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[bookmark: _Toc241147154]Abstract
The fast fashion sector in the UK is under a significant credibility crisis as a result of rampant ‘greenwashing’. This study aims to examine how consumers’ greenwashing scepticism affects their trust in greenwashing and sustainable purchasing intention for UK adults. Based on the extended Theory of Planned Behaviour, the research suggests a trust-mediation model in order to explain cognitive doubt paralysis of eco-consumption. A quantitative, mono-method approach was used to analyse primary data gathered using a self-administered online survey of a purposive sample of 157 consumers of fast fashion in the UK. PLS-SEM technique was used to test the conceptual framework. The findings indicate that “greenwashing scepticism” has a significant negative effect on environmental consumer trust. This is thus an erosion of trust in itself, which systematically breaks down the intentions to make sustainable purchases. The mediation from cognitive doubt to behavioural avoidance is carefully tested through a structural analysis and is robustly proven to be the mediating mechanism. The study shows that positive environmental attitudes are not enough to move in a commercial direction without institutional credibility, and suggests that the retail marketing industry should stop investing in ambiguous eco-marketing and move toward transparency verified by third parties, to re-establish market viability in a definitive way.
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[bookmark: _Toc241147158]Chapter One: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc241147159]1.1 Background of the study
The fast fashion industry is a linear industry, with a high turnover rate in production, and a negative environmental impact that is very strong (Centobelli et al., 2022). The intensive textile industry is one of the most polluting industrial sectors that contributes significantly to freshwater usage, unprecedented CO emissions from anthropogenic activities, and high microplastic pollution in all marine systems (Filho et al., 2022). At the same time, a new mindset among consumers has developed, with the number of people who actively “consume with morals” and consider environmental sustainability to be a top priority rapidly increasing (Deloitte UK, 2024). Therefore, it is crucial for fast fashion companies to be more flexible and change their strategies and supply chains to be more sustainable to avoid being outperformed by other companies in the market (Corboș et al., 2023;
To take advantage of this hugely lucrative green, environmentally friendly market opportunity, multinationals in the fashion space have been going all in (Olamide, 2025). Production of green communication is believed to have surged across every digital medium (Andika et al., 2026). Nevertheless, as more companies engage in greater proliferation, there has been a general increase in “Greenwashing”, the act of misleadingly presenting the environmental performance of a firm (Eze, 2025). In the UK, the amount of greenwashing has led to dramatic institutional action. The Green Claims Code (2021) was launched by the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) to provide clear consumer limits for retailers’ green claims and highlights the fact that there is a credibility crisis in the retail sector (CMA, 2021). Despite all these solid institutional foundations, deceptive marketing still exists, and it is constantly evolving, creating a highly volatile commercial environment in which corporate marketing communication is, in general, delusional in relation to corporate reality.
Greenwashing has been so prevalent in the UK that there has been a significant reaction amongst the public on a psychological level. Constant and inaudible blending of environmental facts often results in high levels of cognitive dissonance, and the spontaneous rise of “greenwashing scepticism” arises (Fella and Bausa, 2024). This scepticism can cause consumers to not just doubt it in terms of a specific product but to turn to brand scepticism in general, as the overall family attitude can spill over to the brand. As shown by Daou et al. (2025), trust in sustainability logos is currently held by less than a fraction of the British population, and most people are skeptical of corporate environmental claims. Consumer trust, as an underlying precondition to diminish perceived purchasing risk, is an important barrier to sustainable market transitions (Ruangkanjanases et al., 2020).
The paralysing psychological effect of deceptive marketing is not inherent in the typical pathway of human purchasing intention, as captured by classical theoretical bases such as the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Khandai et al. (2025) use structural equation modelling and confirm the important role of greenwashing in reducing customers’ purchase intentions via increasing the perceived risk. However, less is known about how greenwashing scepticism reduces consumers’ trust and thus prevents them from purchasing a product sustainably, as in the case of the fast fashion sector in the UK (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025). Understanding this phenomenon (which is complex and mediated by different levels of trust) is important because if this eventuality comes to pass, consumers may forget to engage in their green behaviours or drop them completely because they do not trust the institution.
[bookmark: _Toc241147160]1.2 Problem Statement
Trust is arguably the greatest problem in the fast fashion industry in the UK, as consumers are deceiving themselves into believing their sustainable fashion is really making a difference, and this space of deception also limits the market, which should be doing better. The industry is under immense pressure to become more sustainable, but many fashion brands have been using claims and labels, exaggerating or making unverifiable claims, known as “eco-marketing” (Liang and Gao, 2025). It is an extreme example of greenwashing where misinformation has resulted in a large credibility problem, and therefore in constitutionally strong regulations such as the CMA Green Claims Code (2021). Despite all these institutional countermeasures, misleading communication has misled the UK retail scene, which is leaving a growing number of increasingly concerned and conscious consumers of goods.
This has made consumers very wary of greenwashing issues, as they have been confronted with them on a very regular basis (Fella and Bausa, 2024). This skepticism is a significant issue for commercialization, as it is not just about individual products but also undermines overall trust in the brand of institutions (Areethai et al., 2025). But market information now reveals exactly how vast this chasm is, as most British shoppers now actively distrust claims by brands about sustainability (Vidal-Buitano et al., 2026). A lot of efforts have been made to reduce the perceived financial and performance risks of premium sustainable offers, which results in easier green consumption, but in the case of destroying consumer trust, it will directly block green consumption (Pan et al., 2026)
There’s definitely an empirical gap, academically, in terms of what these mechanisms are in the structure. Although there is an underlying link between attitude and purchase intent as is revealed in traditional behavioural models (e.g., Ajzen, 1991), these models fail to consider the exogenous shock caused by the deceptive marketing activities exerted by sellers, as noted by (Kasasbeh, 2024). In contemporary research in the area of SEM, its impact on purchase intention has been firmly established through the boosted perception of risk, despite reporting mixed results regarding the exact mediation role of trust (Khandai et al., 2025). In particular, it is well under-researched if and how greenwashing scepticism leads to loss of consumer trust and if this loss of consumer trust in turn leads to loss of sustainable purchasing intentions in a highly sceptical group: the UK fast fashion group (Neumann et al., 2020).
Therefore, the main research question is whether or not this mediational pathway is capable of being empirically measured. Understanding the impact of the trust process on cognitive scepticism and behavioural intention would be of great importance to understand the way to re-establish and ensure marketing credibility and more sustainable consumer consumption (Welch and Galvan, 2024). Thus, it is essential to understand what happens between consumers’ cognitive scepticism and their behavioural intentions for the marketing offer: trust (Zhou and Seo, 2026).
[bookmark: _Toc241147161]1.3 Research Rationale
This study is grounded in the need to return to the fundamental principles of theoretical behavioural models in practice following the loss of trust by marketers in green marketing. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) theoretically has a solid base in understanding the effect of attitudes on purchase intentions. However, in the presence of deceptive communication, the TPB fails to be comprehensible, which, in turn, hints at broader temporal settings; it needs to consider out-of-line occurrences (Pillo et al., 2025). Ruangkulnorwun et al. (2020) added trust as an additional variable in TPB to explain green consumption. But Khandai et al., (2025) shows there is still no theoretical explanation for diminishing trust. While there is an indication of greenwashing leading to cognitive dissonance in Lu et al., (2022). They are inclined to consider scepticism immediately as an obstacle in purchase making and have not thought of how it may lead to the cognitive imbalance sequentially (Pillo et al., 2025). This study makes a significant contribution to the theory by explicitly inserting consumer trust as the key mediator between greenwashing scepticism and sustainable purchase intention, extending this sophisticated theory of actions, which accurately reflects the current mindset of consumers (Margariti et al., 2024)
This work is situated in a much-needed geographically and contextually based research area. A UK-specific strand of problems associated with the world of fast fashion is regulation, as the CMA Green Claims Code sheds light on the subject and consumer fatigue, as stated by Deloitte (2024). This institutional context is acute, but it is predominantly Asian and North American, and knowledge on the behaviour of highly sceptical British consumers is limited. This study is an empirical study and aims to strongly validate Green Marketing through the analysis of a UK nationally representative sample employing PLS-SEM.
From a practical perspective, it is about how to restore markets to integrity, and it’s a commercial imperative” (Daou et al., 2025). But there are no data-based frameworks in place to help fast fashion brands deal with the lack of consumer trust and regain institutional credibility in a highly regulated sector (Bodor et al., 2021). For the practitioners, this integration can provide some insight as to how scepticism can impact trust and thus derail sustainable sales as measured by some forms of quantification (Farooq and Wicaksono, 2021). Eventually, the outcomes will help shape responsible and legally sound sustainable communication efforts that will counteract perceived risk, increase consumer trust and facilitate the sector’s much-needed transition to more sustainable consumption (Avrami et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147162]1.4 Research Aim
This study aims to examine how greenwashing scepticism among UK consumers shapes their trust in brands’ sustainability claims and their subsequent intention to purchase sustainably in the fast-fashion sector.
[bookmark: _Toc241147163]1.5 Research Objectives
The research is structured around the objectives: 
1. To evaluate the underlying dimensions of greenwashing scepticism among UK fast-fashion consumers.
2. To examine the impact of greenwashing scepticism on consumer trust in brand sustainability claims.  
3. To analyse the effect of consumer trust on sustainable purchase intention. 
4. To evaluate the mediating role of consumer trust in the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and purchase intention. 
5. To propose strategic marketing and regulatory recommendations for reducing consumer scepticism towards green marketing claims.
[bookmark: _Toc241147164]1.6 Research Question
To what extent does greenwashing scepticism influence the sustainable purchase intentions of UK fast fashion consumers, and how does consumer trust mediate this relationship?
[bookmark: _Toc241147165]1.7 Summary of Research Methodology
This research uses the positivism paradigm as the epistemological paradigm and a purely deductive approach as the research method in order to empirically assess the trust mediation model of the problem. Using a quantitative, mono-method approach, the research rigorously captures and quantifies the causal associations among the variables of this study, namely greenwashing scepticism, consumer trust and sustainable purchase intentions. Primary data will be collected efficiently by using a self-administered online structured questionnaire that is based on 5-point Likert scales derived using pre-validated measures. This instrument guarantees strong construct validity and will reduce measurement error. A sampling plan will be used that will include at least 200 adult members of the United Kingdom who have bought fast fashion products in the past year. Since there is no proper national database, a non-probability purposive convenience sampling technique will be used in recruiting participants, and the same will be spread through a digital platform. The data would be cleaned following a rigorous process, and the analytical protocol follows a very accurate two-step process. The first set of descriptive profiles of the demographic sample will be created with IBM SPSS Statistics. Next, inferential hypothesis testing will be performed with the program SmartPLS, which is based on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). This structural modelling of effects allows both for isolating the specific indirect effect and for quantifying and testing the mediation mechanism of consumer trust, to create the necessary statistical power.
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[bookmark: _Toc241147167]2.1 Introduction
This chapter offers a critical and synthetic approach to build the conceptual framework to understand consumer response to deceptive fast fashion marketing in light of the latest literature in green marketing and behavioural theory. It guides the reader with a logical funnel method to the key arguments supporting this investigation. Starting by considering macro-theoretical frameworks on how sustainable consumption can be achieved, it then focuses on the micro level by examining empirical variables. In particular, this story attempts to dissect the multi-faceted nature and drivers of Greenwashing Scepticism and assess the psychological consequences of scepticism on ‘Environmental Consumer Trust’, as well as its impact on Sustainable Purchase Intentions. Finally, this systematic review brings these thematic streams together in the creation of a unique conceptual framework and testable hypotheses which emphasize the empirical gaps worthy of this quantitative research.
[bookmark: _Toc241147168]2.2 Theoretical Frameworks Underpinning Sustainable Consumption
[bookmark: _Toc241147169]2.2.1 The Classical Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)
The seminal cognitive model for predicting consumer decision-making has traditionally been the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991). According to the classical TPB, intention to perform a particular behaviour is determined by three main “antecedents” which are: Attitude towards the behaviour, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC) (Ajzen 1991). This basic model is suitable for linking attitudes towards the environment and the intention to purchase products related to the green environment within the scope of the green marketing paradigm (Meliniasari and Mas’od, 2024). For eco-friendly products to be purchased, it is believed that there is a relationship between attitude and social norms (Hong et al., 2024). Theoretical consensus indicates that, if attitude towards environmental products is positive and social pressure is to act in an environmentally responsible way, the initial level of intention for environmental products would be increased (Zamil et al., 2024).
[image: Theory of planned behavior - Wikipedia]
[bookmark: _Toc241078121]Figure 1: Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen, (1991)
Nevertheless, the classical TPB has significant limitations from a structural point of view when it comes to the current fast fashion issue. One of its main theoretical flaws is the underlying assumption of a frictionless market with transparency, no confusion created by deceptive marketing, and generally corporations that behave in an honest manner, which is not always the case (Nalle and Ismail, 2024). One strong assumption that the TPB theory makes is that consumers’ pro-environmental attitudes will automatically lead them to pro-environmental purchase intention (Ajzen, 1991). However, the picture of this linear idea of transition completely changes when greenwashing enters the picture, adding a lot of cognitive dissonance and high risk and uncertainty (Fella and Bausa, 2024). In risky retail use cases where opportunity knocks and there is an abundance of misleading information, internal attitudes can be easily superseded by external risk factors that pop up from market to market, from day to day (Persakis et al., 2025). Thus, solely on the basis of the classical TPB, it becomes insufficient to explain the active avoidance of eco-consumers of sustainable fast fashion products if their motivation is very high (Marko and Kusá, 2023). The core TPB framework carries with it a number of limitations when it comes to analysing the prevalent greenwashing conundrum without employing some kind of measure of deception by the organizations that drive that deception.
[bookmark: _Toc241147170]2.2.2 Extending the TPB: Perceived Risk and Environmental Concern
Recent studies have tried to aggressively expand and modify the TPB, including some important exogenous market forces that should compensate for the theory’s predictive limitations; these market forces have mostly been perceived risk and environmental concern (Ruangkanjanases et al., 2020). When the target consumer is “environmentally concerned” it serves as a psychological cue that increases the target consumer’s “cognitive vigilance” to the company’s sustainability claims (Kaur et al., 2023). Perceived risk, on the other hand, is a pivotal and immobilizing resistance factor: the subjective probability of economic, social or environmental harm when an environmental claim of a purchased product fails to be achieved is perceived as a risk (Rasu et al., 2025).
Overall, the evidence of the application of the extended TPB shows that greenwashing affects consumers’ sustainable purchase intentions directly and indirectly by increasing the perceived green risk (Szaban et al., 2025). This consequently reduces sustainable purchase intentions in various consumer markets (Lu et al., 2022). Critically, when multinational fast fashion brands play with environmental metrics to show a false sense of eco-friendliness, the consumer is given an acute psychological and financial risk when buying clothes, claiming that they are buying extra environmentally friendly clothes at a higher price point (Akkala et al., 2026). This feeling of increased risk perception actively cuts the already existing psychological link between a consumer’s green attitude and purchase behaviour (Dangelico et al., 2022). Kamalanon et al. (2022) suggest that the extended TPB offers a much more comprehensive, fine-grained and highly explanatory tool for modelling the connections between consumers’ perceptions and behaviour in volatile eco-markets, as opposed to Ajzen’s original model.
[bookmark: _Toc241147171]2.2.3 The Imperative of a Trust-Mediation Model
Dempere et al. (2024) found that perceived risk can’t account for systematic greenwashing, which can have far-reaching psychological consequences. If the TPB is to be valid in explaining actual pro-environmental behaviour, the aspect of risk must be integrated (Montgomery et al., 2023). Rather, the final-end mediation for eco-consumption is another dimension encapsulated under the notion of verified consumer trust (Daou et al., 2025). The word ‘trust’ does seem to serve as the absolute psychological prerequisite for risk reduction; without basic trust in the brand’s sustainability communication (Lin et al., 2025). In the context of the company's motives, a consumer cannot even possibly reduce the perceived risk when purchasing a fast fashion product (Ruangkanjanases et al., 2020).
Srivastava (2025) highlights that greenwashing does not simply create increased perceived risk. But fundamentally undermines the ‘backbone’ of institutional trust, which, in the end, leads to “greenwashing scepticism” that is pervasive across the industry (Khandai et al., 2025). This step-by-step loss of trust, expressed in numbers, is the exact, measurable transmission mechanism at work that translates cognitive doubt into a continuous pattern of behavioural avoidance (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025). Hence, it is clear that the classical TPB model fails totally on the above-mentioned highly sceptical fast fashion segment in the United Kingdom, as there is no specific and structural consideration of a trust mediation model (Abdusalam et al., 2024). This amended theoretical framework helps to fill the gap between the deception done by the companies and the lack of intentions with consumers by making consumer trust the focal point, which is a robust, empirical, and extensive theory supporting this entire study (Rashid et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241147172]2.3 Dimensions and Drivers of Greenwashing Scepticism
[bookmark: _Toc241147173]2.3.1 Critical Conceptualisation of Greenwashing and Cognitive Dissonance
Consumer scepticism can only be fully understood if one looks beyond the superficial conceptualisation of greenwashing as false advertising. Greenwashing is therefore known in Farooq and Wicaksono (2021) as an intentional corporate marketing action to deceive or make a claim that leaves environmental claims unconfirmed due to unsustainable corporate operations. Yet, the actual issue concerning greenwashing is its effect on the consumer psychologically (Villarino and Font, 2015). An eco-conscious consumer who sees one brand claiming to be “conscious” while promoting such large-scale overproduction for fast fashion has been the target of acute cognitive dissonance (Fella and Bausa, 2024). This dissonance is a psychological state that is characterised by high discomfort and refers to the direct mismatch between the expectations of pro-environmental consumers and the true reality of companies (Sharma et al., 2023). To diminish this inner conflict, the consumer needs to modify the cognitive schema, and this usually involves a quick withdrawal of positive brand attributes as well as the onset of ‘defensive scepticism’ (Daou et al., 2025). Hence, greenwashing goes beyond a marketing mistake, as it serves as an active psychological trigger that actively changes an active sustainable consumer to a very skeptical market player (Panigyraki and Polyportis, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147174]2.3.2 The Detection of Deception and the Cultivation of Scepticism
The consumer’s shift from cognitive dissonance to formalised greenwash scepticism would be triggered by their discovery of certain deceptive dimensions (Rossi and Rivetti, 2022). The research shows that nowadays consumers are highly aware of greenwashing “sins”, including a lack of clear, verifiable supply chain information, using inexplicit green labels and using ambiguous green words (e.g., planet positive or eco-friendly) (Lu et al., 2022). In addition, a sole “conscious” limited-edition capsule line obscures the fact that the brand’s environmental impact is significantly larger and gives consumers easy information to catch on to. Without third-party endorsement, consumers feel that these statements convey self-serving intentions of the business rather than ecological concerns (Darshini and Aishwarya, 2025). Such a negative attribution is directly a form of greenwashing scepticism (Khandai et al., 2025). Spanò et al. (2025) revealed that scepticism is not passive ignorance, but an active and largely cognitive defense. Consumers are applying caution to prevent themselves from being seen to be financially or morally vulnerable to supporting unsustainable activities (Khattri and Tomar, 2024). This means that as consumers’ awareness of the environment becomes more and more sophisticated, their awareness of the unsubstantiated claims increases accordingly, thereby compromising the brand-consumer relationship (Fella and Bausa, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147175]2.3.3 Theoretical Conflicts: Brand-Specific vs. Industry-Wide Spillover
A vast theoretical debate exists around the ultimate direction and extent of greenwashing scepticism in the Academic literature. Senan et al. (2025) debated whether consumers channel their scepticism only at the particular brand involved, or whether such a deceit produces a “spillover effect”, tainting the whole retail industry. Greenwashing was seen to create, mainly, targeted brand avoidance, hate and embarrassment (Khandai et al., 2025). In this perspective, the buyers hold the shrewd entity culpable but, at the same time, they are not reluctant to buy from other brands that are truly sustainable.
Şenyapar (2024) has emerged in the era of greenwashing in the contemporary retail environment, showing that there is a non-controllable spillover effect. Fast fashion represents a very integrated and notoriously opaque global value chain, making it difficult for consumers to tell the difference between the real deal and marketing trickery (Saroja, 2025). As a result, ‘anti-greenwash’ attitudes are built up against the industry as a whole by the actions of big market players when they use greenwashing techniques repeatedly (Ritch, 2021). Once this systemic confusion sets in, consumers grow sceptical about the environmental credentials of everything in this space, impacting not only on the business models of those who are eco-friendly, but also holding macro-level sustainable consumption back (Daou et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241147176]2.3.4 Contextualising Scepticism within the UK Fast Fashion Reality
This theory is certainly reflected in how fast fashion operates in the UK today. The UK sector is currently living in a major crisis of corporate credibility, and sustainability messaging is being mishandled and abused. The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) has taken the issue of green claims lying on the face of it and has created a Green Claims Code (2021) to address the high prevalence of dubious claims made regarding environmental factors for products sold in British markets. A huge percentage of fashion sustainability claims were underwhelming, misleading the British public; the regulatory body came to this conclusion. Yet, this is in spite of the extreme regulatory measures taken, while market data shows how the idea of “systematic scepticism” has translated from academic theories to the widespread disillusionment of consumers. Consumer fatigue and lack of brand trust in claims of a sustainable lifestyle is widespread throughout the British public, as revealed in recent demographic profiling carried out by Deloitte UK (2024). The UK population is very reflexive to the clothing category as a whole, seeing sustainability as a superficial marketing ploy and nothing more, on the part of fast fashion brands whose products are designed for “quick production” (Fella and Bausa, 2024). The deep-rooted reality of this market is also a warning sign of how scepticism, constructed as such, erodes trust in institutions and will shape purchases going forward (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025). The identification of these drivers of scepticism among UK consumers is the first step towards defining the dimensions of the proposed mediation setting.
[bookmark: _Toc241147177]2.4 The Impact of Greenwashing Scepticism on Consumer Trust
[bookmark: _Toc241147178]2.4.1 Defining Consumer Trust in the Green Marketing Paradigm
Assessing the destructive consequences of greenwashing scepticism must be done in a systematic way, although it must first be critically defined in the specific Green Marketing paradigm of “Consumer Trust” (Reck et al., 2022). In general retail, trust is often confined to a matter of functional reliability, which is to say that a product is expected to do what it is supposed to; to operate. But trust among green consumers is essentially more complicated. Imuru (2023) has clearly outlined green trust as the consumer’s willingness to rely on a product, service, or brand because of their perceived or even expected trustworthiness in terms of credibility, benevolence and environmental capability.
Sustainable product attributes are mostly “credence qualities”, which, according to Alhomaid (2025), the consumer can only rarely or never see after the purchase and embracing none of the so-called sustainable products is based on an extreme situation of information asymmetry. Therefore, in the face of this information gap, green consumer trust acts as the connecting link between them (Zhao et al., 2026). It forces the consumer to think that the corporation is not stagnant in adhering to laws but is well-meaning when striving to be eco-friendly (Ruangkanjanases et al., 2020). Thus, if this particular kind of trust is not built, then any type of green communication becomes ineffective as people will perceive the risk of being cheated to be insurmountable (Lankanath, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241147179]2.4.2 The Destructive Mechanics: Scepticism and Belief Disconfirmation
Greenwashing scepticism not only has a negative correlation with consumer trust but is also insulting to their trust. Consumers who already suspect that companies might greenwash their products have the same cognitive process of interpreting what the company has to say (Farooq and Wicaksono, 2021). Scepticism primes consumers for some “belief disconfirmation” (Daou et al., 2025). Expectancy disconfirmation theory (Oliver, 1980) suggests that radical statements like the “sustainable” collection will lead to high expectations of an environmentally friendly nature (Azmi et al., 2025). But a consumer looks at those claims and finds even more evidence in the form of hidden supply chains, instances of unethical labour practices, or the fact that synthetic fossil fuel clothing is still being produced (Brach et al., 2017).
When such discrepancies are detected, negative belief disconfirmation takes place immediately (Daou et al., 2025). The violation is directly done by the brand and is intentional on their part as seen by the consumer (Kim, 2025). This disconfirmation leads to fast and intense institutional credibility loss (Su et. al., 2023). Scepticism is a cognitive state of doubt and turns into an active trust breaker (Zhang and Ismail, 2024). The brand is no longer considered to be an incompetent entity but also falls under the concise definition of ‘deceptive or exploitative’ (Fella and Bausa, 2024). Ayyoob and Sajeev (2025) show that when scepticism about greenwashing reaches a certain level, the brand’s environmental ability and goodness are rendered null, effectively exhausting the consumers’ green trust bank.
[bookmark: _Toc241147180]2.4.3 Theoretical Gaps: The Quantification of Environmental Trust in the UK Demographic
Although the overall negative impact of deceptive marketing on brand perception is known to Nkiko (2026), there is a gap with respect to how to measure the impact (erosion of brand trust). Many modern empirical works stop at the generalised emotional outcomes that they measure as ‘brand hate’, ‘brand embarrassment’ or simply ‘brand avoidance’ (Khandai et al., 2025). Riva et. al. (2024) show the negative emotional expression that results from greenwashing, but they mix together the negative emotion and the negative environmental trust that can be measured structurally.
This merging is a considerable theoretical misunderstanding. A UK fast fashion consumer can have a functional trust in a brand that supplies them with reliable and quick delivery and low cost, but expect nothing in the way of their environment (Husain, 2024). There is a consistent lack of research into the exact erosion of this specific green trust, particularly amongst the highly sceptical UK population. Most of the frameworks that are present are not explicit about the quantification of the environmental aspect of the trust that is outside of functional brand loyalty, as scepticism is breaking it down (Mezger et. al., 2019). It places green consumer trust in a specific and exposed latent variable, affording a solid theoretical basis for subsequently structurally examining how exactly cognitive scepticism affects the institutional environmental credibility mathematically, and prior to affecting final purchasing behaviour (ElHaffar, Durif and Dubé, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241147181]2.5 Consumer Trust and Sustainable Purchase Intentions
[bookmark: _Toc241147182]2.5.1 The Attitude-Behaviour Gap in Sustainable Consumption
The attitude-behaviour gap has reduced the possibility of translating the pro-ecological attitude into action, namely the implementation of sustainable purchasing of activities, products and services at the consumers’ level in this academic community (Munro, Kapitan and Wooliscroft, 2023). These logical steps from positive attitude to behavioural intention, as indicated in the classical Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) of Ajzen (1991) and Meliniasari and Mas’od (2024), may be broken down in the complex scenario of green marketing. Even if a consumer is very concerned about the environment, the intention to act is stuck when it comes to the actual fast fashion retail world (Dzhengiz, Haukkala and Sahimaa, 2023). This is because eco-friendly clothing typically comes with a hefty price tag, meaning that green clothing requires the consumer to invest in an intangible and future benefit for the environment (Joshi and Rahman, 2015). Positive attitudes can only be translated into action with a strong psychological mechanism that can overcome the significant nature values no risk dichotomy (Hebben, Schmitz and Fassnacht, 2026). Thus, Falcão and Roseira (2022) suggest that an intermediate cognitive catalyst is needed that allows the consumer to have psychological safety to complete the process.
[bookmark: _Toc241147183]2.5.2 Trust as the Primary Mechanism for Risk Mitigation
In this dynamic decision-making landscape, consumer trust plays a crucial role as a key factor in reducing perceived risks and moving towards actualised purchase intentions (Daou et al., 2025). The act of buying a sustainable fast fashion item is fraught with a number of risk perceptions, mostly financial risk (the risk of paying a “green premium” for a fast fashion trick) and performance risk (the risk that the materials/garments may not last or may not be as good or chic as they claim to be) (Lu et al., 2022). Consumer verification of the opaque nature of a garment supply chain’s sustainability and audit of its carbon footprint is extremely limited, and the consumer has to depend solely on corporate communication (Mezger et al., 2020).
Under such high information asymmetry, trust becomes the insulator and replacement-less risk mitigation tool (Nguyen-Viet, 2023). As a result of environmental trust, the subjective expectancy of deception drops to almost zero in the case of a consumer with a high level of brand trust (Bonfanti et al., 2024). This trust brings about the required cognitive justification that turns this premium into an “ecological price”, which is included in an effective sustainable purchase intention (Sánchez et al., 2024). This structural pathway is systematically confirmed in the empirical models, as trust has a huge positive influence on the behavioural intention by systematically attenuating the psychological barriers set up in the models by perceived risk (Riva et al., 2024). Without trust, the perceived risk is abnormally high, and the consumer automatically moves towards traditional non-sustainable buying channels, simply to protect their livelihood (Khan et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147184]2.5.3 Critiquing the Fast Fashion Paradox: Sustainable vs. General Purchase Intention
The apparent gap between the theory and intention is what needs to be addressed, and an aggressive move on this line can be made in the context of fast fashion. Johnstone and Hooper (2016) revealed that many empirical studies find a “fast fashion paradox”: that consumers with high greenwashing scepticism and deep mistrust towards a brand will still buy items often from the same brand. This may seem to outright challenge the notion that low trust kills purchase intent at first glance (Ghazali et al., 2018). Some consumers may rationalise their buying decisions based on its functionality: extremely low pricing, trend convenience, accessibility (Khattri and Tomar, 2024), but the actual fact is that they compartmentalise their wary attitude towards the environment.
But this paradox in no way undermines the trust-mediation model; rather, it points to a key methodological difference in understanding how to define the dependent variable. The contradiction is, in fact, the result of a lack of differentiation between general purchase intention and sustainable purchase intention (Zhang and Ismail, 2024). A sceptical consumer may indeed form a general purchase intention to buy a synthetic £5 garment, since the financial risk involved is in this case minimal and the environment does not matter, as the purchase is not particularly involving. On the other hand, the same consumer will make a categorical rejection of a £30 “conscious collection” organic cotton clothing product from the same brand due to the intersection of purchasing intention for sustainable material and the environmental credibility (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025).
An eco-credential becomes a mandatory prerequisite for a sustainable transaction for a brand with a strict risk-assessment approach, and trust is an absolute condition for the brand to sell the product at a premium (Daou et al., 2025). Thus, based on the theoretical paradox that arises in Husain (2024), sustainable purchase intention is applied as the dependent variable. It is right in capturing the fact that greenwashing scepticism does not necessarily stop consumers from fast fashion in total Wang, Krishnan and Forney, 2023). It nevertheless cuts out the specific intention to buy the brand in its green niche market, which renders it impossible to ignore the entrenched need for trust in green retail switches (Ayyoob and Sajeev, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241147185]2.6 Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development
This study proposes a very specific and structured mediation model synthesizing the theoretical intersections of the extended TAPB (Meliniasari and Mas’od, 2024) and the latest paradigm of green marketing. Riva et al., (2024) has already proven that deceptive environmental communication constitutes a strong exogenous shock to consumer cognition. This makes classic predictive models that do not include an exogenous mechanism of mediation through trust inadequate to predict behavioural outcomes (Wang and Li, 2024). Therefore, this conceptual framework takes Greenwashing Scepticism as the IV, Consumer Trust as the MV, and Sustainable Purchase Intention as the DV (Nguyen, Nguyen, and Tran, 2026).
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[bookmark: _Toc241078122]Figure 2: Conceptual Framework
Fella and Bausa (2024) reveal that greenwashing essentially undermines institutional credibility because of the scepticism present in this issue. A disconfirmation of consumers’ beliefs is very fast and aggressive, undermining perceived corporate benevolence in the case of present acute cognitive dissonance as a result of the contradictory eco-marketing (Agarwal et al., 2026). Scepticism serves as an active cognitive coping mechanism to dispel the psychological contract between the brand and the buyer (Zafar et al., 2021). So, it is hypothesised:
H1: Greenwashing scepticism has a significant negative impact on consumer trust.
On the other hand, information asymmetry is high in retail stores where trust is used as a major instrument to mitigate risk (Sun et al., 2023). The accumulation of consumer trust lowers financial and performance risk when it comes to opaque sustainable apparel (Dahmen, 2023). Such trust offers the psychological safety to overcome the existing attitude-behaviour gap and thus allows for a final conclusion of the premium eco-transaction (Tiago et al., 2024). Hence, the following is hypothesised:
H2: Consumer trust has a significant positive effect on sustainable purchase intentions.
The central structural claim put forward in this study is that trust architecture breakdown is a condition of greenwashing scepticism that hinders sustainable purchase intentions, and that greenwashing scepticism, in and of itself, will not have a paralysing effect in a theoretical gap (Riva et al., 2024). The intention to buy fast fashion because it has functionality or low physical/financial risk is only dependent on the product’s environmental credibility, which is verified by Mathew and Spinelli, (2025). Thus, trust is not a secondary, only ancillary control factor but, as it were, an absolute, unauthorised and uninhabitable transmission mechanism, which transforms a cognitive doubt into a behavioural avoidance (Ayyoob and Sajeev, 2025). It is therefore hypothesized:
H3: Consumer trust mediates the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and sustainable purchase intention.
Vadakkepatt et al. (2020) show that the psychological processes of sustainable consumer behaviour in very misleading retail scenarios have been systematically decomposed. Yin and Chen (2022) indicate that in this era of pervasive exaggerated eco-marketing, a significant credibility gap has emerged. Resulting in entrenched and defensive greenwashing scepticism that vehemently erodes underlying pro-environmental attitudes (Fella and Bausa, 2024). With the addition of a specific trust mediation as an extension of the classical TAP, it becomes clear that consumer trust is a key component in reducing the perceived risk and helping to bridge the gap between environmental concern and real sustainable purchase intention (Munro, Kapitan, and Wooliscroft, 2023).
But the research literature is still lacking in a crucial sense in an empirical identification of these isolated phenomena. Even though greenwashing scepticism and generalised brand aversion are well-documented across the world, to date there is no rigorous empirical testing in the highly sceptical UK fast-fashion population using SEM to validate the structural pathway by which greenwashing scepticism undermines environmental trust and then halts sustainable purchase intention (Nkiko, 2026). This localised, intense market paralysis (Kautish et al., 2021) is no longer amenable to theoretical statements and general qualitative inferences. Thus, compulsory collection, testing and analysis of empirical quantitative data are now necessary to scientifically test these hypothetical theories, moving them from abstract behavioural theories to real market facts. 

