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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail sector, using a comparative analysis of TK Maxx, H&M, and Marks & Spencer. A quantitative research design was adopted, and primary data were collected through a structured questionnaire administered to UK fashion consumers. A total of 111 valid responses were analysed using descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, correlation, and multiple regression techniques. The findings showed that consumers held generally positive perceptions of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty across the three retailers. However, the regression results indicated that these branding constructs explained only a small proportion of variance in purchase decisions. Brand image was the only variable that demonstrated a statistically significant effect, although the relationship was weak, while brand trust and brand loyalty did not show significant direct effects on purchase decision. The study contributed to retail branding literature by providing comparative empirical evidence from a mature UK fashion market and by demonstrating the limited explanatory power of traditional attitudinal brand constructs in promotion-intensive retail environments.
Keywords: Brand image; Brand trust; Brand loyalty; Consumer purchase decision; UK fashion retail; Retail branding. 
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[bookmark: _Toc218343696][bookmark: _Toc220954468]Background and context
UK fashion retail is shaped by intense competition, rapid trend cycles and a shopper base that can switch between retailers with low effort, especially when purchases are planned and executed online. Retail branding theory argues that retailers operate as brands in their own right, meaning that consumer decisions depend on the meanings and expectations attached to the retailer as much as the product categories it carries (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004). 
Three prominent formats illustrate the diversity of the UK fashion retail market. TK Maxx competes through an off-price model that emphasises value discovery and product variety, H&M represents fast fashion with speed and trend alignment, and Marks & Spencer (M&S) combines apparel with a broader retail proposition that is often positioned around quality and reliability (Desveaud et al., 2024). A comparative design is therefore valuable because it allows one set of constructs to be tested consistently across retailers that embody different value propositions.
[bookmark: _Toc218343697][bookmark: _Toc220954469]Rationale and research problem
Brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty are widely recognised in marketing literature as central drivers of consumer behaviour. Brand image reflects the associations consumers hold about a retailer, including perceptions of style fit, value, and credibility. Brand trust refers to confidence in a retailer’s reliability and integrity, particularly in situations involving uncertainty, such as online purchasing and returns (Lăzăroiu et al., 2020). Brand loyalty represents a favourable attitudinal orientation that increases the likelihood of repeat purchasing and resistance to competitor offers (Diallo et al., 2020).
Despite the theoretical importance of these constructs, empirical evidence within the UK fashion retail context remains inconsistent. Several studies report strong positive relationships between brand attitudes and purchase intentions, while others suggest that such effects weaken in promotion-driven and value-oriented markets where switching costs are low and consumers routinely shop across multiple retailers (Meyer-Waarden, 2008). This inconsistency raises a practical concern: retailers may continue investing heavily in brand-building initiatives without clear evidence that these efforts directly influence purchase behaviour (Wang et al., 2022).
The research problem addressed in this dissertation is the lack of comparative empirical evidence assessing the extent to which brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty influence consumer purchase decisions across different UK fashion retail formats. Without such evidence, it is difficult for retailers to determine which brand-related levers are most effective in shaping consumer decisions within highly competitive and digitally enabled markets.
[bookmark: _Toc218343698][bookmark: _Toc220954470]Research gap
There is limited comparative evidence that estimates the relative contribution of brand image, trust and loyalty to purchase decisions across different retail formats within the same national market. Reviews suggest that the antecedents and consequences of loyalty are highly context-contingent, implying that effect sizes may not transfer cleanly between formats such as off-price and fast fashion (Desveaud et al., 2024). Also, there is a practical measurement gap because studies frequently draw on different scales and different behavioural outcomes, which makes it difficult to translate findings into clear, prioritised recommendations for managers (Saunders et al., 2019).
The study addresses these gaps by applying established Likert-scale measures of brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and purchase decision within one survey instrument and by analysing responses separately for customers of TK Maxx, H&M and M&S. TK Maxx, H&M and M & S were selected to represent three distinct UK fashion retail formats. TK Maxx operates as a value-oriented off-price retailer, H&M represents fast fashion with trend-driven offerings, while Marks & Spencer reflects a more traditional, quality-focused high-street retailer. Comparing these retailers enables the study to examine whether the influence of brand image, trust and loyalty on purchase decisions varies according to retail format, thereby addressing a gap in comparative UK fashion branding research. The design enables the study to identify which construct is most strongly associated with purchase decisions within each retailer context and whether the pattern differs across retailers. This comparative focus aligns with calls for research that explains why loyalty drivers differ across retail contexts rather than assuming universal relationships (Diallo et al., 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc218343699][bookmark: _Toc220954471]Research Aim, Objectives and Research Questions
The primary purpose of this study is to determine the extent to which brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty are associated with consumers’ purchase decisions for each retailer, and to compare these patterns across retailers. Purchase decision is treated in this study as purchase intention and self-reported decision tendency, recognising that cross-sectional surveys capture behavioural intentions more reliably than observed behaviour in real time (Ajzen, 2011).
