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[bookmark: _Toc241177100]Abstract
The dissertation looks at the way vegan promotional marketing affects consumers' intentions to make purchases in the UK fast-food industry, with a particular focus on the framing of the promotional messages, consumer perception, and trust. A positivist quantitative survey of 58 UK consumers was carried out and analysed using correlation analysis, regression analysis, and tests for group differences. Overall, the appeal of the message was a strong predictor of both the intention to try the product and the intention to make repeat purchases. Yet, the excessive repetition of the message across the health, environmental, ethical, and taste aspects made it impossible to empirically distinguish between the different messaging strategies. Furthermore, trust did not add any extra explanatory value when compared to message appeal in the regression models, and perception was limited by a strong ceiling effect, since about four-fifths of the participants gave positive responses. There were significant differences among the various dietary identities: omnivores showed a much lower level of message appeal and purchase intention than did vegan respondents, who in turn evaluated the campaigns far more positively. The analysis that high level of involvement among consumers who are committed to a particular diet reduces perceptual variability, highlighting important issues relating to measurement and segmentation in food markets where dietary identity is a sensitive factor.
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	Term
	Definition

	Consumer Perception
	The subjective interpretation and evaluation of marketing messages formed by consumers through cognitive and affective processes.

	Consumer Trust
	The willingness of a consumer to rely on a brand’s marketing claims based on perceived credibility, authenticity, and benevolent intent.

	Message Framing
	The strategic emphasis of persuasive appeals on specific value-laden attributes (health, environment, ethics, indulgence, social identity) to shape consumer interpretation.

	Purchase Intention
	The self-reported likelihood of acquiring, repeating, and recommending products.

	Vegan Marketing Strategies
	The deliberate communication tactics including message framing, channel selection, and influencer collaboration deployed by fast-food operators to promote plant-based menu items.

	Ceiling Effect
	A statistical phenomenon where the majority of responses cluster at the upper end of a scale, leaving insufficient variance for correlation or regression analysis.

	Cronbach’s Alpha
	A measure of internal consistency reliability for multi-item scales, ranging from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater inter-item correlation.

	Mediation Analysis
	A statistical procedure testing whether a third variable (mediator) explains the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable.

	Straight-lining
	A response pattern where a participant provides identical ratings across all Likert items, potentially indicating insufficient engagement.

	Composite Score
	A mean score calculated across multiple items measuring the same construct, used when individual items are highly intercorrelated.
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[bookmark: _Toc241177107]1.1 Background and Context
Since 2019 the fast-food industry in the United Kingdom (UK) has undergone a major structural change because plant-based menu items have moved from being just for a small number of people to becoming standard features.
[bookmark: _Toc241177108]1.1.1 Global and UK Vegan Market Context
In the last ten years the global market for plant-based food has grown quickly because of growing concerns regarding health, the environment, and ethics. According to Precedence Research (2024) the value of the global vegan food market was about USD 26.83 billion in 2021 and it is expected to rise to USD 65.4 billion by 2030, representing a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 10.41%. Statista (2024) estimates that the market will be over USD 27.8 billion in 2024, whereas Bloomberg forecasts a market value of USD 162 billion over the next ten years. In this light the UK has become the second-largest in Europe by retail value in the area of plant-based meat, with spending on plant-based meat and dairy amounting to around £964 million each year (Green Queen, 2024).
The historical link between the UK and veganism is greater than that of many other countries. The word "vegan" was first used in England in 1944 by Donald Watson, who was the founder of the Vegan Society (Vegavero, 2023), while the Vegetarian Society was set up in 1847. This background has created in the UK a cultural atmosphere that is open to plant-based innovations. Per-capita meat consumption in the UK fell by 14% between 2012 and 2022, dropping to its lowest level since meat consumption started being recorded in the 1970s (Vegconomist, 2024), which shows that this is a genuine shift in diet and not just a short-lived trend. Globally, the rate of adoption differs: in Germany there were more than 1.5 million vegans in 2023 (Vegavero, 2023), while in the United States about 5% of the population describe themselves as vegan (CueForGood, 2024).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241168672]Figure 1.1 Vegan Food Market Growth (Precedence Research, 2024)
[bookmark: _Toc241177109]1.1.2 UK Vegan Fast-Food Market Growth
The UK vegan fast-food market has shown rapid growth. According to Credence Research (2024) the market was worth about USD 1.62 billion in 2024 and is expected to have a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 6.80% until 2032 when it will reach USD 2.75 billion; Spherical Insights (2025) also forecasts a similar pattern with a CAGR of 7.03% up to 2035. Vegconomist (2024) states that there was a 56% year-on-year rise in vegan quick-service restaurant (QSR) orders in 2024, a figure derived from more than 139 million item-level transactions at chains including Gail's, Wasabi, Yo!, Wenzel's and Subway. Around 40% of UK vegan fast-food sales come from London and Southeast England (Credence Research, 2024), which shows that there is a geographical concentration among plant-based consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc241168656]Table 1.1 UK Vegan Fast-Food Market Size and Forecast 2024-2032
	Year
	Market Value (USD million)
	CAGR (%)

	2024
	1,621.72
	-

	2025
	1,731.96
	6.80

	2027
	1,973.18
	6.80

	2029
	2,248.45
	6.80

	2031
	2,562.30
	6.80

	2032
	2,745.01
	6.80


Source: Credence Research (2024)
Major companies such as Greggs, McDonald's UK, KFC UK, and Burger King UK have launched a range of plant-based menu items on a permanent basis, showing that vegan marketing is now a firmly established commercial priority. Industry data shows that UK vegan takeaway orders increased by 388% between 2016 and 2018, giving a clear basis for comparing this with the level of mainstream acceptance after 2019. The Vegan Society states that the number of vegans in Britain was about 250,000 in 2005 but had risen to 2.5 million by 2024 (Vegavero, 2023), highlighting the extent of the generational change.
[image: Research shows UK's vegan population has risen by 1.1 million - Vegan Food  & Living]
[bookmark: _Toc241168673]Figure 1.2 Estimated Number of Brits Following Meat-Free Diets in Uk by 2024 (Vegavero, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc241177110]1.1.3 UK QSR Market Dynamics
To meet changing consumer preferences, the quick-service restaurant (QSR) sector has pursued product innovation, expanded its menu selection, and carried out focused marketing communication. The big players have chosen different ways of framing their messages: Greggs has stressed indulgence and familiarity by introducing its Vegan Sausage Roll in 2019; in the case of McDonald's UK, the McPlant launched in 2022 by stressing mainstream appeal and taste equivalence; Burger King UK's Vegan Royale, which was available from 2020 to 2024, focuses on indulgence and sensory satisfaction. Smaller companies too, such as Leon (with a focus on health and sustainability) and Pret A Manger (with a health and craft-based positioning), have also increased their range of plant-based products. 
[bookmark: _Toc241177111]1.1.4 Regulatory Environment and Its Implications
The regulatory situation is growing stricter and this is having a direct impact on the promotional tactics of fast-food companies. According to the Food (Promotion and Placement) (England) Regulations 2021 (Department of Health and Social Care, 2023), from October 2025 restrictions will be placed on the promotion of products high in fat, sugar, or salt (HFSS) both in terms of the location where they are promoted and the volume pricing offered. Even though vegan products are not automatically considered to be HFSS, a number of plant-based meat alternatives are highly processed and could therefore end up falling within the HFSS limits depending on their formulation. As a result of this regulatory framework, operators of quick-service restaurants have to modify their promotional messaging without losing consumer engagement. At the same time, the UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) deals with data governance and demands that strict compliance be maintained in both consumer research and digital marketing campaigns.
[bookmark: _Toc241177112]1.2 Statement of the Problem
Even though UK fast-food companies have made heavy investments in promotion, marketing exposure often does not result in continued trial or repeated visits. A survey carried out by Bryant Research/ProVeg of 1,000 UK consumers (Green Queen, 2024) found that 66% thought plant-based meat tasted worse, 62% saw it as more expensive, and 49% regarded it as "too processed or unnatural". Although the rate of trial increased from 53% in 2021 to 73% in 2023, 34% of those who had tried the product became non-consumers, and ProVeg International (2024) identified taste (37%) and price (43%) as the main barriers to adoption. Moreover, ethical appeals that are moralistic can cause consumers to resist on the grounds of their identity (CueForGood, 2024). According to Tastewise (2026), UK animal-rights messaging fell by 54.1% while functional fibre messaging rose by 46.3%, showing that traditional ethical approaches may drive away ordinary buyers. As a result, the research problem looks at how different types of promotional framing influence consumer responses in UK quick-service restaurants and examines the empirical mechanisms by which these messages lead to intentions to try the product and to make repeat purchases.
[bookmark: _Toc241177113]1.3 Research Aim
The aim of this dissertation is to look at the relationship between the way vegan promotional messages are framed, consumer perceptions, consumer trust, and consumer purchase intentions in the UK fast-food sector, and to determine which features of the promotional messages have the greatest effect on consumer trial and repeat purchase behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc241177114]1.3.1 Rationale for the Study
The study is supported by three factors that are coming together. Firstly, the regulatory changes introduced by the Food (Promotion and Placement) Regulations 2021 have placed restrictions on the promotional methods that can be used for processed fast foods, forcing companies to create communication strategies that are not based on price and which are consistent with their values. Secondly, current market intelligence shows a shift in function from claims relating to animal welfare towards those relating to health and sensory characteristics (Tastewise, 2026). Thirdly, although the existing marketing literature in the UK has looked at plant-based campaigns individually (Hanaysha, 2022; Carvalho et al., 2025), there is still a shortage of empirical research that looks at health, environmental, ethical, and indulgence framings all at the same time together with cognitive perception and brand trust within a single comparative framework.
[bookmark: _Toc241177115]1.4 Research Objectives
Five research objectives operationalise the aim:
1. To measure the relative prevalence and perceived effectiveness of vegan promotional message framings used by UK fast-food chains. 
2. To measure consumer perceptions and trust toward these promotional framings across dietary segments. 
3. To evaluate the relationship between consumer trust and purchase intention within vegan fast-food marketing. 
4. To identify which promotional framing attributes most strongly predict purchase intention, operationalised as trial and repeat purchase intentions. 
5. To derive evidence-based managerial implications for UK QSR operators and policymakers navigating the HFSS regulatory framework.
[bookmark: _Toc241177116]1.5 Research Questions
Research questions align with the dissertation:
1. What are UK consumers' perceptions of vegan marketing messages used by fast-food chains? 
2. Which factors significantly influence consumer purchase intention (trial and repeat purchase) for vegan fast-food products? 
3. To what extent do consumer values, beliefs, and dietary identities associate with responses to vegan marketing? 
4. Which marketing communication channels most strongly associate with consumer exposure and purchase intention?
[bookmark: _Toc241177117]1.6 Significance of the Study
[bookmark: _Toc241177118]1.6.1 Academic Contribution
The dissertation advances the field of consumer behaviour by investigating the interaction between message framing theory (Levin et al., 1998) and the Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) framework (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) in a fast-food setting that is identity-congruent. Instead of supporting general theoretical assertions, the study's contribution to academic knowledge is in establishing the important methodological and measurement boundary conditions. The empirical results show that for highly committed lifestyle groups (for example, dedicated vegans), standard multi-attribute framing questions can suffer from severe scale redundancy and collinearity, indicating a general "halo effect" in which participants assess all claims that are aligned with their identity in the same way. Moreover, the study shows how ceiling effects in the organismic variables (such as consumer perception) limit the amount of empirical variance, thus offering valuable methodological advice for future experimental and psychometric research on ethical consumer behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc241177119]1.6.2 Practical Contribution
For QSR operators in the UK such as Greggs, McDonald's, KFC and Burger King this study offers empirical evidence showing that when it comes to existing plant-based consumers, the particular type of framing (whether it's health, environment, ethics or taste) is less important than the underlying level of credibility and brand trust. On the other hand, the significant differences between vegans and omnivores show that companies cannot use a single, universal promotional campaign; non-vegan consumers need different messaging that emphasises sensory appeal and indulgence in order to counter their doubts about taste and the processing methods. Marketing agencies can make use of the multi-channel exposure benchmarks, while policymakers at the Department of Health and Social Care obtain evidence regarding consumers' openness to non-moralising, function-oriented food promotions within the context of HFSS legislation.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241168674]Figure 1.3 UK Vegan Fast Food (self-development)
[bookmark: _Toc241177120]1.7 Structure of the Dissertation
The dissertation is structured into six chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study. Chapter 2 reviews the literature and develops the conceptual framework and research hypotheses. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology. Chapter 4 presents the empirical findings by research question. Chapter 5 discusses the findings in relation to the literature. Chapter 6 summarises the conclusions and provides recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc241177121]1.8 Operational Definitions of Key Terms
· Vegan Marketing Strategies: The deliberate communication tactics including message framing, channel selection, and digital branding deployed by fast-food operators to promote plant-based menu items. 
· Message Framing: The strategic emphasis placed within persuasive appeals on specific value-laden attributes (categorised as health, environmental, ethical, or indulgence/taste appeals) to influence consumer interpretation (Levin et al., 1998). 
· Consumer Perception: The cognitive and affective interpretation formed by consumers regarding the authenticity, appeal, and intent of vegan promotional communications. 
· Consumer Trust: The willingness of a consumer to rely on a fast-food brand’s marketing claims based on perceived credibility, authenticity, and benevolent intent. 
· Consumer Purchase Intention: The self-reported behavioural likelihood of trying (trial intention) and re-purchasing (repeat purchase intention) vegan fast-food items following marketing exposure. 
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[bookmark: _Toc241177123]2.1 Introduction
This chapter go thorough overview of the literature relating to vegan marketing strategies and consumer purchase intentions in the UK fast-food industry. It starts by setting up a theoretical framework that combines four complementary approaches, one of which is message framing theory. The following sections look at the UK fast-food industry and its vegan segment, carry out a critical analysis and develop a typology of the different vegan promotional message framings while comparing their effectiveness, and then examine the empirical evidence concerning consumer perception, consumer trust and purchase intention, with a specific focus on how each theory explains the relationships between these constructs. 
[bookmark: _Toc241177124]2.2 Theoretical Framework
The review uses theoretical approaches to create a strong explanatory framework, each one dealing with a different stage in the consumer decision-making process which is triggered by exposure to vegan marketing.
[bookmark: _Toc241177125]2.2.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), as proposed by Ajzen in 1991, states that behavioural intention is influenced by a person's attitude, their subjective norm, and their perception of behavioural control. Li and Jaharuddin (2021) used the TPB when looking at intention to purchase organic food in China and found that background factors were significant predictors of that intention, the effect being moderated by word-of-mouth.
[bookmark: _Toc241177126]2.2.2 Stimulus-Organism-Response Model
The Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) describes consumer behaviour as a process in which environmental stimuli affect the internal states of the organism and these in turn lead to specific behavioural responses. Da Silva (2024) used the SOR model in the context of storytelling about industrialised vegan products and found that the credibility of the storytelling had an indirect effect on purchase intention via consumer involvement, brand trust, and perceived quality. The SOR model is especially suitable for this study since it clearly places perception and trust as the intermediary organism states between the framing of the vegan message (the stimulus) and purchase intention (the response), thus providing the theoretical mechanism by which the dual mediation hypotheses function.
[bookmark: _Toc241177127]2.2.3 Attribution Theory
Attribution theory provides an explanation of the way in which consumers work out the reasons for a firm's actions and shows how these interpretations influence trust. In an experimental study comparing the reactions of vegan and non-vegan consumers to luxury brands' foundation of vegan products, Park and Fracarolli Nunes (2023) found that vegan initiatives had a more positive impact on non-vegan consumers since these consumers attributed benevolent intentions to the firm. Importantly, this indicates that the extent to which vegan marketing messages are seen as authentic may be more important than the content of the messages in building trust, which has direct consequences for the way messages are framed: ethical message frames that are preachy may lead to cynical attributions among omnivores, while indulgence frames may take advantage of the benevolent motive inferences.
[bookmark: _Toc241177128]2.2.4 Message Framing Theory
Message framing theory (Levin et al., 1998) classifies different framing strategies according to the valence and degree of emphasis given to the persuasive appeals. Levin et al. (1998) identified three types of framing: risky-choice framing (which involves stressing gains compared to losses), attribute framing (in which attributes are labelled in a positive or negative way), and goal framing (which focuses on the consequences of taking or not taking an action). In the case of vegan marketing, attribute framing is seen in the way products are described (for example, "high fibre" rather than "cholesterol-free"), while goal framing appears in the motivational messages (for example, "reduce your carbon footprint"). Levin et al. (1998) discovered that goal framing is more effective when the consequences are tangible and immediate, implying that health and indulgence framings, since they highlight immediate sensory consequences, may do better than environmental framings that stress distant collective outcomes. The theory therefore provides an explanation for why ethical, health, and taste-oriented frames are suitable as dimensions in the present study, since each one reflects a different framing category that has different levels of effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc241177129]2.3 The UK Fast-Food Industry and the Vegan Segment
The UK fast-food industry has been through significant changes. In 2024 the value of the UK vegan fast-food market was about USD 1.62 billion and it is expected to grow at a rate of 6.80% until 2032 (Credence Research, 2024), while Spherical Insights (2025) predicts a similar growth trend of 7.03% by 2035. According to Vegconomist (2024) there was a year-on-year increase of 56% in vegan quick-service restaurant orders in 2024. Around 40% of UK vegan fast-food sales come from London and the Southeast of England (Credence Research, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241168657]Table 2.1 UK QSR Operators and Their Vegan Menu Offerings
	Operator
	Vegan Product(s)
	Launch Year
	Dominant Message Framing