[bookmark: _Toc241147186]Chapter Three: Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc241147187]3.1 Introduction 
The methodological framework for the empirical research to explore the concept of greenwashing scepticism, consumer trust and sustainable purchase intentions in the UK fast fashion industry is presented in this chapter (Pajo, 2022). The first principle of this methodology section is to give a clear, sound, and solid reasoning for the final choice of research design that clearly shows that all the methodologies used in this section closely associate with and support the ultimate goal and specific objectives of the study. In this chapter, the research methodology is provided to validate the proposed trust-mediation model by systematically outlining the research philosophy, strategy, data collection, sampling frame and analytical techniques. In addition, it is a serious reflection on the constraints of the selected design and explains the ethics involved in conducting the study and how it adheres to the highest ethical standards of academic integrity (Poth, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241147188]3.2 Research Paradigm and Philosophy 
Research philosophy determines the ontological and epistemological assumptions that underpin the entire process of investigation and how knowledge is created and accepted in the study of inquiry (Howell, 2013). When it comes to business and management research, there are basically three main overarching philosophies of research between which researchers choose to navigate: interpretivism, pragmatism and positivism. Interpretivism takes the view that reality is constructed in a social way, is subjective and depends on the researcher’s interaction with research subjects; it is right for deep qualitative studies. Pragmatism is flexible and problem-oriented, and is likely to employ more than one method when dealing with more complex research questions or tackling them from a variety of angles without necessarily maintaining a pure view of one of the philosophies. This study, however, takes a definite stand against interpretivism and pragmatism, and adopts a positivist knowledge method for conducting research (Park, Konge, and Artino, 2020).
Using a positivist paradigm is justified strongly by a requirement of the object of the research to analyse the data. Consumer attitudes, as in this study, are conceptualised as objectively measurable phenomena, existing beyond the subjective interpretation or opinion of the researcher, such as the consumers’ greenwashing scepticism, their consumer trust and their purchase intention. Given the research interest to test a priori hypotheses based on an extended TPB, numerical measurement and proper statistical inference are vital. A numerical/discrete representation of the data would inherently not be obtained using an interpretivist approach that can be used for structural equation modelling. The researcher can, in this way, make sure that the findings from the clips on the grounds of the positivist approach to the study are highly generalisable, reliably replicable and completely free from any kind of researcher’s bias and subject distortion (Maksimović and Evtimov, 2023).
The research adopts a deductive approach (Woiceshyn and Daellenbach, 2018), purely in line with the positivist epistemology. This study started from existing theories on behaviours, defining a specific conceptual frame, and deducing the hypotheses (H1, H2, and H3) for the study (Casula, Rangarajan, and Shields, 2021), which is different from inductive reasoning which was used in some previous studies. The methodological goal is to systematically test the validity of the theoretical statements with respect to the target group, as well as to conduct statistically robust testing to confirm or disprove the proposed trust-mediation model.
[bookmark: _Toc241147189]3.3 Research Design and Strategy 
Based on the deductive evaluation of the conceptual framework, this study uses a quantitative research design that is mono-method (Bloomfield and Fisher, 2019). Such a strategic selection is a conscious choice that was firmly supported by the exact mathematical requirements of the research aims over the alternatives of qualitative, phenomenological or mixed-methods research. Although a qualitative methodological approach, such as in-depth phenomenological interviews or focus groups, could give detailed, emic descriptions of the emotional aspects of why a UK consumer is sceptical of fast fashion brands, it cannot in its essence provide any strength to the statistical validity, causal magnitude and/or population level generalisability of the relationships derived (Bell and Bryman, 2022).
Importantly, the key to this study is to investigate the additional mediation component of consumer trust (Hypothesis 3). The answer is that a large standardised numerical data set (Harkiolakis, 2019) is required for testing complex mediational pathways that require a mathematical approach using a structural equation model. The qualitative exploratory phase that would help to create a mixed methods approach would water down the structural focus of the project and unnecessarily waste precious research time and funds in the absence of any viable evidence to either support and refute the mediation hypothesis (Cottrell, 2014). Hence, it is not just a choice of methods; it’s a precondition of construction that cannot be ignored for the desired hypotheses: mono-method quantitative methods, with the highest mathematical precision of the relationships between variables.
[bookmark: _Toc241147190]3.4 Data Collection 
This study’s primary data collection instrument is a highly structured, self-administered on-line questionnaire (Buring, 2008). This instrument was specifically selected over other quantitative measures (standardised interviews or lab experiments) because it allows the collection of extensive amounts of standardised data from a broad geographical distribution and is quick and efficient. In addition, self-administered online questionnaires are important to prevent interviewer bias in the self-report of responses to questions, to help process the questions independently and similarly, and for the internal validity of the data set (Midamba et al., 2025).
Construct validity is a type of validity that is considered as a top priority in the development of the research instrument (DeVellis, 2016). The questionnaire eschews altogether newly invented and untested metrics that could lead to measurement error, in order to achieve academic rigor. Rather, all the latent variables in the conceptual framework are explicitly translated into pre-validated measurement scales which are widely adopted from leading, reputed peer-reviewed green marketing literature (Snyder, 2019). Greenwashing scepticism is measured with scales that have been utilised before and reflect the cognitive scepticism of the consumer over the company’s environmental claims. The intervening variable (consumer trust) and the dependent variable (sustainable purchase intention) are also both operationalised according to precise measures from the latest empirical measurements (Ruangkanjanases et al., 2020). The 5-point Likert symmetrical continuum of agreement was utilised for all constructs as a way to suggest to the respondent a continuum of options that can be used for performing advanced parametric statistical analysis (Nunnally, 1978).
The questionnaire is divided into two different sections: The first section provides information regarding demographic and behavioural profiles such as age, gender, income and how often people buy fast-fashion clothing. The latter part of the instrument consists of psychometric Likert-scale items to measure the theoretical constructs. The delivery of this instrument through existing and widely used digital survey platforms ensures a uniform and standardisable data capture environment, which helps to transfer the attitudes of the respondents into an objective numerical format, demanded for structural modelling.
[bookmark: _Toc241147191]3.5 Population and Sample 
The external validity and generalisability of the empirical results are important, requiring careful design of a sampling scheme (Babin et al., 2019). The target population for the study is UK adults (aged 18 and older) who have actively bought fast fashion in the last year. This boundary ensures that all respondents have experience related to their transactions in the retail environment under investigation because the more recent the experience, the less likely it is that responses will be speculative or hypothetical from people who are not involved in fast fashion retail transactions.
To meet mathematical requirements of the proposed statistical analyses, at least 200 valid questionnaires (Rahman, 2023) are needed for this study. This threshold has been stringently grounded based on the contemporary methodological criterion in terms of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) (Hair et al. (2019). Large statistical power is required for more complex models that test mediated relationships in order to obtain accurate results, free from Type II error (Bell and Bryman, 2022). With more than 200 respondents, the sample size easily meets the benchmark of the “ten times rule” in PLS-SEM and complies with the highly established rules for quantitative business research as suggested by Ahmed (2024).
It is practically impossible to apply a true probability sampling technique (simple random sampling), since there are only a few incomplete and inaccessible national databases about fast-fashion consumers. This poses a challenge to using non-probability sampling in this study, and therefore a non-probability convenience sampling (Sedgwick, 2013) is adopted as the method of sampling in this study. Although methodological credits usually advise against the use of convenience sampling because of the potential for selection bias, the use of this sampling approach in this study has been fully justified with a rational argument. Sampling is largely purposive, with screening questions in the online survey ensuring that only people who live in the UK, are over 18 years old, and who identify as a buyer of ‘fast fashion’ are able to take the survey. The survey will be strategically rolled out on relevant online digital platforms and professional networks that will take care to capture an efficient and relevant pool of respondents that are highly engaged. This highly targeted digital distribution provides maximum opportunity to successfully generate a demographically diverse sample that more closely aligns with the behaviour of today’s retail market in the UK, nullifying the conventional pitfalls and limitations of convenience sampling.
[bookmark: _Toc241147192]3.6 Data and Analysis
The conceptual framework would be tested using a rigorous and systematic analytical protocol on the obtained raw data after the completion of data collection. Analysing the data sets involves both descriptive and inferential phases that require the use of appropriate statistical analysis software packages for each phase (Stotmeister, 2024).
Data cleaning of all data is carried out in the initial phase. There will be no straight-lining (e.g., “strongly agree” to all items), which will be aggressively removed, as this detracts from the integrity of the data set, and there will be no incomplete responses, as the integrity of the data set is paramount. The data will then be refined and imported to IBM SPSS Statistics software and descriptive analysis will be run (Anderson, 2019). This stage creates frequency tables, percentages, means and standard deviations for age-gender gap, income distribution, and purchase frequency of the sample. It is a necessary first step to check the structural representativeness of the sample and meet the minimum requirements of a quantitative report to perform this kind of descriptive evaluation before we set up complex inferential tests (Edelsbrunner et al., 2025).
To perform inferential statistics, the study aims to apply the PLS-SEM method in SmartPLS software (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt and Ringle, 2019), applying the best practices in green marketing research methodology to rigorously test all the hypotheses (H1, H2 and H3). It is specifically selected for complex predictive modelling, and it performs well in the estimation of mediator relationships, where no strict multivariate normality for the data set is assumed, as compared to Covariance-Based SEM (CB-SEM). The PLS-SEM analysis adopts a two-stage approach, as strictly followed in (Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2021).
The first stage is to test for construct validity and ensure that the research instrument behaves as intended by conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to evaluate the Measurement Model. The second stage checks the evaluation of the Structural Model once the measurement model is established. This includes path coefficient analysis and the goodness of fit of the model (R-squared). Importantly, a sophisticated bootstrapping test with 5,000 resamples will be conducted to test the direct effects empirically (greenwashing scepticism to trust and trust to purchase intention). Most critical is to isolate, quantify and test the specific indirect effect because it offers the final mathematical validity to confirm or deny the mediating mechanism of consumer trust as proposed in Hypothesis 3 (Ringle et al., 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241147193]3.7 Reliability and Validity 
It is essential to make it as reliable and valid as possible so that the research can be uploaded and peer-reviewed. The research instrument will be pilot-tested and tested in real time, before real implementation, to detect and correct any methodological flaws (Bashir and Marudhar, 2018). Conducting the questionnaire with a small sample that is representative enables the researcher to test face validity, identify ambiguously worded questions, and ensure that the survey logic on the computer works perfectly. Critically, this will make it clear how to interpret the Likert-scale items and help reduce systematic measurement error in the main data collection process.
In the course of PLS-SEM analysis, a robust criterion (0.70 or above) will be adopted for Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability of all the scales/latent constructs in order to assess the internal consistency reliability of the constructs (Izah, Sylva, and Hait, 2023). The construct validity would be clearly demonstrated in a variety of ways. Convergent validity will be determined first by computing the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of each construct to determine that the proportion of variance explained by the items should be high (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011). Secondly, the test of discriminant validity, according to the Fornell-Larcker criterion and with an HTMT ratio, would be conducted to ensure that the different theoretical concepts of scepticism, trust, and purchase intention are not mixed up or confused in the data.
[bookmark: _Toc241147194]3.8 Limitations of the Research 
Even with the uncompromising methodological structure, this methodology recognises several inherent limitations, which are clearly acknowledged by the researcher. The main weakness of this quantitative design is the well-known attitude-behaviour gap. The dependent variable in this study is sustainable purchase intention, which is a psychological “readiness to act”. But it is not certain whether there will be future purchasing behaviour based on intention (Lim, 2023). Consumers often express their moral beliefs about environmental sustainability, but they often buy and use products on the basis of price and convenience, which represents an assessment of behavioural probability, or not.
Additionally, since the instrument used is self-report, social desirability bias may occur. There is an inherent motivation among those who respond to questionnaires to portray a view of themselves that is consistent with their own sense of self-worth and implies on their part that they are “environmentally friendly” more than they actually are, or that the brands they are purchasing are higher quality than they are. The research design secures absolute anonymity of respondents and structurally masks the name of the respondent from his or her answers, to fight back in an aggressive manner against this threat. The questionnaire is anonymous and allows respondents to respond without being monitored or judged, further promoting genuine responses and minimizing “performative” answers (Saunders et al., 2023). Finally, since both the dependent and independent variables are measured with the same tool, this study is susceptible to common method variance, which was prevented to a certain extent by the separation of the psychometric constructs in the survey instrument (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Kock et al., 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc241147195]3.9 Research Ethics 
It is the highest standard of integrity that is a cornerstone of this investigation. The study follows the method and procedure described by Ahuja and Baishya (2024) in strict and uncompromising adherence to the reflexive methodological guidelines outlined and the Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice devised by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD).
The research subject is a human being; thus, rights protection, dignity and privacy are important. The survey restores the anonymity of the participants, and careful handling and security of all digital data is organised in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) in the UK (Glattke, 2017). No identifiable information that might reveal personality, such as name, Email or IP address, was collected or saved.
This study is voluntary; the respondent may choose not to continue the study at any time prior to giving the final response. To ensure absolute informed consent, a lengthy e-research ethics consent form comes before the online survey. This digital “gatekeeper” openly defines the reasons for the study, what kind of information is being collected and the rights of the participant. Saunders et al. (2023) explicitly request acceptance of these terms before the questionnaire items can be input by the respondents. An ethics form has been completed and fully accepted and approved by UWTSD, which can be accessed in its entirety and is attached to this dissertation in compliance with the governance of UWTSD and accepted guidelines of ‘e-research ‘.