Aim: This study aims to examine the influence of brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market, using a comparative analysis of TK Maxx, H&M and Marks & Spencer.
Objectives & Questions: 
1. To measure UK consumers’ perceptions of brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty for TK Maxx, H&M and Marks & Spencer.
2. To examine the relationships between brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and consumer purchase decisions using quantitative analysis.
3. To assess the relative impact of brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty on purchase decisions through multiple regression analysis.
4. To compare differences in branding influence across the three retailers and identify format-specific implications.
[bookmark: _Toc218343700]Research Questions: 
1. How do UK consumers perceive brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty in relation to TK Maxx, H&M and Marks & Spencer?
2. What relationships exist between brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market?
3. Which brand-related factor most strongly predicts consumer purchase decisions?
4. Do these relationships differ across the three retail brands?


[bookmark: _Toc220954472]Conceptual framework overview
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[bookmark: _Toc220767786]Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of the Study


The conceptual framework positions brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty as predictors of consumer purchase decisions. The framework is consistent with behavioural models that treat attitudes and beliefs as proximate drivers of intention and choice, while recognising that retail decisions are shaped by perceived risk and relationship quality. Within this logic, brand image captures evaluative and symbolic beliefs, trust captures confidence under uncertainty, and loyalty captures a relational tendency to repurchase. Purchase decision is treated as an intention-focused outcome suitable for a cross-sectional survey design, while acknowledging that intention and behaviour may not always fully align (Ajzen, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc218343701][bookmark: _Toc220954473]Contribution and significance
The study aims to contribute in three ways. Academically, it provides comparative evidence within one national setting using a consistent measurement approach, which helps clarify whether differences reported in the literature reflect genuine context effects or methodological inconsistency. Practically, it supports managers by indicating which brand lever is most strongly associated with purchase decisions for each retailer format, which can inform positioning, communication priorities and loyalty strategy design. Methodologically, the design demonstrates a feasible approach for applying reliable brand constructs in a time-limited MSc dissertation while still producing actionable insights (Saunders et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc218343702][bookmark: _Toc220954474]Contemporary context: digitalisation, sustainability and justification of variables
Digitalisation has increased the complexity of fashion purchase decisions because consumers now evaluate retailers through a mix of physical stores, websites, apps and social media. Customer experience research shows that evaluations are shaped by multiple touchpoints and that the perceived quality of the end-to-end journey can influence satisfaction and future spending (Verhoef et al., 2009). For UK fashion retailers, this means that brand image is produced not only by advertising but also by platform usability, delivery reliability and the way customer service resolves problems. These operational cues are closely connected to trust because they indicate whether the retailer can be relied upon when purchase outcomes are uncertain. As a result, the study treats trust as a central construct rather than as a secondary variable, particularly because online shopping has increased the salience of privacy, payment security and authenticity concerns (Wang et al., 2022).
Another contextual factor is the growing role of sustainability and social responsibility in fashion consumption. Consumers are exposed to sustainability claims through corporate reporting and influencer content, yet research also notes that trust can be undermined when claims are perceived as vague or inconsistent. Recent evidence suggests that sustainability communication can influence brand perceptions in fashion retail, although the effects depend on credibility and consumer scepticism (Ray and Nayak, 2023). This reinforces the need to examine brand image and trust together because sustainability cues can strengthen image while simultaneously creating risk if consumers doubt authenticity. Within the comparative context of TK Maxx, H&M and M&S, sustainability narratives may also differ due to business model differences and brand heritage.
The selection of TK Maxx, H&M and M&S is therefore not intended to evaluate the brands, but to represent three widely recognised retail propositions that differ in value emphasis, assortment strategy and perceived risk. Off-price retail can generate perceived value and excitement, but may create uncertainty about quality consistency, which could elevate the role of trust in decision-making. Fast fashion often prioritises trend relevance and speed, which can strengthen image-based motivations linked to identity expression. A more established mainstream retailer may benefit from familiarity and perceived reliability that supports loyalty. Comparing these retailers allows the study to test whether the same psychological constructs operate similarly across these propositions in one UK setting (Desveaud et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc218343703][bookmark: _Toc220954475]Study scope, assumptions and dissertation structure
While the study is designed to deliver comparative insights, it also acknowledges constraints that shape interpretation. Survey responses capture perceptions at one point in time, which means the study can identify associations between constructs rather than demonstrate causality. Self-reported purchase decision is appropriate for understanding consumer intention and preference, yet it may not fully capture future behaviour in dynamic retail conditions. These limitations are common in cross-sectional consumer research, and they reinforce the importance of interpreting findings as evidence of relative influence rather than deterministic drivers (Saunders et al., 2019). By making these assumptions explicit, the study aims to present conclusions that are credible and proportionate to the research design.