	Greggs
	Vegan Sausage Roll; Greggs x Quorn range
	2019
	Indulgence / familiarity

	McDonald’s UK
	McPlant 
	2022
	Indulgence / mainstreaming

	KFC UK
	Quorn-based Vegan Burger; popcorn chicken trials
	2020-2022
	Taste / familiarity

	Burger King UK
	Vegan Royale; Plant-based Whopper
	2020-2024
	Indulgence / taste parity

	Leon
	Plant-based menu range across UK outlets
	2020
	Health / sustainability

	Pret A Manger
	Dedicated Veggie Pret range; vegan croissants
	2018
	Health / craft

	Wagamama UK
	Vegatsu katsu curry (plant-based chicken)
	2019
	Taste / indulgence


Source: Developed by based on company announcements and industry reports (Greggs, 2019; McDonald's UK, 2022; KFC UK, 2020–2022; Burger King UK, 2020–2024; Leon, 2020; Pret A Manger, 2018; Wagamama UK, 2019)
[bookmark: _Toc241177130]2.4 Vegan Promotional Message Framing: Critical Analysis
The way in which vegan promotional messages highlight certain attributes that carry value is referred to as vegan promotional message framing. According to message framing theory (Levin et al., 1998), the relevant literature points to five main types of framing.
[bookmark: _Toc241168658]Table 2.2 Typology of Vegan Promotional Message Framings
	Frame Type
	Message Example
	Theoretical Anchor
	Empirical Effect

	Health
	High fibre; low saturated fat; cholesterol-free
	Attribute framing (Levin et al., 1998)
	Strong among flexitarians

	Environmental
	Lower carbon footprint; reduced water use
	Goal framing (distant consequence)
	Strong among Gen Z; figurative > literal

	Ethical / Animal Welfare
	Cruelty-free; no animal ingredients
	Goal framing (moral consequence)
	Strong among vegans; risk of preachy backlash

	Indulgence / Taste
	Juicy, flame-grilled, savoury
	Goal framing (immediate consequence)
	Strong across segments; 74% flexitarians

	Social Identity
	Join the movement; community belonging
	Identity framing (social proof)
	Strong among Gen Z; brand-led > non-profit


Source: Developed by based on Levin et al. (1998) and empirical literature reviewed
[bookmark: _Toc241177131]2.4.1 Health Message Framing
The health aspect of the product emphasizes benefits such as high fibre content, low levels of saturated fat, and being free from cholesterol. A survey carried out by Carvalho et al. (2025) of 153 people who follow a plant-based diet showed that flexitarians place a greater importance on health than on ethical issues. According to Tastewise (2026), demand in the UK for fibre increased by 46.3% and demand for iron rose by 53.3% between 2025 and 2026, while interest in ethical aspects dropped sharply. Machado et al. (2020) have provided epidemiological evidence showing a dose-response relationship between the consumption of ultra-processed foods and obesity among 7,411 adult Australians. Even though health-related messaging appeals to flexitarians, its impact is weakened by the idea that plant-based meat is 'too processed or unnatural'; 49% of UK consumers share this belief (Green Queen, 2024). This indicates that health claims can have the opposite effect when products are seen as highly processed.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241168675]Figure 2.1  Concept of a Plant-Based Diet (Green Queen, 2024)
[bookmark: _Toc241177132]2.4.2 Environmental Message Framing
The environmental approach concentrates on lowering one's carbon footprint, reducing water use, and cutting down on greenhouse gas emissions. Ye and Mattila (2022), in an experiment involving 100 US adults that looked at a single factor, discovered that using figurative environmental language greatly increased the attractiveness of plant-based meat when compared with using literal language. Farrar, Davis, and Papies (2024) created a method based on data to improve appeal by describing the consumption experience. Yet the environmental framing is restricted by a temporal distance problem pointed out by Levin et al. (1998): the effects of changing one's diet on the climate are remote and shared, which reduces their persuasive power in comparison to frames that highlight immediate personal benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc241177133]2.4.3 Ethical and Animal-Welfare Framing
The emphasis on ethical and animal-welfare issues is aimed at preventing animal suffering. According to a mixed-methods study by Ghaffari et al. (2021), animal ethics was found to be a main reason for people adopting a vegan diet. Georgieva (2024) looked at the views of committed vegan consumers in the UK about the growing acceptance of veganism and observed that general ethical messaging could alienate this group. CueForGood (2024) warns that ethical messages which are preachy and based on guilt can cause resistance to one's identity, since only 5% of US consumers describe themselves as vegan or vegetarian whereas about 42% say they are flexitarian. Ethical framing involves a contradiction: it has a strong appeal to committed vegans but might alienate the wider flexitarian and omnivore groups, making it a high-risk approach for mainstream UK quick-service restaurant operators.
[bookmark: _Toc241177134]2.4.4 Indulgence and Taste Framing
The emphasis on flavour, texture, and culinary satisfaction is what indulgence and taste framing is about. In a focus group study, Broad and Ruby (2026) found that sensory familiarity and the idea of indulgence were key to consumer acceptance. Zhang, Jeong, Shao, and Jang (2023) applied a 2 × 2 × 2 quasi-experimental design in a quick-service restaurant setting and showed that both the message format and the focus had an impact on the perceived health consequences and on purchase intentions. According to CueForGood (2024), 74% of flexitarians say that taste is the main factor affecting their decisions to buy plant-based foods. Indulgence framing is backed by the most extensive accumulated evidence among different consumer groups since it highlights the immediate sensory effects, is in line with goal framing theory (Levin et al., 1998), and prevents the risk of alienation linked to ethical framing.
[bookmark: _Toc241177135]2.4.5 Social Identity Framing
The concept of using social identity positions veganism as a way of indicating membership in a group. Phua, Jin and Kim (2020), in two experiments, discovered that pro-vegan content on Instagram which was led by a brand caused more favourable attitudes and was seen as more credible than non-profit content. Kadel, Heist, Paulheim and Mata (2024) looked at the use of the #vegan tag on Instagram and examined its connection with people's eating intentions. Djafarova and Foots (2022) used the Theory of Planned Behaviour in their study of Generation Z's ethical consumption in the UK, based on 18 semi-structured interviews. While social identity framing is very effective with Generation Z, its effectiveness depends on the cohort; those in older age groups who have less exposure to social media might not react as strongly. It therefore appears that social identity framing should be used as a supplement to, not as a replacement for, health and indulgence framings.
[bookmark: _Toc241177136]2.5 Consumer Perception
The way consumers perceive things involves their personal interpretation and assessment of the messages promoted by vegans. ProVeg International (2024) states that 48% of meat-eating people in the UK have reduced the amount of meat they eat each year, the main reasons for this being health (48%), the environment (29%) and animal welfare (25%). Taste (37%) and price (43%) are still the main obstacles. A survey carried out by The Green Queen (2024) of 1,000 UK consumers showed that 66% thought that plant-based meat tasted worse than ordinary meat and 49% regarded it as "too processed or unnatural". Sheen, Lim and Forde (2023) identified three flexitarian subgroups by carrying out a rotated component analysis on 18 psychological traits, showing that people who reduce their meat consumption do not form a single, uniform group. In the SOR model, perception acts as a mediator between the way the message is framed and the intention to purchase: the message frame (the stimulus) influences perception (the organism), which then affects intention (the response).
[bookmark: _Toc241168659]Table 2.3 Consumer Perceptions of Vegan Marketing by Dietary Segment
	Dietary Segment
	Dominant Motivations
	Trust in Vegan Marketing
	Empirical Note