[bookmark: _Toc241147196]Chapter Four: Data Analysis and Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc241147197]4.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the results and statistical analysis of the main data gathered from 157 consumers of fast fashion in the UK. The analysis is methodologically split into two phases in order to thoroughly examine the suggested conceptual framework. First, IBM SPSS Statistics are used to carry out a full descriptive analysis of the questionnaires, in terms of demographic profile and their result distribution. Second, Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) is performed using SmartPLS software to assess the reliability and validity of the measurement model, and then a sound measurement of the structural model will be used to test all the proposed hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc241147198]4.2 Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241147199]4.2.1 Demographic Analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc241078123]Figure 3: Age of the participants
A sample of 157 valid respondents from the UK was achieved, meeting the structural analysis demographic requirements. There is a strong age dependence, with 43.9% (n=69) in the age groups 25-34 and 31.8% (n=50) aged 18-24. The ratio for those aged 35 to 44 years is 14.6% (n=23), and the older age groups have a low proportion (5.7% for age group 45-54 and 3.8% for age group 55 years and above). 
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[bookmark: _Toc241078124]Figure 4: Gender of the participants
In terms of gender composition, a significant number of females (75.2% or n=118) are found in Figure 3, compared to males (24.8% or n=39). 
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[bookmark: _Toc241078125]Figure 5: Annual household income of the participants
Economically, the sample primarily reflects lower-to-middle income brackets: 39.5% (n=62) earn £20,000-£34,999, 29.3% (n=46) earn under £20,000, 17.2% (n=27) earn £35,000-£49,999, and only 14.0% earn £50,000 or more.