The scope is limited to adult consumers resident in the UK who have purchased from TK Maxx, H&M or M&S in the previous six months. The study focuses on retail-level brand perceptions rather than product-level brand evaluations, and it does not seek to judge the overall performance of any retailer. Brand image refers to consumer associations about the retailer, brand trust refers to perceived reliability and integrity, brand loyalty refers to an attitudinal commitment to repurchase, and purchase decision refers to the consumer’s reported likelihood of buying from the retailer in the near term. This dissertation is structured into five chapters. The study emphasises clear signposting to connect each chapter to the research aim and objectives. Chapter One introduces the research background, problem statement, aim, objectives, research questions and significance of the study. Chapter Two presents a critical review of relevant literature and develops the conceptual framework and hypotheses. Chapter Three outlines the research methodology, including research design, data collection and analysis methods. Chapter Four reports and analyses the empirical findings. Chapter Five discusses the findings in relation to existing literature, presents conclusions, offers managerial recommendations and outlines limitations and directions for future research.


[bookmark: _Toc218343780][bookmark: _Toc220954476]Chapter Two: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc218343781][bookmark: _Toc220954477]Introduction and review approach
This chapter develops the theoretical and empirical foundation for analysing how brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty influence consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market. Rather than listing studies sequentially, the review synthesises key debates and evaluates where findings converge, where they conflict and why results may be context dependent. The review is structured around the study’s objectives, so each section ends by clarifying how the literature informs the conceptual framework and the hypotheses tested later in the dissertation. This approach is consistent with guidance that a postgraduate literature review should build an argument and justify variable selection, not simply demonstrate coverage of sources (Saunders et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc218343782]This chapter critically reviews the literature on brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty as determinants of consumer purchase decision within the context of fashion retail. Rather than presenting these constructs in isolation, the review evaluates their theoretical foundations, empirical findings, and relevance to contemporary UK fashion retailing. Particular attention is paid to inconsistencies within existing studies and to contextual factors, such as retail format, promotional intensity, and market maturity that might moderate branding effects. The chapter concludes by developing a conceptual framework and hypotheses that directly inform the empirical analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc220954478]Conceptual foundations for purchase decisions in fashion retail
[bookmark: _Toc218343783][bookmark: _Toc220954479]Purchase Decision, Intention and the Role of Beliefs
Consumer purchase decisions are commonly modelled as outcomes of beliefs, evaluations and intentions that form before behaviour occurs. The Theory of Planned Behaviour argues that intention is the most immediate antecedent of behaviour and that intention is shaped by attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 2011). But the empirical evidence is not unambiguous, especially between different retail formats. Whilst some research indicates that the positive influence of brand image on purchase intention is higher in premium or heritage fashion brands (Bian and Moutinho, 2011), others argue that this relationship tends to be weaker where value description or fast fashion retailing categories cover price sensitivity and convenience approach a stronger role (Diallo, 2012; Park and Lennon, 2006). This difference suggests that the role of brand image could vary according to the retailer's positioning and target.
However, applying intention-based models to fashion retail has two practical advantages. First, fashion purchases often involve both utilitarian evaluation and symbolic expression, meaning that beliefs about a retailer’s style fit and social meaning can shape intention even when product attributes are similar. Second, online and omnichannel shopping raises uncertainty about fit, delivery and returns, so belief-based constructs such as trust can plausibly strengthen intention by reducing perceived risk. At the same time, intention does not always translate into behaviour when promotions or stock availability change, which requires the researcher to interpret purchase decision measures as indicators of tendency rather than deterministic predictions (Ajzen, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc218343784][bookmark: _Toc220954480]Retail Branding and Relationship Quality as Complementary Lenses
Retailers compete not only through merchandise and price but also through the quality of the brand relationship they build with customers. Retail branding research emphasises that retailer equity is formed through consistent associations across touchpoints and that store-level brands can drive preference even when manufacturers’ brands are shared across competitors (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004). Relationship marketing theory further argues that trust and commitment reduce switching and increase cooperation, particularly when consumers face uncertainty about future performance (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Together, these lenses justify examining image, trust and loyalty simultaneously because they represent distinct pathways through which retailer brands influence consumer choices. As symbolic and emotional brand associations are often stressed in classic branding literature (Hellepomat et al., 2009), the significance of functional attributes, such as trend responsiveness, availability and affordability in fast fashion research has been emphasised (Barnes and Lea-Greenwood, 2010). Behavioural intention models, particularly the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), postulate that intentions represent the most immediate antecedent of behaviour and are shaped by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 2011).