	Vegan
	Animal ethics; socio-environmental concerns
	High
	Resists mainstreaming of ethical claims

	Vegetarian
	Animal ethics and health mix
	Moderate-High
	Open to both ethical and health framings

	Flexitarian
	Health, taste, convenience
	Moderate
	Function-led messaging outperforms ethics

	Omnivore
	Taste, price, familiarity
	Low-Moderate
	Indulgence/taste most effective; preachy messages reduce trial


Source: Developed by based on the literature reviewed
[bookmark: _Toc241177137]2.5.1 Consumer Perception Formation
In the case of vegan quick-service restaurants, the way consumers form their perceptions follows a stimulus-organism pathway that is influenced by three interacting factors: an individual's previous dietary identity, the type of message framing they are exposed to, and the credibility of the source making the message. Dietary identity acts as a filter for perception: committed vegans tend to be suspicious of mainstream ethical messages (Georgieva, 2024), whereas omnivores see such messages as preachy and a threat to their own identity (CueForGood, 2024). This shows that the same message can lead to opposite perceptions depending on the consumer group. The kind of message framing that people are exposed to affects their perception via mechanisms relating to attributes and goals; for instance, figurative sensory language greatly increases the perceived appeal of plant-based meat when compared to literal language (Ye & Mattila, 2022), and descriptions focusing on the consumption experience boost the sense of indulgence (Farrar, Davis, & Papies, 2024). Social-source credibility also has an effect on perception: brand-produced pro-vegan content on Instagram leads to more positive perceptions than content from non-profits (Phua, Jin, & Kim, 2020), and storytelling credibility in turn influences how high the perceived quality and level of involvement are (Da Silva, 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc241177138]2.6 Consumer Trust
Consumer trust has now become a key factor in the literature on vegan marketing. Górska-Warsewicz et al. (2026) have put forward a conceptual model of trust-based marketing communication that includes traditional methods, modern approaches (such as those on social media), and those that make use of AI. Cooper, Dedehayir, Riverola and Harrington (2022) looked at more than 120,000 tweets and discovered that transparency and authenticity are important dimensions for building trust. Hanaysha, Sharma and Momani (2021) looked at four marketing features on social media in the fast-food industry and found that all four of them had a positive effect on brand loyalty. In the conceptual framework, trust acts as the second mediator: attribution theory states that perceived authenticity leads to trust, while the SOR model shows that trust in turn influences intention. Da Silva (2024) found that storytelling credibility affects purchase intention indirectly via trust, but not directly, which means that trust is a necessary but not sufficient condition for purchase intention.
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[bookmark: _Toc241168676]Figure 2.2 Trust-Mediation Model (self-development)
[bookmark: _Toc241177139]2.7 Consumer Purchase Intention
The intention of consumers to make purchases in the case of vegan products has been looked at using a number of theoretical approaches. In a study that is frequently cited, Alalwan (2018) found that informativeness, credibility and entertainment have a positive effect on purchase intention whereas irritation has a negative effect. Hanaysha (2022) investigated the impact of the features of social-media marketing on consumer decisions when it comes to fast-food and found that brand trust acts as a mediator. Chen (2022) used the Model of Goal-directed Behaviour with regard to plant-based meat alternatives in Taiwan and found that desire had a significant influence on behavioural intention, while negative anticipated emotions did not.
[bookmark: _Toc241177140]2.8 Vegan Marketing Communication Strategies
The strategies used in vegan marketing communication involve more than just how the message is framed; they also include decisions regarding the channels and the way the messages are carried out. The literature identifies three main strategies. Regarding social media marketing, Alalwan (2018) showed that features like informativeness, credibility, and entertainment in social-media advertising lead to a higher intention to buy; Phua et al. (2020) discovered that content on Instagram which promotes the brand's veganism performed better than non-profit content. With regard to influencer marketing, Liu and Zeng (2026) created and validated a 20-item scale for measuring the characteristics of green influencers, identifying authenticity, expertise, and self-benefit framing as the key dimensions; as for storytelling, Da Silva (2024) found that the credibility of storytelling has an impact on brand trust and on the perception of quality, even though it does not directly affect purchase intention, which means that storytelling should be combined with demonstrations of quality.
[bookmark: _Toc241177141]2.8.1 Channel-Specific Effectiveness
The marketing communication strategies in their effectiveness when it comes to vegan messaging with respect to audience reach, message depth, and the ability to build trust. Social media marketing achieves the greatest reach and highest levels of engagement amongst Generation Z and millennial flexitarians (Phua et al., 2020; Kadel et al., 2024), informativeness and credibility being the factors that predict purchase intention most strongly (Alalwan, 2018). It is, however, hampered by the volatility of platform algorithms and carries the risk of a 'preachy-backlash' (CueForGood, 2024). Influencer marketing, particularly when carried out via micro and meso influencers, leads to greater authenticity and trust within particular customer groups, as found by Liu and Zeng (2026), but is restricted by its limited reach and the possibility of misalignment between the influencer and the brand. Storytelling builds the most profound trust by connecting the product's features to narrative meaning (Da Silva, 2024; Górska-Warsewicz et al., 2026), although it does not have a direct effect on purchase intention unless it is combined with a demonstration of quality. A successful vegan quick-service restaurant campaign should therefore arrange these channels in the following way: using social media for reach and awareness, employing influencer marketing to build trust among specific segments, and incorporating storytelling to establish deep brand trust.
[bookmark: _Toc241168660]Table 2.4 Channel-Specific Effectiveness for Vegan Messaging
	Channel
	Reach
	Strengths
	Limitations

	Social media
	Broad (Gen Z, millennials)
	High engagement; inform + credibility key
	Algorithm volatility; preachy-backlash risk

	Influencer (micro/meso)
	Niche segment
	Authenticity, expertise, self-benefit framing
	Limited reach; misalignment risk

	Storytelling
	Engaged audience
	Deepest trust; narrative meaning
	Indirect on intention; needs quality demonstration


Source: Developed by based on the literature reviewed
[bookmark: _Toc241177142]2.9 Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework posits that vegan promotional message framing (the independent variable, operationalised through five distinct framings) influences consumer purchase intention (the dependent variable) via two mediators: consumer perception and consumer trust. This framework is grounded in four theoretical perspectives: the Theory of Planned Behaviour (intention), the Stimulus-Organism-Response model (stimulus-organism-response mediation), attribution theory (perceived authenticity leading to trust), and message framing theory (differential frame effectiveness).
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[bookmark: _Toc241168677]Figure 2.3 Conceptual Framework for the Dissertation (self-development)
[bookmark: _Toc241177143]2.10 Research Hypotheses
Six research hypotheses are grounded in theoretical rationale and empirical evidence:
H1. Vegan promotional message framing positively influences consumer perception. 
H2. Vegan promotional message framing positively influences consumer trust.
H3. Consumer perception positively influences consumer purchase intention.
H4. Consumer trust positively influences consumer purchase intention. 
H5. Consumer perception mediates the relationship between message framing and purchase intention. 
H6. Consumer trust mediates the relationship between message framing and purchase intention. 


















[bookmark: _Toc241177144]Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc241177145]3.1 Introduction
The chapter describes the methodological approach which forms the foundation of the empirical study concerned with vegan marketing strategies and consumer purchase intentions in the UK fast-food industry. The aim of the research is to look at the relationship between the way vegan promotional messages are framed, consumer perceptions, consumer trust, and consumer purchase intention, and to determine which kind of promotional message has the greatest effect on consumer behaviour. The chapter points out the methodological change that occurred at the stage of research design and then justifies the philosophical position, the research design, the sampling strategy, the data collection procedure, the questionnaire design, the analytical plan, and the ethical framework. After securing supervisory approval, the research design specifically the quantitative survey and the philosophical approach changed from interpretivism to positivism, indicating a practical wish to produce data that is both usable and suitable for analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc241177146]3.2 Research Philosophy
The study is grounded in a positivist understanding of ontology, asserting that consumer behaviour, when expressed in terms of purchase intention, is an objective and measurable phenomenon which exists irrespective of whether or not the researcher is observing it. As positivism holds that reality is external and objective and can be measured by means of structured instruments, knowledge is obtained from the observation of regularities across different cases (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2019). This approach is appropriate for the present study since the research questions concern the relationships between the variables of message framing, perception, trust and intention, all of which can be measured, combined and tested using probabilistic criteria.
From an epistemological standpoint, the positivist approach holds that knowledge of the relationship between message framing and purchase intention is acquired by observing and measuring observable variables, gathering the data from a number of respondents, and then testing it with the help of statistical inference. This does not imply that consumers lack their own subjective interpretations of vegan marketing; on the contrary, it means that these subjective states, when gathered from a sufficiently large sample, produce patterns that are amenable to statistical analysis. The axiological position, however, is based on value-neutrality: even if people acknowledge their own personal dietary preferences, they must remain analytically detached, since although values do influence the subject matter being studied they should not affect the method by which it is studied.
[bookmark: _Toc241177147]3.3 Research Design
The study uses a quantitative, deductive and cross-sectional approach. The deductive approach involved deriving the hypotheses directly from the conceptual framework, the hypotheses having been obtained earlier from theory and from previous empirical research, and the survey instrument was then created in order to test them. As Saunders et al. (2019) point out, deductive research begins with a theory, results in the formulation of hypotheses, involves collecting data to test those hypotheses and then either confirms or alters the theory as a result. In this study the process is carried out in precisely this manner: the integrated theoretical framework (TPB, SOR, attribution theory, message framing theory) led to the formulation of the hypotheses, the survey examined the relevant constructs and statistical analysis was used to test each of the hypotheses.
The time frame shown in the cross-sectional method provides an overview of consumer perceptions as of September 2026, a period when the UK's regulatory environment was growing more strict (since the Food (Promotion and Placement) (England) Regulations 2021 came into effect from October 2025 limiting the promotion of HFSS foods) and when the factors affecting consumer purchasing decisions were shifting from ethics-based to function-based messaging (Tastewise, 2026).
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[bookmark: _Toc241168678]Figure 3.1 Research Design Flowchart (self-development)
[bookmark: _Toc241177148]3.3.1 Research Strategy
The research strategy used is an online cross-sectional survey. An online survey was chosen instead of qualitative or experimental designs for the following three reasons:
1. Deductive hypothesis testing demands that standardised and uniform data be collected from all the participants in order to calculate valid bivariate correlations and regression coefficients.
2. The ability to reach specific target groups: Online distribution allows for direct access to scattered vegan and plant-based consumer groups throughout the UK.
3. The maintenance of data integrity and governance is achieved through the use of Google Forms for digital administration, since it offers automated and tamper-proof timestamping, ensures there are no errors in transcription, includes validation rules to enforce complete consent, and is directly compatible with export to statistical software.
[bookmark: _Toc241177149]3.4 Sampling Strategy
The group being studied consisted of people in the UK who were 18 years of age or older and had either bought or thought about buying vegan food from fast-food chains, which in this way guaranteed that the ethical requirements were met without having to obtain parental permission. Convenience sampling was employed because of the limitations on resources and since there was no central list of consumers to draw from. To be included in the study, participants had to be residents of the UK, at least 18 years old, and have either experience of or an interest in vegan fast food, whereas those who were not residents of the UK, minors, and people whose records contained too much missing data were excluded. The survey form produced a total of 118 original responses.
A screening procedure of a rigorous nature was carried out in order to prepare the dataset for analysis. After thoroughly checking all the variables, any exact duplicates involving 48 entries were deleted; 15 of these cases were found to be within 60 seconds of the original entry, suggesting that they were caused by platform lag or by accidental double-clicking. Furthermore, 12 incomplete cases, each missing more than 20% of the substantive data, were dropped, which resulted in an analytic sample of N = 58. Although nine cases that had been flagged for straight-lining acrosson the core Likert scales were retained, this was done on the basis of conceptual considerations: in a self-selected group drawn from vegan communities, giving a maximal endorsement across pro-vegan promotional frames is a realistic indication of genuine ideological commitment rather than just showing superficial participation. The sporadic missing Likert values in the rest of the dataset, amounting to 15 individual cells, were dealt with by using the person-mean imputation method, thus maintaining the integrity of the scales without introducing any systematic bias.
[bookmark: _Toc241168661]Table 3.1 Sampling Funnel
	Stage
	N
	Removed
	Rule Applied