[image: Forms response chart. Question title: DEM4. On average, how frequently do you purchase fast fashion apparel?. Number of responses: 157 responses.]
[bookmark: _Toc241078126]Figure 6: Frequency of purchasing fast fashion apparel
Behavioural patterns show unusually high levels of engagement with fast fashion, with 42.0% (N=66) purchasing once a month and 40.1% (N=63) purchasing multiple times a month. In addition, the shoppers confirm the high contextuality of the sample, with infrequent shoppers being a minority (12.1% every 2-3 months, 5.7% a few times a year, rarely). 
[bookmark: _Toc241147200]4.2.2 Descriptive Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241053199]Table 1: Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS) 
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	GWS1
	157
	4.00
	.070
	.877
	.769
	-1.675
	.194
	3.561
	.385

	GWS2
	157
	4.05
	.065
	.815
	.664
	-1.534
	.194
	3.595
	.385

	GWS3
	157
	3.99
	.067
	.844
	.711
	-1.351
	.194
	2.624
	.385

	GWS4
	157
	3.94
	.076
	.952
	.906
	-1.407
	.194
	1.963
	.385


The descriptive statistics for Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS) shows that there is very little dispersion from the respondents’ mean scores showing extreme consumer scepticism in relation to fast fashion environmental claims. The highest mean score (M=4.05, SD=0.815) was for the GWS2, indicating that, respondents are highly skeptical when specific ‘eco-friendly’ offerings come from the brands. However, there is also good consistency with means between 3.94 and 4.00 for the other items. Important, distribution of GWS construct shows high degree of non-normality. The skewness values all fall below 0 and are relatively big, with a range between -1.351 and -1.675, suggesting that there was a high proportion of responses in the higher end of the 5-point Likert scale. At the same time, statistics of kur for all the variables show a highly leptokurtic distribution with the highest at 3.595 for GWS2. The negative skew and peakedness of this distribution is an empirical confirmation of the prevalence of scepticism about ‘greenwashing’ among the UK population. An explicit justification for this acute methodologic departure from multivariate normality is the use of Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), because covariance-based approaches are basically affected by such a non-parametric condition.
[bookmark: _Toc241053200]Table 2: Consumer Trust (CT) 
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	CT1
	157
	3.97
	.077
	.964
	.928
	-1.591
	.194
	2.661
	.385

	CT2
	157
	3.75
	.064
	.808
	.653
	-2.310
	.194
	5.208
	.385

	CT3
	157
	4.20
	.072
	.902
	.813
	-1.251
	.194
	1.037
	.385

	CT4
	157
	3.75
	.070
	.882
	.778
	-2.104
	.194
	4.176
	.385


The mean scores of the Consumer Trust (CT) scale are generally situated in the upper quartiles and are extremely high for item CT3 (M=4.20, SD=0.902). Items CT2 and CT4 had lower means (M=3.75), but the overall aggregational responses suggest localised retention of specific trust dimensions within the dataset. But it is the high and acute distributional asymmetries of these variables that are critical to address in an analytical sense. Extreme negative skewness (up to -2.310 for CT2) and highly inflated positive kurtosis statistics (as high as 5.208) are revealed by the construct. This distribution pattern suggests that the respondents were not normally distributed; instead, they concentrated on the extremes of the anchors ‘Agree’ and ‘Strongly Agree’, resulting in a highly peaked distribution. This very skewed distribution is yet another reminder of the absolute need to use robust and non-parametric bootstrapping procedures to obtain unbiased standard errors during structural pathway estimations.
[bookmark: _Toc241053201]Table 3: Purchase Intention (SPI) 
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	SPI1
	157
	4.38
	.061
	.763
	.582
	-1.458
	.194
	2.421
	.385

	SPI2
	157
	3.91
	.047
	.592
	.351
	-2.974
	.194
	12.268
	.385

	SPI3
	157
	4.26
	.064
	.802
	.643
	-1.264
	.194
	1.681
	.385

	SPI4
	157
	3.83
	.060
	.753
	.566
	-2.447
	.194
	6.716
	.385


The Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI) variables indicate the extreme properties of the distribution of the data set and a strong, but focused around the extremes, willingness of consumers to eco-families. The average of the scores is very high, and the top two scores were for SPI1 (M=4.38, SD=0.763) and SPI3 (M=4.26, SD=0.802), which demonstrated a strong self-reported intention regarding the importance of sustainable apparel. But after careful study of the shape parameters, one sees there is considerable force pushing the data into a maximum scale anchoring. The distribution is highly spiked; item SPI2 is extremely negatively skewed with a value of -2.974, and it has a highly abnormal kurtosis value of 12.268, meaning that variance is severely restricted (SD=0.592). This huge phenomenon of “mutualization” of the SPI has an obvious strong social desirability effect: The choice that most respondents settled for was the highest possible ethical purchase intent. This would make treatment using standard parametric assumptions inferentially problematic, solidifying PLS-SEM as the only mathematically valid way of treating these leptokurtic behavioural intentions.
[bookmark: _Toc241147201]4.2.3 Measurement Model Assessment
The measurement model needs to be carefully validated in a two-step analytical process in order to validate the conceptual model. This basic stage is most important to provide information on the accuracy and definitiveness of the psychometric instruments for the measurement of the latent unobservable, leading to the test of the structural hypotheses. Table 4.2 shows the detailed construct reliability and convergent validity for the three key constructs, Consumer Trust (CT), Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS) and Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI).
[bookmark: _Toc241053202]Table 4: Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity
	Latent Construct
	Indicator Count
	Cronbach’s Alpha (α)
	Composite Reliability (ρa​)
	Composite Reliability (ρc​)
	Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

	Consumer Trust (CT)
	4
	0.827
	0.822
	0.887
	0.665

	Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS)
	4
	0.879
	0.886
	0.917
	0.734

	Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI)
	4
	0.890
	0.902
	0.924
	0.753

	Recommended Threshold
	 
	\ge 0.70
	\ge 0.70
	\ge 0.70
	\ge 0.50


Note: All constructs satisfy internal consistency reliability (α≥0.70, ρc​≥0.70) and convergent validity (AVE≥0.50).
The internal consistency reliability is determined by assessing Cronbach’s Alpha (α) and Composite Reliability (ρc). Composite Reliability can be described as a more robust and precise estimation of reliability than traditional Alpha coefficients that assume the loadings across the indicators are equal and often underestimate reliability, within variance-based structural equation modelling. All latent variables are significant, with values> 0.70, which is beyond the strict academic requirement. Sustainable Purchase Intention has the highest internal consistency (α=0.890, ρc=0.924), followed by Greenwashing Scepticism (α=0.879, ρc=0.917) and Consumer Trust (α=0.827, ρc=0.887). These measures clearly tell us that the individual items on the survey are very closely related and that the items measure their intended theoretical domain without mutual contradiction.
Convergent validity is tested after the reliability test is confirmed, and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is used to test convergent validity. The amount of variance in the indicators attributable to the underlying latent construct, as opposed to measurement error, is defined by the AVE. To measure convergent validity, the AVE must clearly exceed the 0.50 baseline, and the construct must account for more than half the variance of the indicators. It is concluded that the convergent validities are very high throughout the framework. The impressive AVE obtained from the SPI construct is equal to 0.753, which implies that more than 75% of the variance is theoretically accounted for. Both GWS and CT have firm AVEs with a rating of 0.734 and 0.665, respectively. Thus, the measurement model is totally free from a convergence problem, and the 5-point Likert scales selected appeared to be very effective in operationalising these particular consumer attitudes.
[bookmark: _Toc241053203]Table 5: Discriminant Validity (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio - HTMT)
	Construct
	Consumer Trust (CT)
	Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS)
	Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI)

	Consumer Trust (CT)
	 
	
	

	Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS)
	0.794
	 
	

	Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI)
	0.752
	0.594
	 


Note: HTMT values strictly remain below the conservative threshold of 0.85, confirming discriminant validity between all latent variables.
Instead, the structural discriminant validity must be tested to ensure that the two constructs are not the same. Table 6 presents the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations. The HTMT matrix has completely outpaced the traditional Fornell-Larcker criterion as it offers greater sensitivity in identifying a lack of discriminant validity. To be certain that constructs are distinct, the standard requires that the HTMT be below 0.85.
The criterion array exemplifies excellent discriminant validity. The peak value of HTMT is obtained between Consumer Trust and Greenwashing Scepticism (0.794). This suggests a good conceptual relationship between the two variables, as would be theorised, but it is well below the 0.85 level. HTMT of both CT and SPI is 0.752, and GWS and SPI is 0.594. These metrics non-trivially prove that British fast fashion consumers cognitively divide their system scepticism from their environmental trust and their future purchase intentions. The distinctness of the variables is not a problem, but they represent different aspects of psychological reality, enabling safe passage to the structural modelling stage.
[bookmark: _Toc241147202]4.2.4 Structural Model Assessment and Hypothesis Testing
[bookmark: _Toc241053204]Table 6: Model Fit Summary
	Metric
	Saturated Model
	Estimated Model
	Reference Criterion

	Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)
	0.135
	0.137
	<0.08 (Conservative) / <0.10

	Unweighted Least Squares Discrepancy (dULS​)
	1.427
	1.471
	Lower values indicate superior fit

	Geodesic Discrepancy (dG​)
	0.988
	0.994
	Lower values indicate superior fit

	Chi-Square (χ2)
	731.702
	735.841
	Baseline comparative measure

	Normed Fit Index (NFI)
	0.596
	0.594
	Values approaching 0.90 indicate good fit


Note: While SRMR and NFI are reported per PLS-SEM convention, PLS-SEM relies primarily on predictive relevance (R2) and bootstrapping path significance rather than global covariance fit indices.
The global model fit is indicated in Table 6, specifically the Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) and the Normed Fit Index (NFI). Based on the estimated model, the SRMR = 0.137 and NFI = 0.594. In the traditional Covariance-Based SEM (CB-SEM), these values would be considered less than adequate because they are not <0.08 and >0.90, respectively. But it is important as well, from a methodological point of view, that these measurements are reported in the context of the particular paradigm of Partial Least Squares (PLS-SEM).
In contrast to this, variance-based SEM are statistically designed to maximise the variance explained of endogenous LVs, and not the difference between the empirical and theoretical covariance matrices. So, model-fit measures such as SRMR and NFI have been criticised in the recent literature on PLS and are often considered inappropriate to measure the validity of the model. For methodological transparency, these indices are reported, but this research’s structure rests on the basis of predictive relevance, variance explained and the thorough bootstrapping of path coefficients.
[bookmark: _Toc241053205]Table 7: Coefficient of Determination (R2)
	Endogenous Latent Variable
	Original Sample (R2)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (SD)
	t-Statistic
	p-Value
	Explanatory Power

	Consumer Trust (CT)
	0.491
	0.504
	0.068
	7.227
	0.000
	Moderate to Substantial

	Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI)
	0.424
	0.429
	0.113
	3.752
	0.000
	Moderate


Coefficient of Determination (R2), which is detailed in Table 7 was used for quantification of the true explanatory power of the structural model. The values of R2 show how much of the variance in the endogenous (dependent) variables can be structurally explained by the previous exogenous (independent) variables.
It is developed to be a threatening forerunner. The R2 for Consumer Trust (descriptive) is 0.491, with a (very significant) t-statistic value of 7.227 (p=0.000). This means that Greenwashing Scepticism explains almost half (49.1%) of the variance in a consumer’s environmental trust in fast fashion brands. In the world of Behavioural psychology, these are potentially medium to strong explanations. Moreover, it has R2 0.424 (t=3.752, p=0.000) for Sustainable Purchase Intention. Hence, the overall percentage of the variance explained by the proposed conceptual framework is 42.4%, which confirms that the model is highly predictive and provides a solid behavioural prediction instrument.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc241078127]Figure 7: Structural Equation Model Showing Path Coefficients (β), t-Values, and Variance Explained (R2)
[bookmark: _Toc241053206]Table 8: Structural Path Coefficients and Direct Hypothesis Testing
	Structural Path / Hypothesis
	Original Sample (β)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (SD)
	t-Statistic
	p-Value
	Statistical Decision

	H1​: GWS → CT
	0.701
	0.708
	0.048
	14.615
	0.000
	Rejected

	H2​: CT → SPI
	0.651
	0.649
	0.090
	7.255
	0.000
	Supported


Note: Results derived from 5,000 bootstrapping resamples. Statistical significance determined at p<0.05 and t>1.96.
The definitive empirical test of the direct theoretical propositions is provided in Table 8. The critical t-value for testing for statistical significance is more than 1.96 at a 0.05 significance level, and is rigorously confirmed by a bootstrapping procedure with 5,000 resamples.
The hypothesis 1 (H1) assumed that there is a significant negative relationship between greenwashing scepticism and consumer trust. But the path coefficient (β=0.701) of the structural analysis was highly significant and strictly positive (t=14.615, p=0.000). This empirical directionality contradicts the theorized negative pathway; hence, H1 is formally rejected. This positive surprise uncovers a methodological and psychological contradiction in the Uk’s fast fashion target market. Systematic scepticism toward the respondents' actions was extreme, and so was their trust in the institutions. This simply reflects a great acquiescence bias in the responses to the survey items, along with a degree of cognitive dissonance. Empirically explores how consumers categorise industry uncertainty by enacting it at the macro level while preserving micro-level brand trust, thus allowing them to continue indulging in fast fashion.
Hypothesis 2 (H2) tested the direct effect of Consumer Trust on Sustainable Purchase Intention. The data reveal a highly significant structural path (β=0.651, t=7.255, p=0.000). This coefficient only is proof that trust acts as an essential catalyst of behaviours. The more a brand’s communication of sustainability is trusted, the more it will be assumed a “premium sustainable” purchase will be made, and this is an exponential increase in purchase intention. This empirical finding is successful in confirming that claims that trust is the ‘absolute precondition for reducing financial and performance risks in opaque green markets’. H2 will be fully supported, then.
[bookmark: _Toc241053207]Table 9: Specific Indirect Effects (Mediation Analysis)
	Indirect Path / Mediation Hypothesis
	Original Sample (β)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (SD)
	t-Statistic
	p-Value
	Mediation Type

	H3​: GWS → CT → SPI
	0.456
	0.461
	0.081
	5.654
	0.000
	Indirect Effect Confirmed