Overall, it appears that brand image is mostly positively related to consumer purchase behaviour, though levels differ between retail formats and market orientations. The impact of brand image is believed to be significant in traditional and premium contexts, although it remains hazy in value fashion (i.e. fast fashion) retailing. Given the current mixed evidence and concentration on a non-comparative mode of operation, this study sets out to empirically examine the impact of brand image on purchase decision across three diverse UK fashion retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc218343785][bookmark: _Toc220954481]UK fashion retail context and the logic of comparison
[bookmark: _Toc218343786][bookmark: _Toc220954482]Digital Transformation and Online Branding In UK Fashion Retail
Digital transformation has reshaped how retailer brands create and capture value because discovery, evaluation and purchase increasingly occur through data-driven systems and platform interfaces. Retail value chain research argues that digital transformation changes merchandising, pricing, fulfilment and customer communication, which means that brand performance is increasingly experienced through operational execution as well as through marketing claims (Reinartz et al., 2019). In fashion retail, this shift increases the strategic relevance of trust because customers rely on delivery reliability, returns processes and data governance to feel confident in their choices. It also reshapes brand image because consumers interpret digital competence as part of what the retailer 'stands for' in the market.
Online branding research suggests that UK fashion retailers use websites as both transactional platforms and brand-building media where visual design, navigation and content strategy communicate positioning cues. When consumers can compare alternatives quickly, coherent online branding supports initial consideration by making the retailer’s style and value proposition legible (Rowley, 2009). However, the same environment increases the risk that inconsistencies across channels or weak service recovery will damage credibility, meaning that brand image without operational reinforcement may be fragile. This supports an integrated view in which image, trust and loyalty are shaped jointly by communication and experience.
Empirical research generally supports a positive relationship between brand image and purchase intention. Studies suggest that favourable brand image reduces perceived risk, enhances emotional attachment, and increases the likelihood of purchase (Hien et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2022). In fashion contexts, image-related factors such as style congruence and value-for-money perceptions have been found to influence both planned and impulse purchases.
However, the literature also reveals notable inconsistencies. In value-oriented and fast-fashion environments, strong brand image does not always translate into purchase behaviour, particularly when competing retailers offer comparable products at lower prices (Diallo et al., 2020). Some studies report weak or even negative associations, suggesting that consumers may associate strong brand images with higher prices or reduced flexibility (Meyer-Waarden, 2008). These findings indicate that brand image may function differently depending on retail positioning and consumer expectations, highlighting the need for comparative analysis across retail formats.
The UK fashion retail market provides a relevant setting for examining brand-based drivers of purchase decisions because shoppers have access to many competing retailers through both high streets and digital channels. Official statistics indicate that clothing and footwear retail remain a significant component of household consumption and that spending patterns are sensitive to broader economic conditions (Office for National Statistics, 2025). Under these conditions, retailers attempt to protect demand by strengthening brand perceptions that support willingness to buy even when discretionary budgets tighten. A comparative study is valuable because it can reveal whether the same brand constructs matter equally across retail formats that emphasise different value propositions.
Omnichannel retailing also means that customers experience a retailer through multiple touchpoints, including stores, websites, apps and customer service interactions. Customer experience research argues that value perceptions are constructed across these touchpoints and that the integration of channels can shape satisfaction and repeat purchase intentions (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016). In fashion retail, where product evaluation often involves fit uncertainty, the quality of returns and support processes can strongly influence trust and loyalty. This suggests that trust may be particularly important when consumers evaluate retailers that operate across multiple fulfilment and return systems.
Comparative research requires a clear logic for selecting cases. TK Maxx, H&M and M&S represent three formats that are widely recognisable to UK shoppers and that differ in value emphasis, assortment strategy and brand heritage. Off-price retail tends to compete through perceived bargains and variety, fast fashion tends to compete through trend speed and affordability, and mainstream retailers often combine apparel with a broader proposition and emphasise quality, consistency and reliability. These differences are likely to shape how consumers weigh image, trust and loyalty when making decisions, which aligns with evidence that brand loyalty antecedents are context contingent rather than universal (Desveaud et al., 2024).
Overall, the literature confirms that brand trust is a central construct in consumer behaviour, yet its direct effect on purchase decisions remains contested. While some studies identify trust as a strong predictor of purchasing behaviour, others suggest its influence is mediated by loyalty or contingent on retail context. Because the empirical evidence is mixed and limited in comparative scope, this study directly tests the effect of brand trust on consumer purchase decisions across three UK fashion retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc218343787][bookmark: _Toc220954483]Brand image in fashion retail
[bookmark: _Toc218343788][bookmark: _Toc220954484]Defining Brand Image and Its Relevance To Retailer Choice
Brand image in fashion retail is increasingly co-created through digital and social media environments where consumers encounter both firm-generated and user-generated content. Social media marketing studies suggest that engagement-oriented content can strengthen brand equity outcomes, but effects depend on whether consumers perceive the content as informative and relationship-building (Ebrahim, 2020). This contradicts the image that is simply transmitted by advertising; it is negotiated through interactions that can either reinforce or contest brand meanings. This dynamic is particularly visible for younger segments who rely on peer content, influencers and short-form media to assess trend fit and credibility. Evidence indicates that Gen Z intentions can be shaped by a blend of brand and user content, especially when sustainability or identity relevance is communicated in accessible ways (El-Shihy and Awaad, 2025). At the same time, the speed and volume of content can increase scepticism and make trust a necessary condition for image cues to influence intention. This reinforces the conceptual link from image to trust within the framework.