	Raw submissions
	118
	 
	As exported from Google Forms

	After duplicate removal
	70
	48
	Exact duplicates on every substantive variable

	After incomplete-case removal
	58
	12
	Cases with >20% missing data

	Analytic sample
	58
	0
	9 straight-lining cases retained


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241177150]3.5 Data Collection Methods
The data were collected via Google Forms because the tool is easy to use, free, able to automatically record the responses, and can be exported to Excel for statistical analysis. The questionnaire included 13 questions (Q1 to Q13) and was divided into six sections: Introduction and Consent; Demographics; Consumer Awareness; Perceptions and Attitudes; Behavioural Intentions; and Values and Identity. The time anticipated for completing the questionnaire was between 15 and 20 minutes; this length was chosen in order to avoid respondent fatigue while at the same time making it possible to achieve a sufficient depth of measurement.
[bookmark: _Toc241177151]3.5.1 Data Collection Process
Data collection was divided into four clear dimensions in order to carry out the process in a systematic way and to ensure data integrity. The self-administered survey included 13 structured questions, the purpose of which was to gather information on respondent demographics, campaign awareness and exposure through different channels, consumer perceptions and trust (questions 6 to 8), evaluations of the message appeal, behavioural intentions, and personal dietary values. The survey was administered entirely online during an eight-day period from 8 September to 15 September 2026, which was at the same time as the beginning of the UK academic term. Recruitment was carried out through six major digital channels: Instagram, Facebook, Twitter/X, Reddit vegan communities, university email distribution lists, and specialised online vegan forums, using a standard post template. In order to meet research governance requirements, the data collected were downloaded each day, password-protected and stored securely in the university-approved encrypted cloud storage (UWTSD Microsoft OneDrive for Business).
[bookmark: _Toc241177152]3.6 Questionnaire Design and Instruments
The 13 questions may be grouped into four different types and four conceptual constructs. The Multiple Choice (Single) questions (that is, questions Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q7) note age, dietary preference, purchase frequency, and trust level as categorical variables. The Multiple Choice (Multiple) questions (namely Q4, Q5, Q6, Q8, and Q13) record campaign awareness, channel exposure, and preferences concerning the type of message as multi-response categorical variables. The Likert Scale questions (Q9, Q10, and Q11) evaluate message appeal (on a scale ranging from 1 to 5) and behavioural intention (on a scale from 1 to 5) as ordinal or interval data that can be used for correlation and regression. The Rating Scale item (Q12) measures the importance given to personal values (on a scale from 1 to 5).
[bookmark: _Toc241168662]Table 3.2 Question-to-Construct-to-Question-Type Mapping
	Q Numbers
	Content
	Construct
	Question Type
	Data Classification

	Q1, Q2, Q3
	Demographics (age, diet, frequency)
	Segmentation
	MC Single
	Categorical

	Q4, Q5
	Campaign awareness, channel exposure
	Exposure / channel
	MC Multiple
	Categorical (multi)

	Q6, Q7, Q8
	Perception, trust, message preference
	Perception / Trust
	MC Single + Multiple
	Categorical

	Q9, Q10
	Message appeal (4 framings)
	Message Framing
	Likert 1-5
	Ordinal/Interval

	Q11
	Trial and repeat intention
	Purchase Intention
	Likert 1-5
	Ordinal/Interval

	Q12, Q13
	Personal values, identity
	Values / Identity
	Rating + MC
	Ordinal/Categorical


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241177153]3.7 Data Analysis Procedures
The data processing and inferential testing were carried out using Python statistical libraries, the mathematical results from which matched those of the SPSS estimators. The analytical procedure proceeded according to a structured step-by-step pipeline:
1. Carrying out a screening and cleaning process which involves the removal of duplicates, checking for missing values, and using the average of the persons' scores to fill in the missing entries for individual Likert scale cells.
2. Analysis of the data involving the calculation of frequencies, percentages, means, medians, standard deviations, and skewness for all demographic, channel, and Likert items.
3. Analysis of reliability: the calculation of Cronbach’s and the item-total correlations for multi-item scales.
4. The two-tailed Pearson correlation coefficients ( ) were evaluated at .
5. The analysis involved the use of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression modelling in four different specifications (Models 1 to 4) in order to examine the independent predictors of intention to take part in the trial and again and to check the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) for the presence of multicollinearity.
6. Hypothesis and Group Difference Testing:
· The formal mediation testing was carried out using the step procedure proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) and the Sobel (1982) tests (as shown in the Hypothesis_Testing sheet of the data analysis workbook). Yet, as set out in Chapter 4, the categorical way of defining the perception construct together with its severe ceiling effect (81.0% positive evaluations) greatly limited the variance of the organismic factor, which meant that perception could not function as an empirical mediator (indirect effect = 0.01, z = 0.51, p = 0.607).
· Regarding moderation and group comparisons: Even though dietary identity was intended to act as a moderating factor, the small number of participants in the non-vegan subgroups (3 omnivores, 2 flexitarians, 4 vegetarians) made it impossible to estimate the formal moderated regression interaction terms. As a result, dietary identity was defined and examined in terms of categorical differences between groups using one-way ANOVA, Welch robust tests, and Kruskal–Wallis tests, along with Cohen’s d effect sizes.
[bookmark: _Toc241177154]3.8 Reliability and Validity
Content validity was achieved by having the material reviewed by supervisors and by carrying out pre-tests with five pilot participants, thus making sure that the items properly reflected the various aspects of vegan marketing framings, trust, and purchase intentions. Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha for each construct (personal values: α = 0.96; behavioural intentions: α = 0.74; message appeal: α = 0.98). Nevertheless, the message appeal score of 0.98 indicated a high degree of item redundancy rather than better reliability (George and Mallery, 2003). The substantial inter-item correlations (r = 0.89–0.94) caused serious multicollinearity, which meant that it was not possible to empirically distinguish between the different message framings and therefore an aggregated composite appeal measure had to be used in the subsequent regression modelling.
[bookmark: _Toc241177155]3.9 Ethical Considerations
The study strictly followed the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity guidelines and the UK GDPR provisions.
Ethical safeguards included:
· Before arriving at the survey questions, each participant looked over the Participant Information Sheet which was embedded and ticked the five mandatory consent boxes on the digital Consent Form.
· Regarding anonymity and data minimisation, the survey did not collect any names, student numbers, phone numbers, postal addresses, or email addresses, and automatic logging of IP addresses was turned off in Google Forms.
· Regarding voluntary participation and withdrawal: participants were made aware of their absolute right to leave out any questions or to withdraw by closing the browser before submitting without having to face any penalty.
· Data were stored on password-protected hardware and encrypted UWTSD Microsoft OneDrive for Business cloud storage with two-factor authentication. Data files will be securely archived for five (5) years following degree conferral and subsequently sanitized using electronic file-wiping software.











[bookmark: _Toc241177156]Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241177157]4.1 Introduction
The chapter looks the raw survey data into empirical evidence by applying a systematic six-step analytical plan to the hypotheses and research questions, and the narrative provides a fair and impartial account of the findings, with all interpretation being left for the discussion chapter; moreover, the analytical process itself includes certain editorial decisions, for example the decision to produce composites from items that are almost redundant, with these decisions being explained and justified whenever they are made.
[bookmark: _Toc241177158]4.2 Data Screening and Cleaning
The data cleaning procedure reduced the 118 original responses to an analytic sample of N = 58. Forty-eight of the responses were exact duplicates, as can be seen from the fact that they gave identical answers to all the substantive variables. Fifteen of these duplicate entries were submitted within 60 seconds of the one that was retained, thus showing that they were due to accidental resubmission and not to independent responses. Since Google Forms does not keep records of respondent IP addresses or machine identifiers, the duplicates were identified by referring to the full multivariate content of the responses. Moreover, 12 cases were discarded because they had more than 20% missing data on the substantive variables. The nine cases in which the participants had given the same rating to all six of the core Likert items were included since it is reasonable to assume that all high endorsements would occur within the group of recruited vegan respondents.
The sporadic missing Likert scale entries were filled in using the person-mean method, this approach ensuring that the scale structure was maintained while at the same time preventing any systematic bias from being introduced. Before recoding took place, the inconsistencies in capitalisation such as 'authentic' versus 'Authentic' were made consistent. Seven of the empty system columns were deleted. The cleaning process is as transparent and can be reproduced with the accompanying Excel workbook.
[bookmark: _Toc241168663]Table 4.1 Data Cleaning Funnel
	Stage
	N
	Removed
	Rule Applied

	Raw submissions
	118
	-
	As exported from Google Forms

	After duplicate removal
	70
	48
	Exact duplicates; 15 within 60s of twin

	After incomplete-case removal
	58
	12
	>20% missing data on substantive variables

	Analytic sample
	58
	0
	9 straight-lining cases retained


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241177159]4.2.1 Dataset Description
The analytic dataset consists of 58 cases with 27 variables. With regard to demographic characteristics, the group is young and mainly vegan: 28 people (48.3%) are aged between 18 and 25 and 25 (43.1%) are in the age group from 26 to 40, meaning that 91.4% of the sample are under 41. Seventy-nine point three per cent of the individuals, that is 46 people, say that they are vegan, while only 3 (5.2%) are omnivores, 4 (6.9%) are vegetarians and 5 (8.6%) call themselves flexitarian or otherwise. Forty-nine people (84.5%) buy vegan fast food either weekly or more frequently. This kind of profile applies to a consumer group that is both digitally connected and committed to a plant-based way of life, not to the general UK population, and generalisations about omnivorous consumers should therefore be made with caution.
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[bookmark: _Toc241168679]Figure 4.1 Age Distribution of Respondents (Self-Analysis)
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[bookmark: _Toc241168680]Figure 4.2 Dietary Preference Distribution (Self-Analysis)
[bookmark: _Toc241177160]4.3 Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics indicate that the sample is not only very familiar with vegan campaigns but also holds a highly positive opinion of vegan marketing; awareness is greatest with regard to Veganuary, followed by the Greggs Vegan Sausage Roll and then by the KFC Vegan Burger. On the other hand, awareness of the Burger King Vegan Royale and the McDonald’s McPlant is much lower, which shows that Greggs and KFC have achieved greater reach among active vegan consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc241168664]Table 4.2 Campaign Awareness
	Item
	n
	%

	Veganuary
	19
	32.8%

	Greggs Vegan Sausage Roll
	14
	24.1%

	KFC Vegan Burger
	11
	19.0%

	Burger King Vegan Royale
	3
	5.2%

	McDonald’s McPlant
	1
	1.7%

	Others
	10
	17.2%


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc241168681]Figure 4.3 Campaign Awareness Vegan Marketing (Self-Analysis)
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[bookmark: _Toc241168682]Figure 4.4 Channel Exposure to Vegan Marketing (Self-Analysis)
As by the survey analysis Vegan marketing can be found on a wide variety of platforms: on average, the respondents encountered it in 5.33 of the nine channels mentioned, with Instagram accounting for 84.5% (n = 49), Facebook for 72.4% (n = 42), and YouTube for 69.0% (n = 40), after which came TikTok and Twitter/X. Traditional media still plays a significant role, since 53.4% saw television advertisements and 43.1% saw signs in shops, demonstrating that the reach of vegan marketing is truly diverse across different channels (Phua, Jin, & Kim, 2020) and indicating that the channel functions more as a moderator than as a single main point of contact. Attitudes towards it are generally positive since 81.0% of people said that it was authentic, exciting or appealing, while only 10.3% found it preachy, gimmicky or sceptical. Trust is similarly distributed: 84.5% of people fully trust the messages about veganism, while 5.2% do not.
[bookmark: _Toc241168665]Table 4.3 Perception and Trust Distribution
	Category
	n
	%
	Valence