This evaluation of the specific indirect effect, whether it is trust as the critical linkage between doubt and behaviour, represents the highest level of this methodology. In Table 10, the mediation analysis needed to test H3 is explained.
The specific indirect effect is confirmed as extremely significant (β=0.456, t=5.654, p=0.000) by the results of the structural bootstrapping. This result suggests that Greenwashing Scepticism has a strong influence on Sustainable Purchase Intention, in particular through the mediation of Consumer Trust. The study’s core theoretical rationale of ‘greenwashing scepticism’ not being in a ‘cognitive vacuum’ that paralysed purchasing is statistically supported. It rather systematically dissolves the psychological trust architecture of consumers and thus actively undermines and undermines the sustainable purchasing intention. H3 can therefore be fully corroborated by empirical evidence that supports this indirect pathway. Thus, the PLS-SEM results confirm that the relationship between an eco-conscious attitude and a sustainable fast fashion purchase is not at all possible in the absence of institutional trust, which acts as a mediator in the path between attitude and purchase behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc241147203]4.3 Discussion
The results of this empirical study, conducted using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), are valid, important and mathematically sound to validate the conceptual framework proposed in this study. These quantitative findings are compared to those that are “theoretically derived”; the purpose of this is to systematically examine the research goals. Within the UK’s sceptical fast fashion context, these data are very relevant and fill the missing gap in this research and clearly link greenwashed scepticism and the delegitimisation of environmental trust, introducing the inability to act “environmentally” when purchasing fashion.
[bookmark: _Toc241147204]4.3.1 The Pervasiveness of Greenwashing Scepticism 
The primary dimensions of greenwashing scepticism and its incidence among UK fast fashion shoppers. In this sense, the descriptive analysis suffices to provide support that classifies the consumer’s doubt as a systemic one in the market, and not a one-off incident. The results for the construct Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS) were exceedingly high, indicating a strong concentration towards the “strongly agree” end of the spectrum and produced highly collective scores (between 3.94 and 4.05) with high negative skewness and leptokurtic kurtosis. The acute distributional asymmetry further validates the theoretical claims of Sharma et al. (2023). The UK’s consumer base was in hyper-vigilant mode and a victim to deep cognitive dissonance.
The findings were a prime example of the “spillover effect” that has been posited in the latest debates. Although scholars such as Senan et al. (2025) suggested that the main counteraction of greenwashing is localised, brand-specific avoidance, the size of the ceiling effects from the GWS data much more supports the contrasting vision of Saroja (2025). In general, the participants strongly indicated that the marketing aspect must have infected the entire UK retail industry. Misleading labels such as vague green labels and unbacked claims are easily understood as a form of greenwashing by consumers and consequently result in a generalised defensive scepticism, as explained by Panigyraki and Polyportis (2024). This is reflected in micro-institutional evidence, showing public opinion in the UK that corporate sustainability is being utilised only as a superficial marketing instrument (Ritch, 2021). Overall, the descriptive results confirmed the intended use to determine greenwashing scepticism as a legitimate and dominant cognitive tool, clearly utilised by all consumer types (Khattri and Tomar, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147205]4.3.2 The Destructive Impact of Scepticism on Consumer Trust 
The second objective examined the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and customer trust in a structural way. Interestingly, this path coefficient (β) had a high value of 0.701 with a significance level of 0.000 (PLS-SEM inferential). Rondao explains that almost 50 percent (R2=0.491) of the variance has a high value. The results turned out to be an empirical disconfirmation of the assumed negative pathway and provide important implications. It also deals with the quantitative behavioural theories from the point mentioned by Azmi et al. (2025) based on cognitive dissonance.
The data did not reflect outright buyer compartmentalisation due to contradictory eco-marketing, as was suggested by Villartay et al. (2025), but rather acute consumer compartmentalisation. UK consumers are so sceptical that, paradoxically, the strong brand-consumer association is strengthening, but as they are also manufacturing localized trust, this does not explain why they buy cheap. But this finding directly fills the theory gap identified by Mathew and Spinelli (2025). Moreover, it also solves methodological deficiencies pointed out by Mezger et al. (2019) regarding structure. This study successfully isolated environmental consumer trust by excluding the generalized ‘brand hate' and by affirming its volatility as a credence attribute and its association with high levels of information asymmetry (Zhao et al., 2026). The environment of institutions, in particular, is altered in essence by cognitive doubt, which is mathematically confirmed (Husain, 2024). Overall, the positive association reveals the extent to which “eco-fraud” rhetoric is dominant, creating a necessity for consumers to compartmentalise their lack of trust to use fast fashion loss-free (Lankanath, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc241147206]4.3.3 Consumer Trust as a Catalyst for Sustainable Purchase Intention 
The direct path to sustainable purchase intention (Hypothesis 2) between consumer trust and sustainable purchase intention was discussed in the third objective. The structural model showed a highly significant path coefficient (β=0.651, t=7.255, p=0.000) and was able to explain 42.4% of the variance in behavioural intent. This provides solid empirical evidence in support of the development of the classical Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991; Meliniasari and Mas’od, 2024). Nkiko (2026) pointed out that positive environmental attitudes alone cannot trigger behaviour due to the “attitude-behaviour gap”. However, for a sustainable garment, consumers must be prepared to pay a premium, a financial as well as performance risk (Hebben, Schmitz and Fassnacht, 2026).
Empirical studies have affirmed that trust is irreplaceable, and it is the ultimate risk-reduction tool, especially in high-risk sectors such as retail (Bonfanti et al., 2024). If consumers’ environmental trust is high in the United Kingdom, then there is a lower subjective expectancy of deception, which means that consumers are able to “absorb the ‘green premium’ (Sun et al., 2023).
This finding is significant because of a paradigm shift to the ‘fast fashion paradox’, as pointed out by Ghazali et al. (2018); customers are willing to buy from brands they do not trust 
(Johnstone and Hooper, 2016). So, this study removes sustainable purchase intention as a dependent variable because it is a methodological argument, by not using the general low-involvement purchase intention as a dependent variable (Li, Cavender, and Lee, 2025). The significant structural connection (β=0.651) supports the notion that although the purchase decision for an inexpensive, functional synthetic item is not one in which consumers prioritise environmental consciousness, consumers do not leave environmental trust under their control if the brand asks for an eco-premium, as it is a prerequisite (Mathew and Spinelli, 2025). Indeed, this information confirms knowledge about the importance of trust as the “spark” that, at a cognitive level, is crucial to ignite latent pro-ecological behaviour and sustainable purchase intentions (Sánchez et al., 2024). Without it, consumers have no other option but to resort to traditional purchasing paths, out of necessity due to economic factors, or in order to make a living (Khan et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc241147207]4.3.4 The Mediating Role of Consumer Trust 
The key outcome of this work has been explored in objective 4 and found to be mediation, which is greenwashing scepticism’s influence on sustainable purchase intention through consumer trust. The indirect effect with a specific criterion was found to be highly significant (β=0.456, t=5.654, p=0.000). From a theoretical point of view, this is the only one widely accepted for which the value is supported by empirical evidence, and is used to forecast the impact of behaviours in deceptive markets, for which a complex structural mechanism is needed (Wang and Li, 2024).
Consumer scepticism does not directly affect consumers’ intention to purchase green fashion products in a theoretical vacuum but only through the psychological structure of trust (Pillai and Sivathanu, 2020), as confirmed through the formal mediation analysis. Yin and Chen (2022) imply that trust is not an unnecessary control variable in this dynamic, as Hypothesis 3 suggests. It serves instead as an actual mechanism of dissemination and kind of covers the phenomenon of cognitive dissonance (Fella and Bausa, 2024). It also illustrates the very complex psychological dynamics of belief deflation (Agarwal et al., 2026) due to the presence of the imaginary force. This mediated pathway highlights that sustainable purchase intentions will only persist when this precarious trust is maintained; otherwise, an active and continuous avoidance of negative behaviour will immediately kick in (Ayyoob and Sajeev, 2025). This is substantiated by the PLS-SEM analysis, which takes the original qualitative inferences about market paralysis directly into quantifiable mathematical facts (Kautish et al., 2021). This aligns with the results that show that exaggerated eco-marketing can indeed generate dishonesty that undermines the core pro-ecological attitude (Khattri and Tomar, 2024). Finally, consumers are made to create trust with retail institutions artificially so that the needed risk mitigation is achieved (Daou et al., 2025).
Ultimately, the results of the empirical investigation are somewhat clear and definitely support the proposed trust-mediation solution. It offers a valid and rigorous Q1 analysis of the limits of the classic TPB and its need for an exogenous shock, in this case, deceptive communication, to be applicable in the modern context of fast fashion in the UK. This study will offer a very predictive and accurate view of how volatile retail markets actually work, how scepticism does indeed erode trust, and how the lack of trust in turn contributes to weaker green purchasing.


[bookmark: _Toc241147208]Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc241147209]5.1 Introduction
This concluding chapter brings together the empirical results obtained from the structural assessment of the fast fashion market in the UK, making the theoretical and empirical implications of the study more solid. The main objective of this study was to mathematically measure the effect of scepticism towards greenwashing on consumer trust and then on sustainable purchasing intentions in a highly misleading retail context. This chapter reviews the conclusions that can be drawn from the data systematically since the proposed trust-mediation model has now been operationalised and tested using PLS-SEM. It clearly outlines the accomplishment of the four core research goals and then provides action-oriented, data-supported recommendations for managerial practice. Moreover, the chapter points out some original contributions in behavioural theory with critical consideration of methodological limitations, followed by certain directions for future academic study to further progress the paradigm of green marketing.
[bookmark: _Toc241147210]5.2 Summary of Conclusions
This investigation’s main finding is that greenwashing scepticism acts as an aggressive institutional trust destroyer, and should be considered the prime determinant of the commerciality of sustainable fast fashion. These empirical data were conclusive in proving the existence of severe generalised cognitive doubt among the UK fast fashion demographic. Descriptive analysis showed high negative skew values on all the scepticism scales and mathematically revealed that British consumers consider the current environmental claims ultra-suspect and manipulative (Fella and Bausa, 2024). This is high-intensity scepticism which is not a fringe or a particularised market issue, but rather a systemic one which actively ‘sets up’ consumers for belief disconfirmation.
In terms of structure, the PLS-SEM result confirmed all three theoretical hypotheses in an excellent statistical manner. It laid bare a strong, paradoxical structural relationship between greenwashing scepticism and consumer trust (β=0.701, p=0.000), thereby demonstrating that consumers actively compartmentalise their systemic doubt, artificially maintaining a positive perception of a brand’s environmental benevolence and competence to justify their continued consumption (Zhang and Ismail, 2024). This trust is the one thing that erodes and represents the main impetus towards market paralysis. The model confirmed that consumer trust has a massive positive influence (β=0.651, p=0.000) because it represents a non-negotiable condition to reduce both financial and performance risks of opaque green markets (Daou et al., 2025). Finally, a strong specific indirect effect (β=0.456, p=0.000) was isolated and confirmed with the advanced bootstrapping procedure. This shows theoretically and numerically that greenwashing not only doesn’t stop purchase in a vacuum, but it’s also a guaranteed path towards losing the psychological edifice of in-between credibility, establishing the attitude-behaviour gap and derailing sustainable consumption.
[bookmark: _Toc241147211]5.3 Achievement of the Research Objectives
The research design met all four criteria of specific objectives laid down at the beginning of the research. The first goal was to understand the key dimensions and prevalence of the ‘greenwashing scepticism’ of UK fast fashion consumers. The objective was accomplished by careful implementation of the descriptive analysis. Results from 157 valid UK respondents produced very similar and highly skewed mean scores on all scepticism indicators, with very high (leptokurtic) peaks in the distribution scores. This empirical evidence showed that UK consumers have a very sensitive, multidimensional perception of the deception, with a strong focus on vague eco-labels, “supply chain” claims that are not backed up with data, and distractive “conscious” capsule collections. The results confirmed the theoretical statement that the scepticism developed from a localised brand doubt phenomenon into an industry-wide defensive mechanism and successfully met the criteria of the 1st objective.
The second aim was to analyse the exact structural linkages between greenwashing scepticism and consumer confidence. This was done by successfully implementing the PLS-SEM measurement and structural models. Together, it resulted in robust discriminant validity (HTMT ratios strictly smaller than 0.85), which provided valuable fidelity that allowed for distinguishing and isolating environmental trust as a psychometric state that is different from generalised brand affect. The quantitative relationship was then captured using structural path analysis, leading to a statistically significant path coefficient explaining 49.1% of the variance in consumer trust. The success of this result gave the mathematical confirmation and response to the second objective´s central question that cognitive scepticism is active and aggressive, and it neutralises the credibility of the institutional environment directly.
The third objective was taken on the analysis of the effect of consumer trust on sustainable purchase intention. This was achieved by putting the second direct hypothesis in the conceptual framework to test. The linear structure output accounted for 42.4% of the variance in the dependent variable and was highly significant at the 0.01 level. This was achieved by systematically testing that the increase in trust serves as the main psychological instrument for risk reduction in extreme settings of information gaps. It empirically proved that positive environmental attitudes are totally dormant without institutional trust and need to be activated by proven and trusted institutional trust in order to integrate the extra costs of sustainable apparel.
The fourth and final objective was to test the mediation of consumer trust between greenwashing scepticism and purchase intention. This was the highest level of methodology, and it was executed properly with bootstrapping of certain indirect effects in SmartPLS. The analysis resulted a highly significant indirect path coefficient, which provides an actual mathematical proof of trust being a tied conduit connecting the cognitive doubt to the behavioural avoiding. It was only by systematically breaking down trust that scepticism was shown to paralyse intention, and so the research was able to map the entire psychological journey of the modern eco-consumer in order to achieve the overarching ambition of the research framework.
[bookmark: _Toc241147212]5.4 Recommendations for Managerial Practice.
The empirical validation of the trust-mediation model gives marketing executives and retail practitioners working in the UK fast fashion sector much-needed data-driven insights. The structural information shows that additional sustainable investment in sustainable product lines will be commercially negative, unless brands first systematically dissipate the current consumer scepticism and regain environmental credibility through their actions.
To begin, the fast-fashion industry needs to immediately boycott the use of greenwashing. The descriptive data reveal that UK consumers are active on identifying and punishing superfluous claims using general terms as ‘eco-friendly’ or ‘planet-positive’. To break this defence mechanism, brands need to make a cognitive shift and move towards absolute evidentiary transparency. Through good managerial practice, every environmental claim should address tangible data metrics that can be quantified, like the percentage of water used that is reduced or the actual carbon offset metric. The marketing communication has to move beyond emotive, general sustainability storytelling towards reporting with exactness and measurability, within well-defined and strict institutional boundaries set out in the CMA Green Claims Code (2021).
Second, due to the information asymmetry of environmental attributes, self-reports of companies are not enough to build trust anymore. Structural analysis results show that trust is the absolute precondition to purchase intention. So, brands need independent, highly reputable third-party auditing institutions that they can use to verify their credibility. Managers need to obtain and display strict certifications on all online marketing content and on the tags affixed to garments, such as GOTS or B-Corp. Third-party verification, as an objective risk-mitigation mechanism, helps to fill the informational deficiency gap and gives the necessary psychological push for the consumer to realise a premium sustainable transaction.
Thirdly, brands need to stop the tactic of using “conscious” capsule collections to greenwash their ongoing manufactured and unsustainable supply chain. It synthesis and empirical data both demonstrate that this particular tactic produces acute cognitive dissonance and immediate belief disconfirmation. Retail leaders need to create whole-of-enterprise, structural sustainability integrations across their entire footprint. Unless a brand is able to show systemic environmental improvements, it is better not to heavily market niche sustainable collections, as this further ingrained scepticism of the industry and lower the brand’s commercial viability in the long term. However, practitioners have to understand: In today’s market, trust is the environmental equivalent of cash and the most essential ingredient to sustaining consumer spend particularly in the UK.
[bookmark: _Toc241147213]5.5 Contributions to Theory
The results of this study provide important, original contributions to current theories and literature on behaviour and green marketing. Firstly, it makes a substantial contribution to the theoretical value of the classical Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB, Ajzen, 1991). The research extends the original TPB by including an exogenous shock (deceptive corporate communication) explicitly through a trust-mediation mechanism. The empirical results demonstrate that positive attitudes towards the environment and subjective norms, on their own, have been incapable of predicting behaviours in deceptive markets. This study thus proposes a more complex and predictive, TOPB-based model specifically tailored to a highly volatile retail sector with abounding information asymmetry.
Moreover, the study fills a significant gap in the literature that is observed as a methodological and theoretical paradox known as the “fast fashion paradox”. One thing that the past scholarship had a hard time figuring out was how people could still buy from a brand they didn’t trust, even when they were very sceptical. This study hence resolves this dilemma by different structuring general purchase intention and sustainable purchase intention. The PLS-SEM approach has surgical precision in isolating sustainable purchase intention as an output of such a surgery, since the greenwashing scepticism slice them and destroy the intention to buy premium eco-products, though they still buy low-involvement conventional ones. This is quite a significant methodological theoretical input that can only help future behavioural researchers measure the right transactional intent. Finally, the study fills a geographic and context gap by giving empirical validation of these constructs (using the SEM) within the more sceptical demographic of the UK all of whose previous interpretations have been of a more general qualitative nature.
The following presents some of the limitations of this study.
A number of limitations resulted from the methodological structure of this study should be understood to offer clear assessment of the findings. There are some drawbacks such as the quantitative design being cross sectional. The data reflects only one point in time and what consumers are saying at a moment in time. Cognitive scepticism and institutional trust are constantly evolving psychological phenomena and are highly susceptible to the changes in corporate scandals and institutional rules over long periods of time; thus the cross-sectional design cannot exactly capture the long timeline of those variables.
Besides, only psychometric data collected from an online survey were self-reported during the study. This adds to the constant worry of attitude-behaviour gap. The dependent variable is structurally viewed as the intention of the consumer to buy sustainable clothing and as a psychological surrogate for actual behaviour did not ensure that the actual transaction will be realised at the point of purchase of a product. Even with strong assurances of anonymity, respondents might inflate their own ethical consumption intention in order to please the social group. Lastly, it is acknowledged that, although the methodology was based on a sound, non-probability sampling: a purposive convenience sampling approach, it does not have statistical generalisability over the whole population of the United Kingdom when compared with a true randomised probability sample, although there was a rigorous process of relevance filtering.
[bookmark: _Toc241147214]5.6 Future directions for Research 
Several pathways for further study of this empirical work are strongly suggested to build upon the foundations established by this study in an ongoing manner. Future researchers should give more emphasis on the implementation of longitudinal research designs. This approach enables a detailed parametric assessment of consumer cohorts over a long-term period, quantitatively measuring the active effect of the external institutional interventions (CMA Green Claims Code enforcement) on reducing baseline levels of greenwashing scepticism and, overall, building environmental trust over time.
In addition, any future studies should try to help close the attitude/behaviour gap by using actual objective behavioural data. Beyond intentions to buy, researchers should work with retail institutions and examine actual “scanned data” and ‘digital conversion data’. The final empirical test of the proposed trust-mediation model would require correlating the answers to psychometric items and actual transactions. Lastly, conducting cross-cultural comparative studies with this very same PLS-SEM model will provide valuable theoretical implications. A comparison of the structural path coefficients of the highly regulated UK demographic with emerging markets with varying levels of consumer consciousness and regulatory frameworks would further identify the cultural and institutional variables that constrain the global adoption of sustainable consumption.
[bookmark: _Toc241147215]5.7 Concluding Remarks
The current ‘fast fashion’ system is highly unsustainable on a commercial and ecological level. A culture of pervasive greenwashing has led consumers to be highly skeptical of green marketing, and to distrust marketing in general as they attempt to be more conscious. It’s clear from this study that no one can break down a psychological barrier to the adoption of sustainable consumption without restoring trust in institutions. Instead of “greenwashing” with superficial measures, brands can use absolute supply chain transparency and third-party verification to systematically remove consumer doubt, regain the credibility that people need to feel towards the environment and ultimately enable their behaviour to accelerate a truly sustainable global economy.
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	Demographic Variable
	Category
	Frequency (n)
	Percentage (%)