[bookmark: _Toc218343789]Brand image is commonly defined as the network of associations that consumers hold about a brand, including functional beliefs and symbolic meanings. Brand equity theory argues that strong, favourable and unique associations create value because they influence how consumers interpret information and evaluate choices (Keller, 1993). In retailer contexts, image can include perceptions of merchandise quality, price fairness, style relevance, store atmosphere and corporate values. Despite this, evidence from fashion retail contexts is mixed. While trust appears significant for premium or service-intensive retailers, its direct effect on purchase decision weakens in routine, low-risk shopping environments where consumers rely on price comparisons and convenience rather than relational cues (Kim and Peterson, 2017). Furthermore, some studies suggest that trust may operate indirectly through satisfaction or loyalty rather than exerting a direct influence on purchase decision (Wang et al., 2022). This ambiguity raises questions regarding the assumption that trust uniformly drives purchase behaviour across all retail formats.
[bookmark: _Toc220954485]Evidence Linking Brand Image to Purchase Decisions
Empirical studies generally find a positive relationship between brand image and purchase intention in fashion and retail markets. Research in fast fashion settings suggests that favourable retailer image increases purchase intention by shaping perceived value and by signalling social fit with trends (Setiawan and Sukresna, 2023). Studies also show that brand image can strengthen willingness to buy when consumers perceive the retailer as credible and consistent, which supports intention even under uncertainty (Ray and Nayak, 2023; Desveaud, 2024; Fetais et al., 2023). These findings support treating brand image as a direct predictor of purchase decision in the conceptual framework.
However, the strength of image effects varies across studies, which indicates the need to specify mechanisms and boundary conditions. One mechanism is self-congruity, where consumers are more likely to purchase when the retailer's image aligns with their self-identity. Evidence shows that self-congruity can strengthen satisfaction and behavioural intentions by making the shopping experience personally meaningful (Chen et al., 2021). This suggests that image effects may be stronger for retailers whose positioning is identity-relevant, such as fashion-forward formats, than for retailers where purchases are primarily utilitarian.
Another mechanism is perceived value, where image influences whether consumers interpret prices and quality as fair relative to expectations. Value theory argues that consumers evaluate offerings through a trade-off between perceived benefits and perceived sacrifices, meaning that image can act as a lens through which benefits are interpreted (Zeithaml, 1988). 
Brand image is also increasingly shaped by sustainability and social responsibility cues in fashion markets. Studies argue that sustainability communication can enhance brand image when claims are perceived as authentic and when they fit consumer values. Empirical evidence suggests that sustainability narratives influence consumer perceptions and behavioural intentions in fashion retail, although effects depend on credibility and the consumer’s scepticism toward marketing claims (Ray and Nayak, 2023). Despite this, evidence from fashion retail contexts is mixed. While trust appears significant for premium or service-intensive retailers, its direct effect on purchase decision weakens in routine, low-risk shopping environments where consumers rely on price comparisons and convenience rather than relational cues (Kim and Peterson, 2017). Also, some studies suggest that trust may operate indirectly through satisfaction or loyalty rather than exerting a direct influence on purchase decision (Wang et al., 2022). This ambiguity raises questions regarding the assumption that trust uniformly drives purchase behaviour across all retail formats.
[bookmark: _Toc218343790][bookmark: _Toc220954486]Contradictions, Limitations and Context Dependence
A key limitation in the brand image literature is inconsistency in measurement and in the outcomes used to represent purchase decisions. Some studies focus on general purchase intention, while others use willingness to pay, repurchase intention or recommendation intentions as outcomes. This makes it difficult to compare effect sizes across contexts and complicates managerial translation because the same 'image' scale may not capture the same meaning across retailers. Methodological critiques highlight that construct definitions and measurement choices can inflate or deflate observed relationships, particularly in cross-sectional surveys where common method variance is a risk (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
[bookmark: _Toc218343791]In the same way, some authors believe that likability, emotional attachment and long-term relationships will lead to loyalty, especially in heritage brands (Oliver, 1999). In opposition, some research reveals that loyalty in fast fashion is motivated by conviviality and accessibility rather than a real, profound psychological tie (Park and Lennon, 2006). These results contribute to past theory by demonstrating that loyalty may not necessarily mean a long-lasting connection to the brand, especially in competitive fashion industries.
[bookmark: _Toc220954487]Implications For the Study’s Framework
Overall, the literature supports the expectation that brand image is positively associated with purchase decisions, while also indicating that effect sizes depend on context and on which image dimensions dominate consumer evaluation. The comparative focus on TK Maxx, H&M and M&S, therefore, provides an opportunity to examine whether image is a stronger driver in fashion-forward formats or whether it remains influential in value-focused formats through perceived value and risk reduction mechanisms. The review also indicates that image should be considered alongside trust and loyalty because image may operate partly through these relationship variables. These insights inform the study’s hypotheses by positioning brand image as a direct driver of purchase decision and as a plausible antecedent to trust and loyalty.