	Authentic
	41
	70.7%
	Positive

	Exciting
	3
	5.2%
	Positive

	Appealing
	3
	5.2%
	Positive

	Preachy
	2
	3.4%
	Negative

	Gimmicky
	1
	1.7%
	Negative

	Sceptical
	3
	5.2%
	Negative

	Other/unclear
	5
	8.6%
	Excluded

	Fully trust
	49
	84.5%
	 

	Neutral
	6
	10.3%
	 

	Do not trust
	3
	5.2%
	 


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc241168683]Figure 4.5 Perception of Vegan Fast-Food Marketing (Self-Analysis)
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[bookmark: _Toc241168684]Figure 4.6  Level of Trust in Vegan Claims (Self-Analysis)
The descriptive statistics obtained from the Likert scale show a high degree of agreement in all four types of message framing: regarding health (mean = 4.12, standard deviation = 1.44), with respect to the environment (mean = 4.16, standard deviation = 1.23), on ethical grounds (mean = 4.10, standard deviation = 1.37), and concerning taste (mean = 4.19, standard deviation = 1.22), the scale extending from 1 to 5. The levels of intention to carry out the trial (mean = 3.50, standard deviation = 1.66) and intention to repeat the trial (mean = 3.28, standard deviation = 1.35) are more moderate, indicating that although the respondents find all the different message framings attractive, this attraction does not always lead to a intention to act. The personal-values composite (mean = 4.32, standard deviation = 1.02) is the highest of all the scales and therefore confirms that this group holds strong pro-vegan values.
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[bookmark: _Toc241168685]Figure 4.7 Message Appeal Ratings by Framing Type (Self-Analysis)
[bookmark: _Toc241168666]Table 4.4 Behavioural Intention and Values Descriptives
	Composite
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Trial intention
	58
	3.50
	1.66

	Repeat intention
	58
	3.28
	1.35

	Appeal composite
	58
	4.14
	1.27

	Intention composite
	58
	3.39
	1.38

	Values composite
	58
	4.32
	1.02


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc241168686]Figure 4.8 Trial Versus Repeat Intention and Composites (Means) (Self-Analysis)
[bookmark: _Toc241177161]4.4 Reliability Analysis
By examined Reliability found that the message-appeal scale (which consists of four items) has a Cronbach’s of 0.98. Although this value is high, one close to 1.0 points more to severe item redundancy than to better measurement quality (George & Mallery, 2003). The very high inter-item correlations (r = 0.89 to 0.94) show that the respondents did not conceptually differentiate between the four message frames (health, environmental, ethical, and taste) when answering the survey. As a result, the separate effects of each framing cannot be reliably separated or tested individually in this particular sample, which reflects a limitation of measurement. The personal-values scale (with six items) has a Cronbach’s of 0.96, and the behavioural-intention scale (with two items) has a Cronbach’s of 0.74.
[bookmark: _Toc241168667]Table 4.5 Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Statistics
	Scale
	Items (k)
	N
	α
	Interpretation

	Message appeal
	4
	58
	0.98
	Excellent (near-redundant)

	Behavioural intention
	2
	58
	0.74
	Acceptable

	Personal values
	6
	58
	0.96
	Excellent


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
The fact that the message-appeal items are so similar has a direct effect on analysis since regression at the item level would suffer from severe multicollinearity and it is therefore appropriate to use composites rather than the individual framings as the unit of analysis. This approach is in agreement with the way the literature deals with items that are highly intercorrelated (Field, 2018) and has been put into practice in the regression models. The item-total statistics show that no single item lowers the reliability of the scale; the redundancy arises from a feature of the sample (that is, committed vegans who endorse all of the framings equally) not from the instrument itself.
[bookmark: _Toc241177162]4.5 Correlation Analysis
A correlation analysis carried out by Pearson reveals a strong positive relationship between the message-appeal composite and the intention to take part (r = 0.64, p < 0.001) as well as the intention to repeat (r = 0.53, p < 0.001). All of the separate framings are closely associated with the intention to take part: for health reasons (r = 0.62), for environmental considerations (r = 0.61), for ethical reasons (r = 0.63) and for taste (r = 0.63), in all instances p < 0.001. Trust level is moderately correlated with the intention to take part (r = 0.30, p = 0.02) and with the intention to repeat (r = 0.28, p = 0.032). The fact that the values composite is very strongly correlated with the appeal composite (r = 0.70, p < 0.001) shows that it is people's personal values which cause them to support the various message framings.
On the contrary, perception exhibits only a weak and non-significant correlation with trial intention (r = 0.17, p = 0.21) and with repeat intention (r = 0.07, p = 0.615); this finding may be explained by the ceiling effect mentioned in the descriptive statistics. As 81.0% of the respondents provided a positive evaluation of the perception, there is not sufficient variability in perception for it to be meaningfully linked to intention. The fact that perception was measured on a categorical scale and showed a severe ceiling effect (with 81.0% giving a positive evaluation) means that there was not enough statistical variance to allow its mediating role to be properly tested via formal pathways (for example, Baron & Kenny, 1986).
[bookmark: _Toc241168668]Table 4.6 Pearson Correlation Matrix (Key Relationships)
	Variable Pair
	N
	r
	p
	Strength

	Appeal composite→Trial
	58
	0.64
	<.001
	Strong

	Appeal composite→Repeat
	58
	0.53
	<.001
	Strong

	Trust→Trial
	58
	0.30
	.020
	Moderate

	Trust→Repeat
	58
	0.28
	.032
	Weak

	Perception→Trial
	53
	0.17
	.210
	Weak (n.s.)

	Values→Appeal composite
	58
	0.70
	<.001
	Very strong


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc241168687]Figure 4.9 Correlation Matrix Heatmap of Study Variables (Self-Analysis)
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[bookmark: _Toc241168688]Figure 4.10 Ethical Appeal Versus Trial Intention with Fitted Regression Line (Self-Analysis)
[bookmark: _Toc241177163]4.6 Regression Analysis
The predictive ability of promotional framing on behavioural intentions was assessed using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. The models which included the individual framing items (Models 1 and 2) showed significant explanatory power but suffered from serious multicollinearity (VIF=8.32–13.23), indicating that the items were redundant. However, the multicollinearity was eliminated (VIF=1.22) when the items were combined into a single composite appeal measure (Models 3 and 4) without losing the model's fit.
Analyses of the mediation process using the methods of Baron and Kenny (1986) and Sobel (1982) showed that neither consumer perception nor trust acted as a mediator between message framing and purchase intention. With regard to hypothesis (N=53), framing did not lead to higher levels of perception (B=0.03, p=0.460), and perception in turn did not predict purchase intention (B=0.30, p=0.479), so that the indirect effect was not significant. In the case of (N=58), although framing did significantly predict trust (B=0.17, p<0.001), trust did not predict intention when framing was taken into account (B=0.15, p=0.597), and thus the indirect effect was insignificant. The direct effects explained almost all of the total variance.
[bookmark: _Toc241168669]Table 4.7 OLS Regression Model Summaries
	Model
	R2
	Adj. R2
	F
	p
	Multicollinearity

	Model 1: Trial ~ 4 appeal items 
	0.42 
	0.38 
	9.79 
	<0.001 
	Severe (VIF 8.32–13.23) 

	Model 2: Repeat ~ 4 appeal items 
	0.32 
	0.27 
	6.21 
	<0.001 
	Severe (VIF 8.32–13.23) 

	Model 3: Trial ~ trust + appeal composite 
	0.42 
	0.39 
	19.58 
	<0.001 
	Acceptable (VIF 1.22) 

	Model 4: Repeat ~ trust + appeal composite 
	0.29 
	0.26 
	11.19 
	<0.001 
	Acceptable (VIF 1.22) 


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241168670]Table 4.8 Mediation Results
	Hypothesis / Path
	Estimate (B)
	Std. Error (SE)
	p-value

	Perception Mediation ()
	
	
	

	-path (Framing  Perception)
	0.03
	0.03
	0.460

	-path (Perception  Intention, controlled)
	0.30
	0.43
	0.479

	-path total effect (Framing  Intention)
	0.72
	 
	<0.001

	-path direct effect (controlled)
	0.71
	 
	<0.001

	Indirect effect ()
	0.01
	0.02
	0.607

	Trust Mediation ()
	
	
	

	-path (Framing  Trust)
	0.17
	0.05
	<0.001

	-path (Trust  Intention, controlled)
	0.15
	0.29
	0.597

	-path total effect (Framing  Intention)
	0.70
	 
	<0.001

	-path direct effect (controlled)
	0.68
	 
	<0.001

	Indirect effect ()
	0.03
	0.05
	0.599


Source: Derived from Hypothesis_Testing sheet of data analysis workbook
[bookmark: _Toc241177164]4.7 Group Differences (ANOVA)
The one-way ANOVA showed significant differences among the groups in terms of message appeal, trial intention, and brand trust. The post-hoc tests found that omnivores obtained considerably lower scores than vegans with respect to message appeal (mean = 2.00 compared to 4.39, p=0.004) and trial intention (mean = 1.33 compared to 3.80, p=0.041). However, there were no significant age-group differences in the case of appeal (p=0.593) or trial intention (p=0.352).
Because there were only small numbers in the non-vegan groups (four vegetarians, two flexitarians, and three omnivores), a combined Welch's t-test was carried out. The binary comparison demonstrated significant, pronounced differences across all the evaluative dimensions, with large effect sizes (d≥0.94), the highest of which was found for brand trust (d=2.38).
[bookmark: _Toc241168671]Table 4.9 Vegan vs Non-Vegan Welch t-Tests with Cohen’s d
	Outcome
	Vegan M (SD)
	Non-vegan M (SD)
	t
	df
	p
	Cohen’s d

	Message appeal composite
	4.39 (1.15)
	3.21 (1.35)
	2.78
	15.4
	0.014
	0.99

	Trial intention
	3.80 (1.51)
	2.33 (1.72)
	2.70
	15.7
	0.016
	0.94

	Repeat intention
	3.57 (1.19)
	2.17 (1.40)
	3.17
	15.4
	0.006
	1.14

	Trust level
	2.98 (0.15)
	2.08 (0.79)
	3.89
	11.2
	0.002
	2.38

	Intention composite
	3.68 (1.15)
	2.25 (1.50)
	3.09
	14.5
	0.008
	1.17


Source: Developed by the Survey Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241177165]4.8 Analysis Limitations
The findings from the empirical study can be summarised in relation to the different research questions: on the question of perception (81.0% of the responses were positive, which resulted in a ceiling effect and therefore limited the amount of predictive variance); concerning purchase intention (the appeal of the message was the most important factor, showing a correlation of r = .64 with trial intention, while trust had only a bivariate but not an incremental predictive value when appeal was taken into account); with regard to values and identity (dietary preference had a significant effect on both appeal and intention, omnivores scoring significantly lower than vegans, the effect size for appeal being Cohen's d = 0.99 and that for trial intention d = 0.94); and as far as the channels are concerned (Instagram, at 84.5%, was the main point of contact, multi-platform exposure being the normal situation with a mean of M = 5.33 channels). 