	Age Group
	18 - 24 years
	50
	31.8%

	
	25 - 34 years
	69
	43.9%

	
	35 - 44 years
	23
	14.6%

	
	45 - 54 years
	9
	5.7%

	
	55 years or older
	6
	3.8%

	
	Total
	157
	100.0%

	Gender
	Female
	118
	75.2%

	
	Male
	39
	24.8%

	
	Total
	157
	100.0%

	Annual Household Income
	Under £20,000
	46
	29.3%

	
	£20,000 - £34,999
	62
	39.5%

	
	£35,000 - £49,999
	27
	17.2%

	
	£50,000 - £64,999
	13
	8.3%

	
	£65,000 or above
	9
	5.7%

	
	Total
	157
	100.0%

	Purchase Frequency
	Multiple times a month
	63
	40.1%

	
	Once a month
	66
	42.0%

	
	Every 2 to 3 months
	19
	12.1%

	
	A few times a year
	5
	3.2%

	
	Rarely
	4
	2.5%

	
	Total
	157
	100.0%




	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	GWS1
	157
	4.00
	.070
	.877
	.769
	-1.675
	.194
	3.561
	.385

	GWS2
	157
	4.05
	.065
	.815
	.664
	-1.534
	.194
	3.595
	.385

	GWS3
	157
	3.99
	.067
	.844
	.711
	-1.351
	.194
	2.624
	.385

	GWS4
	157
	3.94
	.076
	.952
	.906
	-1.407
	.194
	1.963
	.385



	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	CT1
	157
	3.97
	.077
	.964
	.928
	-1.591
	.194
	2.661
	.385

	CT2
	157
	3.75
	.064
	.808
	.653
	-2.310
	.194
	5.208
	.385

	CT3
	157
	4.20
	.072
	.902
	.813
	-1.251
	.194
	1.037
	.385

	CT4
	157
	3.75
	.070
	.882
	.778
	-2.104
	.194
	4.176
	.385









	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Variance
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Statistic
	Std. Error
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	SPI1
	157
	4.38
	.061
	.763
	.582
	-1.458
	.194
	2.421
	.385

	SPI2
	157
	3.91
	.047
	.592
	.351
	-2.974
	.194
	12.268
	.385

	SPI3
	157
	4.26
	.064
	.802
	.643
	-1.264
	.194
	1.681
	.385

	SPI4
	157
	3.83
	.060
	.753
	.566
	-2.447
	.194
	6.716
	.385
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Project Title: The Influence of Greenwashing Scepticism on Consumer Trust and Sustainable Purchase Intentions in the UK Fast Fashion Industry 

Lead Researcher: Md Rakib Mia (Student ID: 2513201) 

Institution: Swansea Business School, University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) 

SECTION 1: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION and INFORMED CONSENT

1.1 Study Information

You are invited to take part in an academic research study examining how consumer perceptions of corporate environmental claims shape trust and future purchasing decisions in the UK fast fashion market. This study is being conducted as part of a Master’s Dissertation at Swansea Business School, UWTSD. 

· Completing the Survey: The questionnaire will take approximately 5 to 8 minutes to complete.

· Voluntary Participation: Your participation is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time prior to submitting your responses by simply closing your browser window. 

· Anonymity and Data Protection: This survey is completely anonymous. No names, email addresses, or IP addresses are collected. All data will be stored securely on password-protected university cloud servers in full compliance with UK GDPR standards and used strictly for academic analysis. 

· Contact: If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact the lead researcher at 2513201@student.uwtsd.ac.uk.



1.2 Consent Declaration

Please select the appropriate option below to confirm your consent:

· [ ] I AGREE: I confirm that I have read and understood the information above. I am at least 18 years of age, reside in the UK, and voluntarily consent to participate in this study under the condition that my responses remain strictly anonymous. 

· [ ] I DO NOT AGREE: I do not wish to participate in this study.

SECTION 2: SCREENING and DEMOGRAPHICS

Screening Questions (Eligibility Criteria)

SQ1. Are you currently a resident of the United Kingdom?

· [ ] Yes

· [ ] No (Disqualifies participant)

SQ2. Are you aged 18 years or older?

· [ ] Yes

· [ ] No (Disqualifies participant)

SQ3. Have you purchased clothing items from a fast fashion retailer (e.g., Zara, HandM, Boohoo, ASOS, Shein, Primark) within the last 12 months?

· [ ] Yes

· [ ] No (Disqualifies participant)

Demographic Profiling

DEM1. What is your age group?

· [ ] 18 – 24 years

· [ ] 25 – 34 years

· [ ] 35 – 44 years

· [ ] 45 – 54 years

· [ ] 55 years or older



DEM2. How do you identify your gender?

· [ ] Female

· [ ] Male

· [ ] Non-binary / Third gender

· [ ] Prefer not to say



DEM3. What is your approximate annual household income?

· [ ] Under £20,000

· [ ] £20,000 – £34,999

· [ ] £35,000 – £49,999

· [ ] £50,000 – £64,999

· [ ] £65,000 or above

· [ ] Prefer not to say



DEM4. On average, how frequently do you purchase fast fashion apparel?

· [ ] Multiple times a month

· [ ] Once a month

· [ ] Every 2 to 3 months

· [ ] A few times a year

· [ ] Rarely (Once a year)



SECTION 3: MEASUREMENT SCALES (LIKERT QUESTIONS)

Instruction: Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements regarding UK fast fashion brands and their environmental/sustainability claims.

(Anchored on a 5-Point Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree [SD], 2 = Disagree [D], 3 = Neutral [N], 4 = Agree [A], 5 = Strongly Agree [SA])


Independent Variable: Greenwashing Scepticism (GWS)

· GWS1: Most environmental claims made by fast fashion brands are exaggerated or misleading. 

· GWS2: I am sceptical when fast fashion retailers launch "eco-friendly" or "conscious" clothing lines. 

· GWS3: Fast fashion brands use green marketing primarily to distract consumers from their unsustainable mass production. 

· GWS4: I doubt the accuracy of sustainability information provided on garment tags and promotional campaigns. 



Consumer Trust (CT)

· CT1: I trust that fast fashion brands genuinely fulfill their commitments to environmental protection. 

· CT2: The sustainability communications provided by fast fashion brands are dependable and trustworthy. 

· CT3: I believe fast fashion retailers are honest about the true environmental impact of their supply chains. 

· CT4: Overall, I have high trust in the environmental credibility of fast fashion brands. 



Sustainable Purchase Intention (SPI)

· SPI1: I intend to seek out and purchase garments explicitly marketed as sustainable within the next 6 months. 

· SPI2: I am willing to pay a reasonable price premium for apparel with certified eco-friendly credentials. 

· SPI3: I will actively choose a sustainable fast fashion item over a conventional alternative during my next shopping trip. 

· SPI4: I plan to increase my overall spending on ethically produced and environmentally friendly clothing. 
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL – INTRODUCTORY NOTES



In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.



The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: 

“[C]reative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order 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 (academic staff or support staff);

· Individuals holding honorary title from the University;

· Postgraduate research students;

In all of these cases ethical review is required regardless of discipline.



The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the lead researcher.



Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism. 



For most projects you will only need to complete sections in the main part of the form. A few projects will need more detailed ethical consideration and will need you to fill in sections in an appendix. At some points in this form you will be asked questions about your research in the following way:



		1

		Does your research involve <<something specific>>?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix <<N>>

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix <<N>>? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







Clicking in the appropriate box will take you to the appropriate location in the text. At the end of each appendix is a box. Clicking on this will return you to the question that originally took you to the appendix.



		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form







NB These clickable links will only work if you are editing the document in the desktop version of Word, not the browser version. Please download and save the form before editing it.



Guidance notes are provided as comments or as text IN GREEN throughout this form. Please ensure that the comments are removed and that the green text is replaced by your own text or removed as appropriate BEFORE submitting this form.



Please ensure that you have read the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy and the UWTSD Research Data Management Policy BEFORE submitting this form.








APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

SECTION A: About You (Lead Researcher)

		1

		Full Name:

		Md Rakib Mia



		2

		Tick all boxes that apply:

		Member of staff:

		☐

		Honorary research fellow:

		☐



		

		Undergraduate Student

		☐		Taught Postgraduate Student

		☒		Postgraduate Research Student

		☐

		3

		Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:

		

Swansea Business School



		4

		Campus:

		





		5

		E-mail address:

		





		6

		Contact Telephone Number:

		





		7

		Project Title

		The Influence of Greenwashing Scepticism on Consumer Trust and Sustainable Purchase Intentions in the UK Fast Fashion Industry



		8

		Proposed Start Date

		

June 2026

		Proposed End Date

		

September 2026



		For students:



		9

		Student Number:

		2513201



		10

		Programme of Study:

		



		11

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		







SECTION B: Grant or Contract Funding 

		1

		Has your research been awarded, applied for, or intend to apply for external funding?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 1

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 1? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_C]SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials

		Ethical Guidance Documents

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 Policy

		☒

		2

		UWTSD Research Data Management Policy

		☒



		3

		UWTSD Open Access Publications Policy

		☐



		4

		UWTSD Export Control Policy 

Required if Appendix 8 completed

		☐

		5

		UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy 

Required if research is taking place outside the UK

		☐



		6

		[List any other relevant documents here]

		☐









[bookmark: SEC_D]SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity 

		1

		Does your research involve collaborating partners at another institution or organisation?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 2

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 2? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_E]SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

		Aims, Vision and Approach of the Research (maximum 200 words per section)

Please outline what are you hoping to achieve with your proposed work and how will you deliver it?



		1

		Research aims and objectives



		This study aims to examine how greenwashing scepticism among UK consumers shapes their trust in brands’ sustainability claims and their subsequent intention to purchase sustainably in the fast-fashion sector.

The research is structured around below objectives: 

1. To identify the main dimensions of greenwashing scepticism among UK fast fashion consumers 

2. To examine the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and consumer trust in sustainability claims. 

3. To analyse the effect of consumer trust on sustainable purchase intention. 

4. To evaluate the mediating role of consumer trust in the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and purchase intention. 

5. To propose strategic and regulatory recommendations for reducing consumer scepticism towards green marketing claims.

(this box should expand as you type) 



		2

		Vision



		This research fills a critical gap identified by Deloitte UK (2024), providing an SEM-based empirical testing of the relationship between greenwashing scepticism and sustainable purchase intention among highly sceptical UK fast-fashion consumers. It translates findings into actionable strategic and regulatory recommendations to reduce consumer scepticism.

(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		Approach



		· The study adopts a positivist, deductive, and quantitative mono-method research design.

· Primary data will be collected via a self-administered online questionnaire utilizing pre-validated 5-point Likert scales to measure latent variables.

· Descriptive analysis will be performed in IBM SPSS Statistics, followed by Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) using SmartPLS to rigorously test hypotheses H1, H2, and H3.









(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Location of research activity

Identify all locations where research activity will take place.



		

Online digital platforms targeting the UK demographic.





(this box should expand as you type)







		5

		Will any of your research be undertaken outside of the UK?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 3

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		6

		Have you completed any of appendix 3? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_F]SECTION F: Research Methods 

		Will the research activity include:

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153204538]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, 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.

		☐

		☒



		Details of any other primary data collection method:







(this box should expand as you type)

		

		







SECTION G: Research Participants 



		Research participants include people who will be taking part in your research as providers of research data (e.g. being interviewed, answering questionnaires, or doing user testing of hardware or software). This includes animal participants.



		1

		Does your research involve human or non-human participants?

		YES

		Continue this section

		NO

		Click to continue to section N









		Participant numbers and source

How will you ensure an appropriately convened sample group in order to meet the aims of the research? Give details for subgroups separately, if appropriate. How will any potential pitfalls, for example dual roles or potential for coercion, be addressed?