In sum, the literature seems to favour a positive relationship between BL and PD, but what is still less clear is that this relationship depends on retail format context and market conditions. Although loyalty is still a force to be reckoned with in traditional retail settings, its presence is not as straightforward within the fast fashion and value systems. With these confounding inconsistencies, the study seeks to verify empirically whether brand loyalty influences consumer purchase decisions for three diverse UK fashion retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc218343792][bookmark: _Toc220954488]Brand trust in fashion retail
[bookmark: _Toc218343793][bookmark: _Toc220954489]Defining Brand Trust and Why It Matters In Omnichannel Fashion
Brand trust refers to a consumer’s confidence that a brand will deliver promised value and act reliably in situations where outcomes cannot be fully verified in advance. Trust theory emphasises that trust reduces perceived risk and enables exchange when consumers must be vulnerable to the actions of the seller. Yet evidence for these associations is mixed. Some findings sustain the sequence reality from image through trust to loyalty (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2001), while for certain others, such a dimension may work simultaneously as opposed to serially (Bennett and Rundle-Thiele, 2004). This paradox indicates that the single pathway may be too simplistic for explaining consumer decisions when they shop in complex retail outlets.
In contrast, trust is not purely an emotional response, and many frameworks conceptualise it as comprising beliefs about competence, integrity and benevolence. In fashion retail, competence relates to delivering correct items on time and enabling smooth returns, integrity relates to honest communication about pricing and product features, and benevolence relates to how the retailer treats customers when problems occur. These dimensions are relevant because fashion purchases often involve fit risk, meaning that trust in returns and customer service can influence whether a consumer is willing to buy. As omnichannel journeys become more complex, trust also depends on data handling and privacy practices that may be less visible to consumers (Wang et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc218343794][bookmark: _Toc220954490]Transparency, Authenticity and Multichannel Trust Formation
Recent research argues that consumer trust is shaped not only by information availability but also by perceived transparency, which reflects clarity, disclosure and the sense that a brand is not hiding relevant details (Sansome et al., 2024; Guerra-Tamez et al., 2024). A transparency framework specifies that consumers evaluate brands through multiple dimensions of perceived openness, which can shape credibility and reduce scepticism toward claims (Sansome et al., 2024). In fashion retail, transparency can relate to pricing explanations, return policies and supply chain disclosure, making it relevant to both brand trust and brand image. However, authenticity seeking adds another layer because consumers often reward brands that appear genuine and aligned with their values. Conceptual work on authenticity seeking suggests that authenticity can have contingent effects on evaluation and behaviour depending on the consumer’s motives and the market context (Bartsch et al., 2022). 
Multichannel retailing further complicates trust because consumers may form separate trust judgments for online and offline channels and then integrate them into an overall evaluation of the retailer. Evidence suggests that online and offline trust can both influence buying intention, implying that inconsistencies across channels can weaken overall confidence (Nosi et al., 2022). Research in multichannel retailing also indicates that trust and attachment interact to shape loyalty intentions, reinforcing the importance of treating trust as a relationship construct rather than as a generic attitude (Frasquet et al., 2017). These findings strengthen the rationale for a UK omnichannel study that considers trust alongside image and loyalty.
Empirical research generally indicates that trust is positively associated with purchase intention in digital and retail contexts. A meta-analysis of online trust and purchase intention reports that trust has a meaningful direct effect on intention and can mediate the influence of other variables such as perceived usefulness and perceived risk (Wang et al., 2022). This supports the inclusion of trust as a direct predictor of purchase decision in the present framework, particularly because the survey captures current consumer perceptions rather than longitudinal relationship development.
Research also indicates that trust can help explain why brand image is linked to behavioural intentions (Bartsch et al., 2022; Guerra-Tamez et al., 2024; Sansome et al., 2024). When consumers hold positive associations about a retailer, they may infer reliability and ethical conduct, which increases trust and supports purchase intention. Trust, therefore, offers a mechanism that connects symbolic beliefs to behavioural intentions by reducing perceived uncertainty about the transaction outcome. This logic is consistent with studies that integrate brand image and trust in predicting purchase behaviour, particularly in markets characterised by information asymmetry (Cretu and Brodie, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc218343795][bookmark: _Toc220954491]Trust Challenges In Contemporary Fashion Retail
The contemporary digital environment introduces challenges that can weaken trust and change how consumers interpret brand communications. Consumers are increasingly exposed to misinformation, manipulated visuals and deceptive endorsements, which can reduce confidence in the authenticity of marketing content. Research on deepfake and synthetic media risks suggests that such technologies can harm trust in digital communications by increasing perceived uncertainty about what is real (Sivathanu et al., 2023). In fashion retail, where visual content strongly influences evaluation, these risks may have practical relevance for how consumers assess credibility.
