands of cell-phones/sneakers CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is one of the best 

Purchase Intention: 
Q47: If I were choosing a cell-phone/sneakers I would consider CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Q48: I would not be likely to seek additional information about CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Willingness to Recommend: 
Q49: I would recommend CheapPhone/ShoesForAll to others who were considering a cell-
phone/sneakers 

 Becker-Olsen et al (2011).  

Brand Identification: 
Q29: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is an important brand  

Q30: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll has quality products 

Q31: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll has reliable products 

Q32: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll understands its customers 
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Q33: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is a brand I feel good about 

Q34: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is a brand I trust 

Citizenship: 
Q35: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is a brand that cares 

Q36: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is a good corporate citizen 

Q37: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll has a strong value system 

Q38: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll acts for the good of the community 

Q34: CheapPhone/ShoesForAll is a brand I trust 

Firm Motivation: 
Q20: Phone/Shoe supports good causes to attract customers 

Q21: Phone/Shoe supports good causes for the good of the community 

Q22: Phone/Shoe is only interested in making a profit (Reverse scores are measured) 

Q23. Phone/Shoe supports good causes to promote the firm 

Firm Reputation: 
Q7: Phone/Shoe is a leader in the communication industry/footwear industry 

Q8: Phone/Shoe is a reliable company 

Q9: Phone/Shoe is a responsible company 

Q10: Phone/Shoe is an innovative company 

Q11: Phone/Shoe is a company I believe in 

Q12: Phone/Shoe is a financially strong company 

 Martinez and De Chernatony (2007). 

General Brand Image:  
Q 13: Phone/Shoe provides good value for money 

Q14: There is a reason to buy Phone/Shoe instead of others 

Q15: Phone/Shoe has personality 

Q16: Phone/Shoe is interesting 

Q17: I have a clear impression of the type of people who consume Phone’s/Shoe’s products  

Q18: Phone/Shoe is different from competing brands 

Product Brand Image: 
Q39: I perceive CheapPhone/ShoesForAll as active 
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Q40: I perceive CheapPhone/ShoesForAll as comfortable 

Q41: I perceive CheapPhone/ShoesForAll as functional 

Q42: I perceive CheapPhone/ShoesForAll as leisurely 

Q43: I perceive CheapPhone/ShoesForAll as sporty 

Quality: 
Q44: What is your opinion of CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Q45: How is the quality of CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Familiarity: 
Q2: How familiar are you with Phone/Shoe 

Q19: Frequency of purchase from Phone/Shoe 

Q3: Knowledge of Phone/Shoe 

Fit: 
Q 50: Assess the fit between the CheapPhone/ShoesForAll and Phone/Shoe 

Q51: Fit between CheapPhone/ShoesForAll and Phone’s/Shoes’ image 

Attitude Towards the Extension: 
Q24: How favorable are you towards CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Q26: How likely are you to try CheapPhone/ShoesForAll 

Dens and De Pelsmacker (2008). 

Attitude Effect: 
Q52: I have a good attitude towards Phone/Shoe 

Q53: My attitude towards Phone/Shoe is positive 

Q54: I like Phone/Shoe 

Demographics: 
Q55: Age 

Q56: Gender 

Q57: Highest level of education completed 

Q58: Are you currently a student 

Q59: Which geographic area are you from 