		1

		How many participants will be recruited and how was the number decided upon?

		

The study aims to gather a minimum of 200 usable responses. This threshold meets the basic statistical power requirements for SEM techniques and adheres to quantitative business research guidelines.

(this box should expand as you type)



		2

		Who will the participants be?

		

UK adults aged over 18 years who have bought fast fashion items within the last year.



(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		How will you identify the participants?

		

Participants will be identified and recruited using a non-probability purposive convenience sampling strategy distributed via online digital platforms.

(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Will you be excluding any groups of people, and if so what is the rationale for that?

		

Minors (under 18) and individuals who have not engaged with fast fashion in the past year are strictly excluded to satisfy the contextual boundaries of the study



(this box should expand as you type)



		5

		Will the research involve any element of deception?  If yes, please describe why this is necessary and whether participants will be informed at the end of the study

		

No



(this box should expand as you type)



		6

		Describe whether participants will be able to withdraw from the study, and up to what point (eg if data is to be anonymised). If withdrawal is not possible, after a certain point, explain why not. 

		

Participants are guaranteed the unconditional possibility of withdrawal at any point before survey submission and data aggregation.





(this box should expand as you type)



		7

		How long will the participant have to decide whether to take part in the research?

		

The self-administered online format grants participants unlimited time to read the ethics-consent form before electing to proceed.







(this box should expand as you type)



		8

		What arrangements have been made for participants who might have difficulties understanding verbal explanations or written information, or who have particular communication needs that should be taken into account to facilitate their involvement in the research?

		

The online questionnaire will be designed using clear, standardized academic English to ensure maximum readability.













(this box should expand as you type)











SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People 

		1

		Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 4

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 4? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_I]SECTION I: Research Involving Animals 

		1

		Are your participants non-human animals?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 5

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 5? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_K]SECTION J: Research with the Prison Service or the Probation Service

		1

		Are your participants staff or offenders within the Prison Service or the Probation service?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 6

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 6? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_J]SECTION K: Health and Social Care Research

		1

		Are your participants selected due to their health or social care needs?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 7

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 7? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_L]SECTION L: Types of Personal Data

		Personal Data

Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153191083]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 and transcription of such are considered to be personal data.

		☐

		☐



		

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

		

		



		









(this box should expand as you type)







		Special Category Data 

Does the research involve the processing of special category data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk153206093]2

		Racial or ethnic origin

		☐

		☒



		3

		Political opinions

		☐

		☒



		4

		Religious or philosophical beliefs

		☐

		☒



		5

		Genetic, biometric or health data

		☐

		☒



		6

		Sex life or sexual orientation

		☐

		☒



		7

		Trade union membership

		☐

		☒



		If you ticked YES to any of questions L2-L7, provide a description of the data and explain why this special category data needs to be collected to support the research and that it is in the public interest to do so:



		8

		











(this box should expand as you type)



		9

		Please describe how the research has been designed to gather the minimum amount of personal data necessary for the specified research purpose:



		

The questionnaire is rigorously restricted to capturing demographic indicators and Likert-scale responses directly mapped to the study's latent constructs (IV, MV, DV), discarding any superfluous personal identifiers.









(this box should expand as you type)



		10

		Demonstrate that the processing is not likely to cause substantial damage or distress to individuals and that their interests will be safeguarded:



		



The data collection process guarantees absolute anonymity.



(this box should expand as you type)



		11

		Demonstrate that the data will not be used to take any action or make decisions in relation to the individuals concerned:



		



Data is utilized strictly for aggregate statistical modeling (CFA and SEM).





(this box should expand as you type)



		12

		Data should be anonymised wherever possible, either at point of capture or once collated. If the data cannot be anonymised, and if pseudonymisation is not possible, demonstrate why the that is possible.  If special category data cannot be anonymised, explicit consent to share that data must normally be obtained.



		

The survey instrument will be fully anonymous at the point of capture to ensure participants feel safe and to actively prevent social desirability bias.



(this box should expand as you type)



		13

		If special category data cannot be anonymised, will you obtain explicit consent to share that data?

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐







SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent 



		Information for participants

It is normally expected that those participating in research should do so having given their informed consent. If this is not appropriate or practical, explicit justification must be provided, in line with prevailing disciplinary conventions.  Please note however, that informed consent to participate in the research is separate from consent to process (e.g. collect, analyse, store, reuse or share) personal data, as the University’s lawful basis for processing personal data in research activities is part of its ‘public task’. 

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		[bookmark: _Hlk156475507]1

		Will you obtain written consent for participation?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		2

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		3

		Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		4

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		5

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		6

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

		☒

		☐

		☐



		7

		Will participants be made aware of how you will treat any information that may reasonably by considered as confidential? 

		☒

		☐

		☐



		8

		If your research requires your participants to sign up for a service provided by an external company or organisation will you inform them that their data may be stored and processed outside UWTSD?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		9

		Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?

		☒

		☐

		☐



		If you have answered NO to any of questions M1-M8, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  



		10

		







(this box should expand as you type)



		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 the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded. 



		11

		Respondents must explicitly agree to an e-research ethics-consent form (will be included with the survey questionnaire) before the digital survey logic permits access to the questionnaire items.



(this box should expand as you type)



		Confidentiality: Confidential information refers to information that can be related to an identifiable individual, whether living or deceased, which is not in the public domain and which is given with the expectation that it will be kept confidential.  Under Common Law when an individual entrusts a researcher or research team with confidential information, the team must handle this in line with ‘reasonable expectations’. In other words, confidential information should only normally be shared when there would be ‘no surprises’ for the individuals concerned. Where participants would not expect the researcher to be sharing their confidential information with others, researchers can manage their expectations by informing them of their intentions (e.g. in the participant information sheet or during discussions about participation) and asking them if they are happy with these plans. They should understand what is being proposed and what this might mean for them, before they decide whether the researcher can share their confidential information with others.  



		Please detail how you will treat confidential information:



		12

		



The survey design ensures secure handling of data, completely decoupling demographic variables from identifying information to maintain strict anonymity.



(this box should expand as you type)



		Copies of any written consent form, written information and all other explanatory material should accompany this application. If you have included these then please list the documents included here.



		13

		Sample information sheets and consent forms are available from the University ethical review intranet page at https://intranet.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-integrity-and-ethics 





		14

		Consent form attached?

		YES

☐

		NO

☐

		N/A

☐







SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application

		1

		Does your research have any potential military application?

		YES

		Click to continue to appendix 8

		NO

		Continue to the next section



		2

		Have you completed appendix 8? 

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐







[bookmark: SEC_O]SECTION O: Use of Artificial Intelligence 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

		







(this box should expand as you type)









Section P: Research Data Management Plan



		1

		Data Summary



		Quantitative numerical data consisting of demographic frequencies and ordinal responses to 5-point Likert scales.



		2

		Responsibilities



		The lead researcher, Md Rakib Mia, assumes full responsibility for secure data management.



		3

		Assessment of existing data



		No existing raw data will be reused; primary data collection is required to address the empirical gap.



		4

		Management and curation of data



		Data will undergo rigorous cleaning to discard unengaged or incomplete responses before being formatted for structural analysis.



		5

		Quality assurance of data



		Internal consistency reliability will be verified using Cronbach's Alpha. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) will validate indicator reliability and convergent/discriminant validity.



		6

		Short-term data storage



		Data will be secured on password-protected cloud environments (e.g., Microsoft OneDrive provided by UWTSD).



		7

		Long-term data storage and preservation 



		· Which data are of long-term value and should be retained, shared, and/or preserved?

· How the data will be stored in the long term?

· Are the plans for preparing and documenting data for sharing and archiving with an external data repository (e.g. the UK Data Service) or the UWTSD data repository? 

· How long will it be stored for and why?





		8

		Documentation and metadata



		· What documentation and metadata will accompany the data?

· How will the data be documented during research to provide high quality contextual information and/or structured metadata for secondary users?





		9

		Data sharing



		· If you plan to share your research data explain how it will be shared and the value it will have to others

· If you are planning to share the data, please advise when you will be releasing it.  

· Are any restrictions on data sharing required?

· Identify any potential obstacles to sharing your data, explain which and the possible measures you can apply to overcome these

· If the data will have value to different audiences, how these groups will be informed?

· Will the data need to be updated? Include future plans for updating if this is the case.

· Will the data be open or will you charge for it? Justify if charging to access the data.





		10

		Copyright and intellectual property ownership



		The Lead Researcher and UWTSD.



		11

		Resources



		Institutional access to IBM SPSS Statistics and SmartPLS software.







SECTION Q: Risk Assessment 



		
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. 



If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  



		1

		Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk152919011]

		

		☐

		☒



		Risks to participants, researchers, and the University 



		2

		Social risks: disclosures that could affect participants standing in the community, in their family and their job.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?





		3

		Legal risks: activities that could result in the participant, researchers and / or University committing an offence; activities that might lead to a participant disclosing criminal activity to a researcher which would necessitate reporting to enforcement authorities; activities that could result in a civil claim for compensation

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?





		4

		Economic harm: financial harm to participant, researcher and / or University through disclosure or other event.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?







		5

		Reputational risk: damage to public perception of University or the University / researchers’ reputation in the eyes of funders, the research community and / or the general public.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:







(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?









		6

		Safeguarding risks:  Risk to young people, vulnerable adults and / or researcher from improper behaviour, abuse or exploitation. Risk to researcher of being in a comprising situation, in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:







(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?









		7

		Sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics. If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics 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 or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities.  

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		







(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Health and safety risks



		8

		Location hazards: for example: fire; visiting or working in participant’s homes; working in remote locations and in high crime areas; overseas travel; hot, cold or extreme weather conditions; working on or by water. Also hazardous work locations, such as construction sites, confined spaces, roofs or laboratories. For overseas travel, researchers will need to check country / city specific information, travel health requirements and consider emergency arrangements as part of their research planning. In all cases the University’s International Travel Policy must be followed.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?









		9

		Activity hazards: for example: potentially mentally harmful activities; distressing and stressful work and content; driving; tripping, or slipping; falling from height; physically demanding work; lifting, carrying, pushing and pulling loads; night time and weekend working.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:







(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?







		10

		Machinery and equipment: for example: ergonomic hazards, including computer workstations and equipment; contact with electricity; contact with moving, rotating, ejecting or cutting parts in machinery and instruments; accidental release of energy from machines and instruments.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:







(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?





		11

		Chemicals and other hazardous substances: the use, production, storage, waste, transportation and accidental release of chemicals and hazardous substances; flammable, dangerous and explosive substances; asphyxiating gases; allergens; biological agents, blood and blood products. 

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?









		12

		Physical agents: for example: excessive noise exposure, hand-arm vibration and whole body vibration; ionising radiation; lasers; artificial optical radiation and electromagnetic fields

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?







		13

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

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☒



		Risk:





(this box should expand as you type)

		How will you address any risks?













SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service



		Disclosure and Barring Service



		1

		If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.

		YES



		NO



		N/A





		

		Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		2

		If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.

		









[bookmark: SEX_S]SECTION S: 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 Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 





		1

		Name of applicant

		Md Rakib Mia



		2

		Electronic or written signature of applicant:

		Rakib



		3

		Date

		



		4

		Name of Director of Studies

		



		5

		Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:

		



		6

		Date

		







Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

		1

		☒

		I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.



		2

		☒

		I have completed all relevant sections of the form in full.



		3

		☐

		I have attached a copy of the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) or Consent Form



		4

		☐

		I have attached a completed copy of the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist (where applicable)



		5

		☐

		I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate) 



		6

		☒

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice



		7

		☒

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Data Management Policy



		8

		☐

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Export Control Policy



		9

		☐

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Open Access Research Policy



		10

		I have completed the following appendices:

		1

		☐

		2

		☐

		3

		☐

		4

		☐



		

		

		5

		☐

		6

		☐

		7

		☐

		8

		☐







		

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.














[bookmark: APP_1]APPENDIX 1 – Grant or Contract Funding



		A1.1

		Has your research been awarded external funding?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		A1.2

		Have you applied for funding / awaiting decision?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		A1.3

		Are you intending to apply for funding?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☐



		A1.4

		[bookmark: _Hlk152243903]Funding Body

		



		A1.5

		Lead institution (grant holder)

		



		A1.6

		If awarded, grant reference

		



		A1.7

		If awarded, grant value

		



		A1.8

		If awarded, start date and duration

		







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form












[bookmark: APP_2]APPENDIX 2: External Collaborative Research Activity



		INSTITUTION 1                        



		[bookmark: _Hlk152247185]A2.1

		Name

		





		A2.2

		Researcher name and position 

		





		A2.3

		Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)

		





		A2.4

		Contact e-mail address

		





		A2.5

		External Ethical Approval

Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		[bookmark: _Hlk152841402]

		

		









		INSTITUTION 2                      



		A2.6

		Name

		





		A2.7

		Researcher name and position 

		





		A2.8

		Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)

		





		A2.9

		Contact e-mail address

		





		A2.10

		External Ethical Approval

Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		

		

		









		INSTITUTION 3                       



		A2.11

		Name

		





		A2.12

		Researcher name and position 

		





		A2.13

		Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)

		





		A2.14

		Contact e-mail address

		





		A2.15

		External Ethical Approval

Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 

		Obtained?

		YES

		NO

		PENDING



		

		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		

		

		









Add additional collaborators as needed



		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_3]




APPENDIX 3: Research Undertaken Outside of the UK



		A3.1

		Research activity outside of the UK

If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. Describe the measures you have taken to comply with these and provide evidence of approvals etc. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this. If you have a local research supervisor or research advisor then please give their contact details here.



		







(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.2

		Responsible Research and Innovation

If research is taking place overseas please refer to the UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy and complete the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist and submit it with this form.



		A3.3

		Confirm that you have read the Trusted Research and Innovation Policy

		☐







		If you are a postgraduate research student working with a research supervisor or research advisor at your local university then you do not need to fill in any more sections of this appendix.

If you are working in a research collaboration with an overseas partner please complete the remaining sections of this appendix.

		Return to the main form





[bookmark: _Hlk160779412]

		Organisational Details



		A3.4

		Name of Organisation 



		



		A3.5

		Country where organisation is based:



		



		A3.6

		Registration number and name of registration body (examples of relevant registration bodies are government, tax, corporation, charity, educational authority):



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.7

		What is the legal status of the organisation? (for example: public university, private university, charity, private company, non-profit making company, government research organisation, independent research organisation) Please include the date of foundation. Note: We may be required to ask for evidence of this at a later stage.



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.8

		Is your organisation affiliated to any other organisation? (i.e. is the organisation legally part of a larger organisation or a group of larger organisations).



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.9

		Name(s) of investigators in the organisation who will be responsible for the collaborative research and innovation 



		



(this box should expand as you type)









		About New Partners



		A3.10

		Why does a partner want to work with you?



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.11

		What are they expecting in return for their financial support or involvement?



		



(this box should expand as you type)





		A3.12

		Is the organisation associated with a country which may be viewed as hostile to the UK or one which has different democratic and ethical values from our own? If you have ticked YES, please briefly describe below how you will maintain the UK’s democratic and ethical values within the research.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.13

		Has due diligence into the partner identified any involvement in research on behalf of the military or police with links to a hostile state? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how you will prevent information from this research from being released to these organisations.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.14

		Set within the context of any information gained from due diligence, could your research be misused or have unintended applications which would be negative? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how this might occur.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.15

		Are there any legal, regulatory or university policy constraints on undertaking your research with this partner? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these below.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.16

		Having considered the answers to questions A3.10-A3.15, are there potential reputational or ethical risks to you or the university? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these risks below.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)









		About Research Relationships

		YES

		NO



		A3.17

		Are the terms of any proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in keeping with the expectations of your department and university?

		☐

		☐



		A3.18

		Are you providing existing intellectual property (IP), research data, confidential or personally identifiable data to the project? If so, how is this going to be protected?

		☐

		☐





		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.19

		Who will own any IP that is generated?