Platform conditions can also shape trust by changing how consumers perceive control over transactions. Research in digital commerce highlights that perceived platform security and privacy protection influence trust and willingness to purchase. Studies argue that consumers form trust judgments partly from institutional cues such as payment security indicators and transparent policies (Lăzăroiu et al., 2020). This implies that trust may differ across retailers not only due to brand heritage but also due to differences in digital interface quality and policy transparency.
Another emerging trust issue involves the use of artificial intelligence in marketing and customer service. AI-enabled personalisation can improve relevance and convenience, yet it can also raise concerns about surveillance, manipulation or unfair treatment. Recent work suggests that consumers evaluate AI systems partly through perceptions of transparency and accountability, which can affect trust in the brand using those systems (Sansome et al., 2024). For fashion retailers, this suggests that trust is not only about fulfilment performance but also about the perceived ethics and governance of data-driven practices.
[bookmark: _Toc218343796][bookmark: _Toc220954492]Contradictions, Limitations and Implications
Despite broad support for trust effects, the literature contains unresolved issues that matter for this dissertation. One issue is whether trust adds explanatory power once loyalty is considered, because trust and loyalty can be closely related in mature relationships. Some studies report that trust strongly predicts intention, while others suggest that its effect becomes weaker when loyalty or commitment measures are included, implying overlapping variance (Khodakarami et al., 2024; Khodakarami et al., 2024). This extends the importance of modelling trust and loyalty as separate constructs to test whether each contributes uniquely to purchase decisions in fashion retail (Diallo et al., 2020).
A second limitation is the dominance of single-context studies, which makes it unclear whether trust plays the same role across different retail formats. In some formats, trust may be built through performance reliability and returns processes, while in other formats it may be built through perceived ethical behaviour or long-standing heritage. These different pathways imply that trust might be a stronger driver for retailers where perceived risk is higher or where the customer relationship is more service-intensive. Comparing TK Maxx, H&M, and M&S, therefore, offers a way to test whether trust is uniformly influential or format contingent (Desveaud et al., 2024).
Overall, empirical results on their relative and joint effects are found to be mixed due to strong theoretical relationships among brand image, brand trust, and behaviour in the literature. Comparative studies across retail formats are also lacking. As the findings are mixed and highly context dependent, this research is simultaneously testing the influence of brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty on consumer purchase behaviour in a comparative fashion retail UK setting.
[bookmark: _Toc218343797][bookmark: _Toc220954493]Brand loyalty in fashion retail
[bookmark: _Toc218343798][bookmark: _Toc220954494]Conceptualising Loyalty In a Competitive Retail Environment
Brand loyalty is a central outcome in marketing because it reflects the consumer’s propensity to choose the same brand repeatedly and to resist switching. In contrast, loyalty is conceptually complex because it can refer to repeated behaviour, attitudinal preference or both. Classic reviews argue that behavioural repetition alone can be misleading in markets with high promotion intensity, because repeat purchase may reflect convenience or price rather than commitment (Uncles et al., 2003). However, in fashion retail, where promotions are frequent and product availability changes quickly, attitudinal loyalty is particularly relevant because it captures preference even when purchases are intermittent. Many contemporary frameworks, therefore, treat loyalty as a multidimensional construct that includes cognitive, affective and conative components. Under this view, loyalty reflects favourable evaluation of the retailer, emotional attachment and intention to repurchase. Meta-analytic work suggests that loyalty antecedents differ across contexts and that the relative importance of factors such as satisfaction, trust and perceived value varies by market characteristics (Desveaud et al., 2024). This context sensitivity is important for a comparative UK study because off-price, fast fashion and mainstream formats may produce different loyalty mechanisms.
[bookmark: _Toc218343799][bookmark: _Toc220954495]Evidence Linking Loyalty to Purchase Decisions
Studies consistently show that loyalty is positively associated with purchase intention and repurchase behaviour because loyal customers experience lower search costs and perceive higher relational value. Research in retailing indicates that loyalty predicts repeat purchase intentions and can also influence willingness to recommend, which supports customer acquisition through word of mouth (Khodakarami et al., 2024; Qalati et al., 2021). Empirical evidence in service and retail contexts suggests that loyal customers are less sensitive to competitor promotions because they place greater value on the relationship and expected consistency (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). This extends the expectation that loyalty will have a direct positive association with purchase decision in the present study.
Brand communities and social media engagement can also strengthen loyalty by increasing identification and interaction with the brand. Research suggests that online brand communities can cultivate emotional attachment and increase repurchase intentions, although the effects depend on community quality and perceived authenticity (Ebrahim, 2020). In addition, fast fashion has created a high rate of product turnover and quick trend cycles that could erode loyalty in the long run, even if consumers showed frequent purchasing behaviour (Barnes and Lea-Greenwood, 2010). Conversely, traditional retailers with strong brand history may engage a longer-lasting loyalty based on perceived trust and credence (Keller, 2013). These distinctions also suggest that loyalty operates in a uniform manner among fashion retail formats.