[bookmark: _Toc241177166]Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc241177167]5.1 Summary of Key Findings
The appeal of the message has a direct and strong predictive effect on consumers' intent to purchase (r = 0.64, p < 0.001), but in this sample the different types of framing such as health, environmental, ethical, and taste cannot be distinguished because of near-perfect item collinearity (α = 0.98, with intercorrelations ranging from r = 0.89 to r = 0.94). Although there is an unadjusted bivariate association between trust and intention (r = 0.30, p = 0.020), trust adds no additional explanatory variance in multiple regression analyses when message appeal is taken into account (β = 0.04, p = 0.727). Perception shows no significant correlation with behavioural intention (r = 0.17, p = 0.210) most likely because a measurement ceiling effect restricted the available variance, since 81.0 per cent of the respondents gave exclusively positive evaluations of the product. It was therefore necessary to constrain the formal mediation models because the direct path from message appeal to behavioural intention (β = 0.63, p < 0.001) explained the observed variance, and no evidence of mediation through perception was detected in this sample.
[bookmark: _Toc241177168]5.2 Theoretical Implications
The findings have some important implications for the theoretical approaches used in this study, but cautions are needed when interpreting them because of the particular limitations of the sample. With respect to the Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) model, the result that message appeal directly affected intention while perception showed a ceiling effect implies that consumer groups with a high degree of commitment may be able to skip over extensive cognitive evaluation when confronted with stimuli that are congruent with their identity. Rather than undermining the SOR model itself, this result suggests a possible boundary condition in that when pre-existing involvement is very high, organismic variability is reduced. Secondly, the prediction from message framing theory (Levin et al., 1998) that different framings would result in different levels of effectiveness could not be found in this dataset owing to item redundancy (α=0.98), which points to a limitation in measurement rather than proving that the various framings are definitely equal.
[bookmark: _Toc241177169]5.3 Practical Implications
In this sample, framing types could not be statistically separated for committed vegan consumers, which suggests that marketers targeting this segment may not need to prioritise one framing over another; however, this may reflect measurement redundancy rather than genuine equivalence between framings. Trust showed only a bivariate association with purchase intention (r = 0.30, p = 0.020) and added no unique explanatory power once message appeal was controlled (β = 0.04, p = 0.727); trust-building measures such as transparent labelling, brand partnerships, and consistent quality are therefore supported by the wider literature rather than by this study's regression results. Furthermore, the omnivore group (with a mean score of 2.00 on message appeal and a mean score of 1.33 on trial intention) may require a different approach, since the appeal ceiling observed among vegan consumers did not extend to omnivores; however, with only three omnivore respondents, this observation is indicative rather than conclusive that safeguards vegan consumers does not apply to omnivores, where the choice of framing is very important. Also, compliance with the Food (Promotion and Placement) (England) Regulations 2021 (Department of Health and Social Care, 2023) supports health and taste framings since such framings avoid the moralistic content which causes identity resistance. Marketing agencies should therefore keep their vegan campaigns visible on all the platforms namely Instagram, Facebook, YouTube, TikTok and Twitter/X rather than concentrating on just one.
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[bookmark: _Toc241177171]6.1 Summary of Findings
The results indicate that the consumers in this sample had a favourable view of vegan marketing, since 81.0% held positive opinions and 70.7% considered the campaigns to be authentic; yet this positive bias resulted in a sharp ceiling effect which limited the amount of predictive variance. It was found that the overall appeal of the message was the main factor influencing purchase intent, showing a strong correlation with both trial (r=0.64, p<0.001) and repeat intention (r=0.53, p<0.001). Although there was a moderate correlation between brand trust and the behavioural intentions, it added no extra predictive power in the multiple regression when appeal was taken into account. Most important of all, the extreme redundancy of the scale (α=0.98; inter-item r=0.89–0.94) meant that it was not possible to statistically distinguish between the health, environmental, ethical, and taste aspects, indicating the presence of an evaluative halo effect amongst committed vegans.
There were significant differences between the groups in terms of dietary habits (p<0.01), omnivores giving a much lower rating for the appeal of the message (M=2.00) and their intention to try it (M=1.33) than vegans (M=4.39 and M=3.80 respectively). Large group differences were observed in the Welch t-tests, particularly for trust (d = 2.38), although these should be interpreted cautiously given the very small non-vegan subsample, particularly with regard to trust (d=2.38). On the other hand, there were no significant differences between age groups for appeal (p=0.593) or for trial (p=0.352). Promotional reach was varied and took place across a number of platforms (mean exposure = 5.33 channels), with Instagram (84.5%), Facebook (72.4%) and YouTube (69.0%) being the main ones.
[bookmark: _Toc241177172]6.2 Conclusions
The dissertation looked at the way vegan promotional marketing affects people's intentions to buy fast food in the UK, focusing on the roles of perception and brand trust as explanatory factors. Message appeal was the main factor influencing behavioural willingness, accounting for 42% of the variation in intentions to try the food (R2=0.42, p<0.001) and 29% of the variation in intentions to reorder it (R2=0.29, p<0.001). Brand trust did not add any significant predictive power once message appeal was taken into account. Furthermore, the proposed mediation pathways were not significant since there were severe ceiling effects in consumers' perceptions (81.0% gave positive evaluations), which reduced the variability in the data and therefore caused the direct paths from appeal to intention to take precedence over the indirect mediation paths. Importantly, the survey instrument was unable to separate out the individual effects of framing because of severe multicollinearity (VIF=8.32–13.23). Dietary identity functioned as a key demographic divider rather than as a statistical moderator: omnivores showed clear scepticism, had less trust, and expressed much lower purchase intentions than vegans. Finally, the results suggest that in highly involved, lifestyle-committed consumer groups, perceptual variation may be compressed, producing halo effects that limit the applicability of standard behavioural models in such samples a boundary condition requiring further testing, not a refutation of those models.
[bookmark: _Toc241177173]6.2.1 Contribution to Knowledge
The study contributes to the literature on food marketing by examining the psychometric limits of message framing theory (Levin et al., 1998) as it is used with groups motivated by identity. The very high level of internal consistency (α=0.98) found for the health, environmental, ethical and taste frames shows the presence of a strong survey halo effect, whereby highly involved consumers give uniform approval to all pro-vegan statements, which makes it impossible to statistically separate the individual effects of each framing. Moreover, the research identifies measurement-related boundary conditions that arise when the SOR model is applied to homogeneous, highly involved samples: where the sample is homogeneous, ceiling effects occur for the various organismic states (perception and trust), so that the direct paths from stimulus to response take over in the empirical models. Lastly, the solid comparisons between groups show large effect sizes both in terms of message appeal (d=0.99) and trust (d=2.38), thus providing preliminary, sample-limited evidence that fast-food companies should not rely on vegan-focused messaging alone to attract mainstream consumers.
[bookmark: _Toc241177174]6.3 Recommendations
Quick-service restaurant companies should implement separate, two-pronged promotional strategies. With regard to dedicated plant-based consumers, businesses should concentrate on product quality, transparency, and established brand trust rather than limiting themselves to specific message themes, since actively involved vegans tend to respond positively to all the positive features. On the other hand, when aiming at ordinary omnivores, the campaigns had better stress sensory pleasure, familiarity, and taste equivalence while making sure to avoid any moralistic ethical messages that could cause identity resistance (M=1.33 trial intention). The marketers should run multi-platform campaigns on Instagram (84.5% reach), Facebook (72.4%) and YouTube (69.0%), along with the use of point-of-sale displays (43.1%). Policymakers ought to use non-stigmatising narratives that focus on nutrition and taste, in line with the Food (Promotion and Placement) Regulations 2021, in order to promote a change in diet without upsetting the general public.
[bookmark: _Toc241177175]6.4 Limitations
The study used a non-probability convenience sample which was heavily composed of young adults (91.4% being under 41) and strict vegans (79.3% of the sample, amounting to n=46), which greatly restricting the extent to which the findings can be generalised to typical omnivores (n=3) and making it impossible to carry out moderated regression. Since it was a cross-sectional study, it only recorded self-reported intentions at one point in time rather than actual purchasing behaviour. Moreover, the extreme redundancy of the items across the different message frames (with a reliability coefficient of α=0.98 and a VIF>8) meant that the various appeals could not be statistically separated, while the perception ceiling effects (81.0%) reduced the variance and thus ruled out the use of formal structural mediation modelling.
[bookmark: _Toc241177176]6.5 Final Reflections
At the beginning, the dissertation aimed to find out which kind of framing in promotional messages is most effective in encouraging consumers to purchase fast-food in the UK. The results of the empirical study show that for consumers who are highly involved with plant-based eating, particular framing categories have much less influence than the overall appeal of the message and the trust that consumers have in the brand. Even though it was not possible to statistically separate the different framing dimensions, this highlights an important methodological point that distinct theoretical constructs tend to break down and be replaced by general affective heuristics among groups of consumers who are motivated by their identity and have a high level of involvement. Acknowledging these limitations in measurement and the constraints of the sample reinforces the need for empirical examination, and provides valuable insights into the way lifestyle commitments alter the way consumers evaluate products in real-world marketing situations.
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Study Title: The Influence of Vegan Marketing Strategies on Consumer Purchase Intentions in the UK Fast-Food Industry
Researcher: Rezaul Karim (Student Number 2436008)
Programme: MBA in International Business
Institution: University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD)
Supervisor: Jean Wang
Contact: 2436008@student.uwtsd.ac.uk
1. Invitation to Participate
You are invited to take part in a research study investigating how vegan marketing strategies used by UK fast-food chains influence consumer purchase intentions.
2. Purpose of the Study
To investigate the relationship between vegan promotional message framing, consumer perceptions, consumer trust, and consumer purchase intention.
3. Why Have I Been Invited?
You are aged 18+, a UK resident, with experience of or interest in vegan fast food.
4. Do I Have to Take Part?
Participation is entirely voluntary; you may withdraw at any time without consequence.
5. What Will Happen if I Take Part?
Online questionnaire via Google Forms, taking approximately 3-6 minutes to complete.
6. What Are the Possible Risks?
No anticipated significant risks; some questions may prompt reflection on personal values.
7. What Are the Possible Benefits?
No direct personal benefits; contribution to academic research.
8. Will My Participation Be Confidential?
All responses anonymised; no identifying information collected.
9. How Will My Data Be Stored?
Password-protected devices and encrypted cloud storage; 5-year retention then secure destruction.
10. What Will Happen to the Results?
Included in the dissertation and possibly published; all anonymised.
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Study Title: The Influence of Vegan Marketing Strategies on Consumer Purchase Intentions in the UK Fast-Food Industry
Researcher: Rezaul Karim (2436008) | Supervisor: Jean Wang | UWTSD
Please tick each box to confirm your agreement:
☐  1. I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet for this study.
☐  2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw at any time without giving a reason.
☐  3. I understand that my responses will be anonymous and confidential.
☐  4. I understand that data will be stored securely and retained for five years, then destroyed.
☐  5. I agree to participate in this research study.
Participant Name: [Not collected for anonymity]   
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Full 13-question survey instrument organised in six sections:
Table C.1: Full Questionnaire with Response Options
	Q#
	Question
	Type
	Options

	Q1
	What is your age range?
	MC Single
	18-25; 26-40; 41-60; 60+

	Q2
	How would you describe your dietary preference?
	MC Single
	Vegan; Vegetarian; Flexitarian; Omnivore; Other; Prefer not to say

	Q3
	How often do you purchase vegan food from fast-food chains?
	MC Single
	Regular (weekly+); Occasional (monthly); Rare (few times/year); Prefer not to say

	Q4
	Which vegan fast-food chains or campaigns are you aware of?
	MC Multiple
	Greggs Vegan Sausage Roll; McDonald's McPlant; KFC Vegan Burger; Burger King Vegan Royale; Leon; Veganuary; Others

	Q5
	Where have you seen or encountered vegan marketing messages?
	MC Multiple
	Instagram; Facebook; Twitter/X; TikTok; YouTube; TV adverts; Billboards; In-store; Other

	Q6
	How do you feel about the way fast-food chains market their vegan products?
	MC Single
	Authentic; Preachy; Exciting; Gimmicky; Sceptical; Appealing; Others

	Q7
	Do you trust the marketing messages from fast-food chains about their vegan products?
	MC Single
	Yes, fully trust; Neutral; No, do not trust

	Q8
	Why do you feel this way? (select all that apply)
	MC Multiple
	Exaggerated claims; Brand history scepticism; Greenwashing; Claims didn't match; Clearly labelled; Reputable brands; Positive experiences; Need more info

	Q9
	Which message types most appeal to you? (rate 1–5)
	Likert 1–5
	Health; Environmental; Ethical; Taste/Indulgence (each rated 1–5)

	Q10
	Which message types most appeal to you? (rank top 3)
	Likert 1–5
	Health; Environmental; Ethical; Taste/Indulgence (ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd)

	Q11
	How likely are you to TRY/REPEAT after seeing marketing?
	Likert 1–5
	Trial intention (1–5); Repeat intention (1–5)

	Q12
	How important are the following personal values in your food choices?
	Rating 1–5
	Personal health; Animal welfare; Environmental impact; Cost/price; Taste/enjoyment; Social belonging (each 1–5)

	Q13
	How does your dietary identity shape your response to vegan marketing?
	MC Single
	9 options covering vegan/vegetarian/flexitarian/omnivore identity-message interactions
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Vegan Marketing in UK Fast-Food   Have Your Say!
I am an MBA researcher investigating how vegan marketing strategies influence consumer purchase intentions in the UK fast-food industry. I am looking for UK-based participants (18+) to complete a short online survey about their experiences and perceptions of vegan marketing.
📝 Survey takes approximately 3-6 minutes
🔒 Completely anonymous and confidential
📱 Accessible via Google Forms
Your voice matters! Please help me understand how vegan marketing shapes consumer choices.
Click here to participate: [https://forms.gle/UzqmYPzzU7TTptAMA] 
Please share with anyone who might be interested!
#VeganUK #VeganMarketing #ConsumerResearch #FastFood #VeganFastFood
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Screening funnel: 118 raw submissions → 70 after duplicate removal → 58 analytic sample after incomplete-case removal (>20% missing). 9 straight-lining cases were flagged and retained on conceptual grounds.
Table E.1: Screening Funnel Summary
	Stage
	N Remaining
	Cases Removed
	Verification Rule Applied

	Raw survey submissions
	118
	 
	As logged in Raw_Data sheet of data workbook

	After duplicate removal
	70
	48
	Identical answers on all substantive variables; 15 submitted within 60s of twin

	After incomplete-case removal
	58
	12
	Cases with >20% missing substantive data dropped (Cleaning_Log sheet)

	Analytic sample size
	58
	0
	Final verified dataset (Cleaned_Data sheet; N = 58)


Table E.2: Detailed Actions and Justifications
	Step
	Action
	N Affected
	Justification

	1
	Standardised perception label casing ('authentic' -> 'Authentic')
	58
	Casing inconsistency

	2
	Removed 48 exact-duplicate responses (identical on every substantive variable; 15 submitted within 60 seconds of retained twin, including 2026-09-14 20:45:01.683/.758)
	48 removed
	No respondent IDs collected; duplicates confirmed substantively and via timestamp bursts

	3
	Straight-lining screen: 9 cases gave identical answers across all six core Likert items; flagged but RETAINED
	9 flagged
	Uniform maximal endorsement across plant-based metrics is theoretically expected from highly committed vegan activist samples, rather than indicating disengagement.