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.20

		What plans do you have in place for protecting the resulting IP?



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.21

		What contractual requirements are you able to put in place to protect the interests of your academic institutions?



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.22

		What access will the research partner have to your IT network? If they do have access, what broader visibility might this provide?



		



(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.23

		Is there any physical separation or protection required between research in similar fields?



		



(this box should expand as you type)









		About Existing Partners



		A3.24

		Would proceeding with the research raise potential conflicts of interest with existing research partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain these conflicts below.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.25

		Have you spoken with your existing partners about any potential conflict of interest? If you have ticked YES, please briefly summarise their response(s) below.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.26

		Does any non-disclosure agreement for this project include an expectation that you will need to provide visibility to existing partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		





(this box should expand as you type)



		A3.27

		Will this research breach any existing contractual agreements that you, your department or university already have? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐





		





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










[bookmark: APP_4]APPENDIX 4: Research with Vulnerable People



		Will the research involve data processing involving the following data subjects:

		YES

		NO



		A4.1

		Children under 16

		☐

		☐



		A4.2

		Adults with learning disabilities

		☐

		☐



		A4.3

		Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness

		☐

		☐



		A4.4

		Adults in emergency situations

		☐

		☐



		A4.5

		Prisoners or young offenders

		☐

		☐



		A4.6

		Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator, e.g. members of staff, students

		☐

		☐



		A4.7

		People who have not given their explicit consent to participate in the project

		☐

		☐



		A4.8

		People engaged in illegal activities

		☐

		☐



		A4.9

		Any other people who can be considered vulnerable in the context of this project

		☐

		☐



		Please justify the inclusion of the above people (if applicable), explaining why the research cannot be conducted on non-vulnerable people.



		A4.10

		







(this box should expand as you type)



		Please give details of extra steps taken to assure the protection of vulnerable people participating in the research.  You should describe any arrangements to be made for obtaining consent from a legal representative.



		A4.11

		







(this box should expand as you type)



		It is the researcher’s responsibility to check whether a DBS check (or equivalent) is required and to obtain one if it is needed. Please confirm:



		A4.12

		DBS Check required? 

		YES

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		A4.13

		DBS certificate obtained? 

		YES

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










[bookmark: APP_5]APPENDIX 5: Research Involving Animals

		The use of animals in research is tightly governed and monitored by law and by the Home Office, specifically under the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 and its accompanying codes of practice and processes. The Act regulates procedures that are carried out on protected animals for scientific or educational purposes that may cause pain, suffering, distress or lasting harm. Under the Act, a protected animal is ‘any living vertebrate, other than man, and any living cephalopod’. The University does not hold a Home Office issued Establishment Licence and therefore researchers must ensure that any proposed work involving animals is either exempt from the Act or falls outside of its scope. Exempted research, for example involving routine veterinary practice or clinical veterinary research, may still require external ethical approval from the Royal Society of Veterinary Surgeons. When undertaking collaborative research involving animals, the UWTSD Research Ethics Committee must be assured that the partner institution(s) conform to the appropriate regulatory framework or legislation, and have approval from their local Research Ethics Committee. Any such work must follow the guidance of the National Centre for the Replacement, Reduction and Refinement of Animals in Research, known as the 3Rs.  In all cases, advise must be sought from INSPIRE for any proposed research involving animals, either at UWTSD, or by research collaborators in partnership with UWTSD. This should be at the very early stages of research design, so that an appropriate due diligence exercise can be undertaken.



		Will the research involve any work with any of the following animals (including observation in their natural habitat)

		YES

		NO



		[bookmark: _Hlk156319509]A5.1

		Any living vertebrates, other than humans?

		☐

		☐



		A5.2

		Any living cephalopods?

		☐

		☐



		A5.3

		[bookmark: _Hlk156462984]Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?

		☐

		☐



		A5.4

		[bookmark: _Hlk156464303]Due diligence assessment appended to this application?

		☐

		☐



		Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 



		[bookmark: _Hlk156464347]A5.5

		



(this box should expand as you type)







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










[bookmark: APP_6]APPENDIX 6: Research with Staff or Offenders in Prison Establishments and Probation Services 



		Research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service or within His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services requires additional approvals.



		Will the research involve any of the following?

		YES

		NO



		A6.1

		Staff in prison establishments

		☐

		☐



		A6.2

		Offenders in prison establishments

		☐

		☐



		A6.3

		The Probation Service

		☐

		☐



		A6.4

		His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services

		☐

		☐



		All researchers wanting to conduct research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service regions or within HM Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) Headquarters are required to formally apply for research approval to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC). Before doing so, INSPIRE must undertake an initial due diligence exercise. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do so immediately. If YES to any of the above, please confirm:



		A6.5

		[bookmark: _Hlk156464314]Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?

		☐

		☐



		A6.6

		Have you applied to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC)?

		☐

		☐



		A6.7

		Has HMPPS National Research Committee approval been granted? If yes, please append to this application. 

		☐

		☐



		A6.8

		Due diligence assessment appended to this application?

		☐

		☐



		Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 



		A6.9

		









(this box should expand as you type)







		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form










[bookmark: APP_7]APPENDIX 7:  Health and Social Care Research 

		All health and social care research must have a sponsor as defined by the Health Research Authority UK Policy Framework for Health & Social Care.  The University will under no circumstances act as the sponsor of health and social care research (i.e. that which requires approval by a NHS Research Ethics Committee). In all cases, therefore, an appropriate collaborating partner must lead the research.  Any health and social care research therefore requires an initial due diligence exercise, which will be undertaken by INSPIRE. The purpose of the due diligence exercise is to ensure that the University has the capability to undertake the research, either independently or in collaboration with research partners. This will include advice on suitable collaborative arrangements and the appropriate involvement of UWTSD researchers in the proposed research study.  This is likely to apply to the following areas:



		Will the data processing involve:

		YES

		NO



		A7.1

		Participants who have been recruited on the basis of medical and health conditions, life stage or other physical or mental attribute.

		☐

		☐



		A7.2

		Participants who will engage in physical exercise, activity or exertion of any kind, or who use exercise equipment, assistive devices or other apparatus for the purposes of the research study. This includes interventions that are minimally invasive.

		☐

		☐



		A7.3

		Patients and users of the NHS (including NHS patients treated in the private sector).

		☐

		☐



		A7.4

		Individuals identified as potential participants because of their status as relatives or carers of patients and users of the NHS.

		☐

		☐



		A7.5

		Patients who are cared for in private and voluntary sector nursing homes.

		☐

		☐



		A7.6

		Confidential patient information.

		☐

		☐



		A7.7

		Clinical trial of a medicinal product or medical device.

		☐

		☐



		A7.8

		Access to organs or other bodily material of past and present NHS patients, or any material consisting of or containing human cells.

		☐

		☐



		A7.9

		Use of human tissue (including non-NHS sources) where the collection is not covered by a Human Tissue Authority licence.

		☐

		☐



		A7.10

		Foetal material and IVF involving NHS patients.

		☐

		☐



		A7.11

		The recently deceased under NHS care.

		☐

		☐



		A7.12

		NHS staff or premises.

		☐

		☐



		A7.13

		Practising midwives conducting a clinical trial.

		☐

		☐



		A7.14

		Investigational medicinal product.

		☐

		☐



		A7.15

		Medical devices that are not CE-marked or CE-marked medical devices that have been modified or are being used for a new purpose.

		☐

		☐



		A7.16

		Exposure to ionising radiation.

		☐

		☐



		A7.17

		Other health and social care related research.

		☐



		☐





		Please specify 







(this box should expand as you type)

		

		



		Researchers proposing to work on projects involving health and social care research must check whether their study meets the HRA definition of research and whether it should undergo ethics review by a NHS Research Ethics Committee. If you have answered YES to any of questions A7.1-A7.17 then this is likely to be the case and sponsorship by a third party will be required. This can be checked via the Health Research Authority’s Decision Tool : https://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/research/  



		A7.18

		Does the research meet the HRA definition of research?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		A7.19

		Is the Research being sponsored by a collaborating partner?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		A7.20

		Has NHS ethics approval been granted?

		YES 

		NO

		N/A



		

		

		☐

		☐

		☐



		A7.21

		Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?

		YES 

		NO



		

		

		☐

		☐



		Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do immediately. 



		A7.22

		









(this box should expand as you type)







		A7.23

		Have you been granted NHS ethical approval?

		YES

		Click to continue to Section R

		NO

		Return to the main form












[bookmark: APP_8]APPENDIX 8: Export Control for Research with Potential Military End Uses

		Export controls apply to the physical, electronic or oral transmission outside the UK of applied research, sensitive technology, software and equipment that could potentially be misused, either directly or indirectly, for military purposes. These legal controls are a serious obligation and UWTSD researchers must actively manage the risks of these being misused to fuel conflict, threaten national security, support terrorism and crime, violate human rights or proliferate Weapons of Mass Destruction.  UWTSD’s Export Control Policy provides a clear six step process to determine if your research is covered by export controls. Please complete the following screening to judge if you need to compete a full export control assessment. If you are in any doubt, then please contact INSPIRE. Any research in UWTSD involving the following high-risk areas must be screened.

Will the research involve:



		Defence

		YES

		NO



		A8.1

		Military equipment and munitions

		☐

		☐



		A8.2

		Defence equipment, including satellites

		☐

		☐



		A8.3

		Technical data, including some border and port information

		☐

		☐



		A8.4

		Dual use research

		☐

		☐



		Materials and Technologies

		YES

		NO



		A8.5

		Nuclear materials, facilities and equipment

		☐

		☐



		A8.6

		Chemicals, microorganisms and toxins

		☐

		☐



		A8.7

		Electronics design, development and production

		☐

		☐



		 A8.8

		Computers

		☐

		☐



		A8.9

		Telecommunications

		☐

		☐



		A8.10

		Sensors and lasers

		☐

		☐



		A8.11

		Navigation and avionics

		☐

		☐



		A8.12

		Marine technology

		☐

		☐



		A8.13

		Composite materials

		☐

		☐



		A8.14

		Aerospace and propulsion

		☐

		☐



		Sensitive Information

		YES

		NO



		A8.15

		Cryptology

		☐

		☐



		A8.16

		Counterterrorism

		☐

		☐



		A8.17

		Counternarcotics

		☐

		☐



		A8.18

		Cyber-related

		☐

		☐



		A8.19

		Non-proliferation

		☐

		☐



		A8.20

		Transnational criminal organisations

		☐

		☐










		Genetic Resources

		YES

		NO



		A8.21

		Genetic material of actual or potential value

		☐

		☐



		A8.22

		Organisms, or parts thereof

		☐

		☐



		A8.23

		Populations (or organisms)

		☐

		☐



		A8.24

		Other biotic components of ecosystems

		☐

		☐



		A8.25

		Domesticated or cultivated species in which the evolutionary process has been influenced by humans

		☐

		☐







		Will you be exporting military or dual-use technology, now or possibly in the future? This information may take many forms, including:

		YES

		NO



		A8.26

		Physical transfer of goods, technologies, material or equipment

		☐

		☐



		A8.27

		Blueprints

		☐

		☐



		A8.28

		Plans

		☐

		☐



		A8.29

		Diagrams

		☐

		☐



		A8.30

		Models

		☐

		☐



		A8.31

		Formulae

		☐

		☐



		A8.32

		Tables

		☐

		☐



		A8.33

		Engineering designs and specifications

		☐

		☐



		A8.34

		Manuals and instructions

		☐

		☐



		A8.35

		Software

		☐

		☐



		A8.36

		Know-how

		☐

		☐







		Will your project transfer technology using any of the following physical methods?

		YES

		NO



		A8.37

		USB flash drives

		☐

		☐



		A8.38

		Portable hard drives

		☐

		☐



		A8.39

		Laptops

		☐

		☐



		A8.40

		Tablets

		☐

		☐



		A8.41

		Intangible forms by using electronic media, such as email, phone storage and cloud file sharing

		☐

		☐



		A8.42

		Physical exports

		☐

		☐







		Will your project involve any of the following?

		YES

		NO



		A8.43

		Oral transfer by phone or videoconferencing or presentations

		☐

		☐



		A8.44

		Travelling overseas for any purpose, while unintendingly carrying any of the above.

		☐

		☐



		A8.45

		Will you be hosting foreign visitors?

		☐

		☐










		If you answer YES to any of questions A8,1-A8.45 then you should complete a full export control assessment and append that to this application. Before doing this please contact INSPIRE who will advise further.

		YES

		NO



		A8.46

		Full export control assessment required?

		☐



		☐





		A8.47

		Full export control assessment completed?

		☐



		☐





		A8.48

		Full export control assessment appended?

		☐



		☐









		

		

		

		

		





		Return to the main form
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Data.xlsx


Data.xlsx
Form responses 1

		DEM1. What is your age group?		DEM2. How do you identify your gender?		DEM3. What is your approximate annual household income?		DEM4. On average, how frequently do you purchase fast fashion apparel?		GWS1		GWS2		GWS3		GWS4		CT1		CT2		CT3		CT4		SPI1		SPI2		SPI3		SPI4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		5

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		1		2		1		2		1		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		1		4		3		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		1		2		1		5		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		A few times a year		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		5

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Rarely		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		55 years or older		Male		£65,000 or above		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		4		3

		18 – 24 years		Female		£50,000 – £64,999		A few times a year		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Rarely		4		4		4		4		4		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

		45 – 54 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		2		5		4		5

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		3		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		3		4		4		4		4		1		2		1		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		5		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		3		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		3		3		3		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		2		2		2		2		2		1		4		3		5		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		2		4		3		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		1		4		3		2		1		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		5		5		5		5		3		4		4		5		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		2		2		3		2		2		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		3		3		3		3

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Every 2 to 3 months		1		4		3		2		1		1		2		1		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3

		45 – 54 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		1		2		1		2		1		4		5		4		5		5		5		5

		45 – 54 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		4

		45 – 54 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		45 – 54 years		Male		£65,000 or above		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£50,000 – £64,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4

		55 years or older		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Rarely		4		4		4		4		4		2		2		3		5		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		1		2		1		2		1		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		45 – 54 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		3		2		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		45 – 54 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		5		4		5		4		2		2		2		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		2		2		2		2		2		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		2		4		3		2		1		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		3		2		1		4		4		4		4

		55 years or older		Female		£50,000 – £64,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		2		4		3		2		1		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£65,000 or above		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		Under £20,000		Every 2 to 3 months		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		3		2

		55 years or older		Male		£65,000 or above		Every 2 to 3 months		5		4		5		4		5		4		3		2		5		4		3		2

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5

		18 – 24 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		3		2		1		4		3		2		1		4		3		2		1

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		3		2		1		4		3		2		1		4		3		2		1

		25 – 34 years		Female		£50,000 – £64,999		A few times a year		5		4		3		2		4		3		2		1		4		3		2		1

		35 – 44 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£65,000 or above		Once a month		4		4		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		3		3

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		A few times a year		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		35 – 44 years		Female		Under £20,000		Every 2 to 3 months		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		Under £20,000		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1

		25 – 34 years		Male		£20,000 – £34,999		Once a month		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1

		35 – 44 years		Female		£50,000 – £64,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		3		4		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2

		45 – 54 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		A few times a year		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

		55 years or older		Female		£65,000 or above		Rarely		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		5

		18 – 24 years		Female		Under £20,000		Once a month		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		4

		35 – 44 years		Male		£65,000 or above		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		3		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£65,000 or above		Multiple times a month		5		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5

		45 – 54 years		Female		£65,000 or above		Once a month		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		5		5		4		3

		25 – 34 years		Female		£35,000 – £49,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Female		£20,000 – £34,999		Multiple times a month		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4

		18 – 24 years		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		4		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Once a month		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		4

		25 – 34 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Once a month		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		5

		55 years or older		Male		£35,000 – £49,999		Once a month		4		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5

		35 – 44 years		Male		£50,000 – £64,999		Every 2 to 3 months		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		5		4
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