	4
	Excluded 12 incomplete cases with >20% missing data on substantive variables
	12 removed
	Standard academic quality threshold

	5
	Person-mean imputation applied to 15 isolated missing Likert cells (rounded to 1-5 integer metric)
	15 cells
	Preserves scale structure; avoids listwise deletion

	6
	Seven system columns containing no data dropped (Column 2, Column 13, Column 24, Column 22, two open-text boxes, unused Social-Identity ranking item)
	7 columns
	Empty columns add no empirical information
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F.1 Complete Pearson Correlation Matrix
Table F.1a: Pearson Correlation Matrix (r values)
	Variable
	Health
	Env
	Ethical
	Taste
	Trial
	Repeat
	Trust
	Percep
	Appeal
	Values

	Health appeal
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental appeal
	0.91
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethical appeal
	0.89
	0.94
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Taste appeal
	0.93
	0.93
	0.90
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trial intention
	0.62
	0.61
	0.63
	0.63
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Repeat intention
	0.53
	0.48
	0.51
	0.54
	0.60
	1
	
	
	
	

	Trust level
	0.38
	0.46
	0.40
	0.39
	0.30
	0.28
	1
	
	
	

	Positive perception
	0.11
	0.11
	0.08
	0.11
	0.17
	0.07
	0.34
	1
	
	

	Appeal composite
	0.96
	0.98
	0.96
	0.97
	0.64
	0.53
	0.42
	0.10
	1
	

	Values composite
	0.66
	0.68
	0.64
	0.75
	0.59
	0.51
	0.34
	0.13
	0.70
	1


Table F.1b: Pearson Correlation Matrix (p values)
	Variable
	Health
	Env
	Ethical
	Taste
	Trial
	Repeat
	Trust
	Percep
	Appeal
	Values

	Health appeal
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental appeal
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethical appeal
	<.001
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Taste appeal
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trial intention
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Repeat intention
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	

	Trust level
	.003
	<.001
	.002
	.002
	.020
	.032
	
	
	
	

	Positive perception
	.441
	.428
	.584
	.440
	.210
	.615
	.014
	
	
	

	Appeal composite
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	.460
	
	

	Values composite
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	<.001
	.010
	.357
	<.001
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Table G.1: Risk Assessment Matrix
	Risk Category
	Likelihood
	Description
	Mitigation

	Psychological
	Low
	Mild reflection on personal values and dietary choices during open-ended questions
	Supportive, non-judgemental wording; optional skip items; debrief statement

	Social
	Low
	Discomfort around dietary identity, particularly for omnivores responding to ethical framings
	Neutral language; all dietary preferences valued; no identifying data

	Privacy
	Medium
	Potential risk of participant identification or data mishandling.
	Absolute anonymity from collection point; no names, emails, or IP addresses collected; 5-year retention followed by secure erasure.

	Technical
	Low
	Data loss due to platform outage or breach
	Google Forms autosave; daily Excel export; encrypted cloud backup; 5-year retention

	Recruitment bias
	Medium
	Self-selection bias toward vegan-sympathetic respondents
	Maximum-variation sampling targeting omnivores

	Researcher bias
	Medium
	Researcher's own dietary values influencing interpretation
	Reflexive journaling; supervisor review; inter-coder reliability (κ ≥ 0.70 target)

	Information governance
	Low
	UK GDPR non-compliance
	PIS and consent embedded; data minimisation; no special-category data; 5-year retention with destruction
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Anonymised raw data summary providing examiner access to the underlying responses. The full dataset (58 cases across 27 variables) is available in the accompanying Excel workbook (Cleaned_Data sheet). The sample below shows representative cases from the dataset. No identifying personal information was collected.
Table H.1: Anonymised Raw Data Summary (Sample Extract; Full Data in Excel Workbook)
	Case ID
	Age
	Diet
	Freq
	Health
	Env
	Ethical
	Taste
	Trial
	Repeat
	Trust
	Perception

	001
	18-25
	Vegan
	Regular
	5
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4
	Fully trust
	Authentic

	002
	18-25
	Vegan
	Regular
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	Fully trust
	Authentic

	003
	26-40
	Vegan
	Regular
	5
	4
	5
	5
	4
	3
	Fully trust
	Authentic

	004
	18-25
	Vegan
	Occasional
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3
	Neutral
	Appealing

	005
	26-40
	Vegetarian
	Regular
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4
	4
	Fully trust
	Authentic

	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...

	058
	18-25
	Vegan
	Regular
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	4
	Fully trust
	Exciting
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Complete coding scheme used to transform raw survey responses into analysable variables. This scheme ensures reproducibility of all analyses reported.
Table I.1: Coding Scheme and Recoding Key
	Variable
	Codes
	Data Type

	Age
	1 = 18-25, 2 = 26-40, 3 = 41-60, 4 = 60+
	Categorical ordinal

	Dietary preference
	1 = Vegan, 2 = Vegetarian, 3 = Flexitarian, 4 = Omnivore, 5 = Other
	Categorical nominal

	Purchase frequency
	1 = Regular, 2 = Occasional, 3 = Rare, 4 = Never
	Categorical ordinal

	Trust level
	1 = Do not trust, 2 = Neutral, 3 = Fully trust
	Categorical ordinal

	Perception (positive)
	1 = positive (authentic/exciting/appealing), 0 = negative (preachy/gimmicky/sceptical); 'Other' left missing
	Binary

	Personal values (text → 1–5)
	1 = Not important, 2 = Slightly, 3 = Moderately, 4 = Very, 5 = Extremely
	Ordinal

	Likert items (Q9–Q12)
	Already 1–5; treated as continuous for correlation/regression
	Interval (treated as)

	Appeal composite
	Mean of 4 appeal items (Health, Env, Ethical, Taste)
	Continuous (1–5)

	Intention composite
	Mean of 2 items (Trial, Repeat)
	Continuous (1–5)

	Values composite
	Mean of 6 value items
	Continuous (1–5)

	Straight-liner flag
	1 = identical across all 6 core Likert items, 0 = not
	Binary


I.1 Key Descriptive Statistics Summary
Table I.2: Likert Descriptive Statistics
	Item
	N
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Min
	Max
	Skewness

	Health message appeal
	58
	4.12
	5
	1.44
	1
	5
	-1.35

	Environmental message appeal
	58
	4.16
	5
	1.23
	1
	5
	-1.14

	Ethical message appeal
	58
	4.10
	5
	1.37
	1
	5
	-1.29

	Taste/indulgence message appeal
	58
	4.19
	5
	1.22
	1
	5
	-1.28

	Trial intention
	58
	3.50
	4
	1.66
	1
	5
	-0.49

	Repeat intention
	58
	3.28
	3
	1.35
	1
	5
	-0.26

	Value: Personal health
	58
	4.40
	5
	1.08
	1
	5
	-1.92

	Value: Animal welfare
	58
	4.31
	5
	1.10
	1
	5
	-1.65

	Value: Environmental impact
	58
	4.28
	5
	1.14
	1
	5
	-1.46

	Value: Cost/price
	58
	4.19
	5
	1.22
	1
	5
	-1.34

	Value: Taste/enjoyment
	58
	4.40
	5
	1.06
	1
	5
	-1.88

	Value: Social belonging
	58
	4.34
	5
	1.09
	1
	5
	-1.68

	Message appeal composite
	58
	4.14
	5
	1.27
	1
	5
	-1.16

	Behavioural intention composite
	58
	3.39
	4
	1.35
	1
	5
	-0.78

	Personal values composite
	58
	4.32
	5
	1.02
	1
	5
	-1.71


Table I.3: Reliability Summary
	Scale
	Items (k)
	N
	α
	Interpretation

	Message appeal scale
	4
	58
	0.98
	Excellent (near-redundant)

	Behavioural intention scale
	2
	58
	0.74
	Acceptable

	Personal values scale
	6
	58
	0.96
	Excellent


Table I.4: Drivers of Trust (Multi-Select Coding)
	Reason Cited for Brand Trust / Skepticism
	Mentions (n)
	% of Analytic Sample

	Products are clearly labelled
	36
	62.1%

	Reputable brands are behind them
	34
	58.6%

	Claims seem exaggerated or unrealistic
	12
	20.7%

	Positive experiences matched the marketing
	8
	13.8%

	Need more information before deciding
	2
	3.4%

	Tried products that did not match claims
	2
	3.4%

	Brand history with animal products (scepticism)
	1
	1.7%

	Marketing feels like 'greenwashing'
	1
	1.7%








APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL
In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. 
The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.
The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.
This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. 
SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Rezaul Karim

	2
	Student Number:
	2436008

	3
	Email address:
	2436008@student.uwtsd.ac.uk 

	4
	Programme of Study:
	MBA in International Business

	5
	Supervisor:
	Dr Jean Wang



SECTION B:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	3
	General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018 (UK)
	☒

	4
	Market Research Society (MRS) Code of Conduct (2023)
	☒



SECTION C: Details of Research Activity
	1
	Indicative title:
	The Influence of Vegan Marketing Strategies on Consumer Purchase Intentions in the UK Fast-Food Industry

	2
	Proposed start date:
	12th July 2026
	Proposed end date:
	25-09-2026

	
	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words in each section)
The UK fast-food scene has undergone a dramatic shift, with plant-based menu items moving from the fringes to the heart of mainstream dining. In 2024, the UK vegan fast-food market reached an impressive USD 1.62 billion and is set to surge to USD 2.75 billion by 2032, growing at a robust 6.80% CAGR (Credence Research, 2024). UK consumers now spend around £964 million each year on plant-based meat and dairy alternatives (Green Queen, 2024). At the same time, new regulations are reshaping the industry by tightening restrictions on the promotion of foods high in fat, sugar, or salt under the Food (Promotion and Placement) (England) Regulations 2021.
Leading quick-service restaurants like Greggs, McDonald's UK, KFC UK, and Burger King UK have made plant-based options a permanent fixture on their menus. Yet, despite widespread marketing, many campaigns struggle to turn curiosity into lasting loyalty: 66% of UK consumers still believe plant-based meat tastes inferior to traditional meat, and nearly half see it as overly processed or unnatural (Green Queen, 2024). Attempts to persuade with guilt-driven or moralistic messages often backfire, sparking resistance instead (CueForGood, 2024). Meanwhile, more consumers are seeking plant-based choices that deliver on health and functional benefits.
Although past research has explored individual message framings, no study has yet compared health, environmental, ethical, indulgence or taste, and social identity framings side by side. This leaves a crucial gap in understanding how these distinct approaches shape consumer perceptions, build trust, and ultimately drive purchase decisions in the UK's fast-paced QSR sector.

	3
	Purpose of Research Activity
The purpose of this research activity is to examine the relationship between the framing of vegan promotional messages, consumer perceptions, consumer trust, and consumer purchase intentions in the UK fast-food market, and to establish which promotional message framing most effectively influences consumer behaviour.

	4
	Research Question
1. What are UK consumers' perceptions of vegan marketing messages used by fast-food chains? 
2. Which factors significantly influence consumer purchase intention for vegan fast-food products? 
3. To what extent do consumer values, beliefs, and identities predict responses to vegan marketing? 
4. Which marketing channels most strongly predict purchase intention?

	5
	Aims of Research Activity
This research aims to examine the relationship between the framing of vegan promotional messages, consumer perceptions, consumer trust, and consumer purchase intention in the UK fast-food market and to establish which type of promotional message has the greatest effect on consumer behaviour.

	6
	Objectives of Research Activity
1. To measure the relative prevalence and perceived effectiveness of vegan promotional message framings used by UK fast-food chains. 
2. To measure consumer perceptions of these framings across dietary segments. 
3. To test the mediating role of consumer trust in message-to-intention effects. 
4. To identify which message type most effectively drives purchase intention, operationalised as trial and repeat purchase intentions.
5. To derive managerial implications for UK QSR operators and policymakers within the Food Regulations framework.

	
	Proposed data collection methods (maximum 600 words)

	7
	This study adopts a quantitative research methodology, a deductive approach, and an online cross-sectional survey design grounded in a positivist philosophy to test relationships between vegan promotional message framing, consumer perception, consumer trust, and purchase intention. 
Instrument Design:
Primary data were gathered using a structured 13-question questionnaire (Q1–Q13) administered via Google Forms. The instrument is organized into six sections: (1) Introduction and Consent; (2) Demographics (Q1–Q3); (3) Consumer Awareness (Q4–Q5); (4) Perceptions and Attitudes (Q6–Q8); (5) Behavioural Intentions (Q9–Q11); and (6) Values and Identity (Q12–Q13). Item formats comprise Multiple Choice Single-select (categorical), Multiple Choice Multi-select (categorical multi-response), 5-point Likert scales (assessing message appeal across health, environmental, ethical, and taste framings, as well as trial and repeat intention), and 5-point Rating Scales (evaluating personal food choice values). 
Sampling and Participant Recruitment:
The target population comprises UK residents aged 18 years and older who have purchased or considered purchasing vegan food from fast-food chains. Non-probability convenience sampling was utilized due to resource boundaries and the absence of an exhaustive sampling frame of UK fast-food consumers. Recruitment was executed across six digital channels: Instagram, Facebook, Twitter/X, Reddit vegan communities, university email lists, and vegan interest groups, using a standardized recruitment post containing the study rationale, estimated duration (3-6 minutes), anonymity guarantees, and the Google Forms hyperlink. No financial or material incentives were offered, ensuring participation was strictly voluntary. 
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria:
Inclusion criteria required participants to be UK residents, aged 18 or above, with an interest in or experience with vegan fast food. Exclusion criteria were age under 18, non-UK residency, and incomplete submissions containing over 20% missing substantive data. Participants confirmed age and residency criteria and were required to check five mandatory consent checkboxes (confirming understanding of the PIS, voluntary participation, right to withdraw without consequence, confidentiality/anonymity, and agreement to participate) before access to questionnaire items was granted. 
Data Collection Outcomes and Screening:
A total of 118 raw submissions were received. A four-stage data screening funnel was applied: 48 exact duplicates (including 15 accidental duplicate submissions occurring within 60 seconds) and 12 incomplete submissions with >20% missing data were excluded, yielding an analytic sample of N = 58. Nine straight-lining cases were retained because uniform high endorsement across plant-based metrics is theoretically plausible and conceptually expected among recruited vegan consumers. Isolated missing Likert cells were resolved via person-mean imputation. 
Data Analysis Plan:
Data were processed using Python (pandas, SciPy, statsmodels) following a six-step analytical plan: 
1. Data screening and cleaning (duplicate removal, missing data screening); 
2. Descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, skewness); 
3. Reliability testing (Cronbach's alpha and item-total correlations); 
4. Pearson correlation analysis (two-tailed, ); 
5. Ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression across four models; and 
6. Hypothesis and mediation testing (Baron & Kenny procedure, Sobel test) and group comparisons (ANOVA, Welch t-tests, Cohen's d).  



SECTION D: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, or presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful/offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Not applicable. The study will use only the anonymous online questionnaire described above.
	
	



If you have ticked NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and you may skip section E and continue to section F.
If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 
SECTION E: Intended Participants
	
	Who are the intended participants:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.
	☒
	☐

	
	Details of any other participant groups:
Although recruited online via digital public platforms, including social media channels (Instagram, Facebook, Twitter/X) and online communities (Reddit vegan subreddits and plant-based interest forums)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	The planned target sample was 50–80 participants, established to ensure sufficient statistical power for bivariate correlation (Pearson r) and multiple regression (OLS) analyse. A total of 118 raw submissions were received through Google Forms. 

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	Participants are UK residents aged 18 and over who have purchased or considered purchasing vegan food from fast-food chain. No vulnerable groups were involved. 

	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	Participants are not identified individually, and no personal identifiers (such as names, student IDs, personal email addresses, phone numbers, or IP addresses) were collected at any point. Responses are completely anonymous. 



	
	Information for participants:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	22
	If NO to any of the above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	All relevant questions (13–16, 18–21) are answered YES. Question 17 is marked N/A because the study is entirely a self-administered questionnaire and involves no observational methods. 



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	Not applicable. Participants will not be paid, no specialist equipment will be used, no financial conflict exists and no deception will be employed.



SECTION F: Anticipated Risks
	
	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them.  

	1
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information. If you have identified in section D that there are no participants, then enter N/A and go skip to question 3.

	
	Risk to participants:
Participant risk is minimal, as the study involves an entirely voluntary, non-invasive online questionnaire evaluating fast-food marketing campaigns and food preferences, with no physical procedures, financial disclosures, or deceptive methodologies. The sole identifiable risk is minor cognitive fatigue or mild emotional reflection when considering personal dietary choices; furthermore, data privacy risks are effectively eliminated since no personal identifiers, contact details, or IP addresses are collected.
	Mitigation:
These risks were mitigated by phrasing all survey items in neutral, non-judgmental language that values all dietary preferences equally, thereby preventing moral reproach or discomfort. Participation was entirely self-paced and voluntary, granting respondents the freedom to exit the survey at any point without penalty, while complete anonymity was guaranteed from inception and supported by secure, GDPR-compliant data management protocols.

	2
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially illegal is discovered during a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	The questionnaire will not ask about illegal activity, health, sexuality, financial circumstances or other sensitive and potentially upsetting matters. It focuses on sustainability perceptions, trust and purchase intention. Participants may omit any question or discontinue before submission if they feel uncomfortable.

	3
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:
As the principal researcher is minimal. Because the study is administered entirely online via Google Forms, there is no physical contact with respondents, no travel to unfamiliar or hazardous field sites, and no lone working in public locations. Potential risks are limited to cognitive fatigue during prolonged dataset screening and coding, or potential researcher bias arising from my own interest in plant-based business strategy. 
	How I will mitigate the risk to the investigator:
I mitigated these risks by structuring data analysis schedules with regular breaks to prevent fatigue. To address researcher reflexivity and eliminate interpretive bias, I maintained an objective, positivist stance, adhered to a pre-defined quantitative data analysis plan using standard Python statistical libraries.

	4
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:
The research topic (vegan marketing in fast-food restaurants) is standard business management and marketing scholarship and poses no reputational risk, political controversy, or physical safety hazard. The only institutional consideration pertains to information governance and ensuring compliance with the UK GDPR and university data policies.
	How I will mitigate the risk to the University: I strictly adhered to the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice and Data Protection Act 2018 guidelines. Anonymity is guaranteed at capture; no personally identifiable data (PID) or special-category data are solicited, received, or stored. The survey was distributed solely with appropriate academic disclosures. 

	5
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:
The risk to the physical environment is non-existent. The research involves no field experiments, chemical agents, physical sampling, materials disposal, or vehicular transport. The environmental impact is restricted to negligible carbon emissions associated with standard digital device usage and cloud servers.
	How I will mitigate the risk to the environment:
The study was conducted entirely paperless. Participant information, consent collection, questionnaire administration, data cleaning, statistical analysis, and thesis drafting were managed entirely in digital formats, eliminating paper waste and travel-related emissions. 



SECTION G: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
If you have identified in section D that there are no participants, then enter skip this section and continue to section H.
	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	After submission, participants will see a debrief page thanking them, restating the purpose of the study and explaining how the findings will be used. The debrief page will provide the researcher’s university email address, 2436008@student.uwtsd.ac.uk, so participants may request general information about the study or a summary of results after completion.

	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	Informed consent was obtained digitally prior to survey access via an introductory screen embedding the full Participant Information Sheet, which detailed the study's academic purpose, institutional affiliations, eligibility criteria, minimal risks, completion duration (3–6 minutes), unconditional withdrawal rights, and protocols for data confidentiality, five-year encrypted storage, and academic dissemination. 

	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	Complete anonymity and confidentiality are guaranteed throughout the research lifecycle and in all published outputs by strictly avoiding the collection of personal identifiers and disabling IP and automatic email logging within Google Forms. Deductive re-identification is prevented through broad, aggregated demographic classification bands, while raw datasets are housed exclusively on password-protected devices. 



SECTION H: Data Protection and Storage
	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	☐
	☒

	2
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
	Not applicable. All participants completely anonymous.

	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	☒

	4
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
	Not applicable. The questionnaire will not collect special category data.



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:
	☐
	☒

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	All survey data are collected and initially held in the Google Forms cloud platform via an encrypted Google account, then exported as password-protected Excel and CSV spreadsheets to a local personal computer with full disk encryption enabled. Backup procedures consist of routine, encrypted archive copies maintained strictly on this secure personal computer, completely eliminating external portable media (USBs, portable hard drives) or physical paper records. 



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and/or any international equivalent):

	
	Participants submit survey responses to the Google Forms cloud platform, and subsequently when the fully anonymised dataset is downloaded directly to the principal researcher's password-protected, encrypted personal computer for analysis. In accordance with the UK GDPR and the Data Protection Act 2018, no personal identifiers, contact details, or IP addresses are collected, transmitted, or stored during recruitment or data export. 

	20
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	Access to the raw and cleaned electronic dataset is restricted exclusively to myself, Rezaul Karim. 

	21
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	I, Rezaul Karim (Principal Researcher, Student Number: 2436008), act as the sole custodian for all data generated by this research activity.

	22
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. 

	
	All data are collected and retained exclusively in digital form (Google Forms cloud platform and exported Excel/CSV files); no paper or manual records exist. The primary datasets are stored within a password-protected partition on a local personal computer with full hard-drive encryption enabled, with response records also securely held within the password-protected Google Forms cloud repository. 

	22
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	☒

	23
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	☒



SECTION I: Use of AI tools
	Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.
Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Capture data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	2
	Generate and/or edit text?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	3
	Generate graphics?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	4
	Generate video?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	5
	Generate sound/music?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	6
	Generate code?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	7
	Generate synthetic data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	Analyse data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	9
	Analyse personal or sensitive data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	10
	Classify data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	11
	Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	12
	Free versions of AI tools were utilized strictly as assistive aids for grammatical refinement of draft text and for debugging Python syntax used in the quantitative analysis, strictly adhering to the institutional AI Use Acknowledgement. To safeguard research integrity, AI was never used to collect participant data, generate synthetic responses, or derive analytical conclusions; all suggested syntax and phrasing were independently reviewed, validated, and edited by the researcher. 



SECTION J: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.
In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Rezaul Karim
	Date: 24/09/2026

	2
	Supervisor:
	Jean Wang
	Date:

	3
	Signature:
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Figure 4.1 Age distribution of respondents
Younger adults dominate the sample: 48.3% are aged 18-25 and 91.4% are under 41
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Source: Vegan Marketing Strategies survey (Microsoft Forms), 8-15 September 2026 - N = 58 after data cleaning
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Figure 4.2 Dietary preference of respondents
Vegan respondents account for 79.3% of the analytic sample, reflecting recruitment channels
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Figure 4.4 Channel exposure to vegan marketing (multi-select)
Instagram leads (84.5%), followed by Facebook and YouTube (75.9% each); respondents used 5.33 channels on average
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Figure 4.6 Level of trust in vegan claims of UK fast-food chains
84.5% fully trust vegan claims; 5.2% explicitly distrust them
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Source: Vegan Marketing Strategies survey (Microsoft Forms), 8-15 September 2026 - N = 58 after data cleaning
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Figure 4.7 Message appeal ratings by framing type (mean = SD)
All four framings rated highly; taste/indulgence (M = 4.19) marginally leads, ethical appeal close behind (M = 4.10). Scale: 1 = not at all appealing, 5 = extremely appealing
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Figure 4.9 Correlation matrix of study variables (Pearson r)
Lower triangle shown. Appeal items inter-correlate strongly; intentions correlate strongly with appeal, moderately with trust

Kk <0.001
Health appeal ** p<0.01
* p<0.05
1.00
Environ. appeal
0.75
Ethical appeal
0.50
Taste appeal
0.25
Trial intent. =
S
0.00 ©
i
Repeat intent. a
-0.25
Trust
-0.50
Positive percep.
-0.75
Appeal compos.
-1.00

Values compos.

Source: Vegan Marketing Strategies survey (Microsoft Forms), 8-15 September 2026 - N = 58 after data cleaning
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Figure 4.10 Ethical appeal versus trial intention (jittered scatter)
A one-unit increase in ethical appeal is associated with a 0.76-unit increase in trial intention
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