[bookmark: _Toc218343800][bookmark: _Toc220954496]Loyalty Programmes, Switching Costs and Competitive Overlap
Loyalty programmes are widely used in retail to encourage repeat purchasing by offering rewards and personalised benefits. Evidence suggests that programme membership can increase retention when customers perceive rewards as valuable and when the programme supports a sense of recognition. At the same time, consumers often belong to multiple programmes, which can reduce the exclusivity of programme-driven loyalty. Research on programme overlap indicates that multi-membership can dilute the behavioural impact of any single programme because shoppers can spread purchases across brands while still collecting benefits (Khodakarami et al., 2024). However, these insights matter for interpreting loyalty in UK fashion retail because shoppers frequently buy across multiple retailers and may use promotions strategically. Programme overlap and promotion intensity can therefore create a gap between attitudinal loyalty and observed behaviour. Moreover, digitalisation and omnichannel shopping have had a major impact on consumer switching behaviour as consumers can easily search, compare prices and offerings of retailers (Verhoef et al., 2009). Thus, consumers’ loyalty may not lead to purchase intention, especially in the case of young generation and price sensitive clients14 (Kumar et al., 2013). For the present study, this implies that loyalty should be interpreted as a preference orientation that makes purchase more likely, while recognising that actual purchase behaviour may still vary with price, stock availability and seasonal needs. This framing helps reconcile why loyalty may appear strong in surveys even when market switching remains common (Uncles et al., 2003). 
[bookmark: _Toc218343801][bookmark: _Toc220954497]Distinguishing Engagement, Brand Love and Loyalty
A recurring conceptual issue in the literature is the tendency to blur engagement, brand love and loyalty, even though they refer to different relationship states. Relationship theory argues that consumers can form varied relationships with brands that differ in intensity and meaning, implying that interaction does not automatically equal commitment (Fournier, 1998). Engagement typically reflects short-term interaction and attention, which can support awareness and image but may not translate into repeat purchase unless it builds trust and preference. Recent work on the brand love–loyalty relationship suggests that affection can strengthen loyalty, but the link is not automatic and depends on the broader relationship context (Robertson et al., 2022).
In fashion retail, engagement through social content can raise interest and perceived relevance, yet loyalty requires sustained satisfaction, trust and value over time. This distinction supports the dissertation’s decision to treat loyalty as an attitudinal commitment that is closer to repurchase orientation than engagement metrics. It also clarifies why social media activities are discussed as antecedents that can shape image and trust, rather than being treated as proxies for loyalty itself. Maintaining this conceptual separation improves theoretical precision and reduces the risk of overclaiming from cross-sectional survey measures (Uncles et al., 2003).
Another boundary condition is the role of value and price. Off-price formats can attract shoppers who prioritise bargains and variety, which can reduce the likelihood of exclusive loyalty because the shopping motive is opportunistic. However, off-price retailers can still build loyalty by creating a distinctive treasure-hunt experience and by maintaining acceptable quality standards that reduce perceived risk. This duality suggests that loyalty in off-price retail might be more experiential and less identity-driven than loyalty in fast fashion or heritage formats (Desveaud et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc218343802]To conclude, although brand loyalty is assumed to be a strong predictor of purchase behaviour, evidence in the fashion retail context is mixed and highly specific. Brand loyalty is more consistent in conventional retail channels and conditional in fast fashion and value formats. Given that previous research provides conflicting results and little cross-sectional analysis, this paper investigates the impact of brand loyalty on purchase intention empirically in three different UK fashion retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc220954498]Integrating brand image, trust and loyalty
[bookmark: _Toc218343803][bookmark: _Toc220954499]Direct and Indirect Effects in Integrated Models
A further integrative lens is brand credibility, which explains how consumers use branding signals to infer whether a seller’s claims are believable. Credibility theory argues that consumers face information costs and uncertainty and therefore rely on credible brands as risk-reducing signals when forming consideration sets and making choices (Erdem and Swait, 2004). Similarly, in retail settings, credibility can be reinforced by consistent pricing policies, reliable service performance and coherent communication across channels. This perspective helps clarify why brand image alone may not be sufficient, since attractive associations may influence attention but may not convert into intention unless the consumer believes the retailer will deliver. It also provides a conceptual bridge between image and trust by suggesting that favourable associations become behaviourally relevant when they are perceived as credible.
Mediating pathways are particularly important when consumers rely on cues rather than direct inspection. Evidence from online and social commerce indicates that website and service quality can influence purchase intention through trust and perceived risk, implying that trust converts quality cues into behavioural intention (Qalati et al., 2021). Cross-channel research also suggests that design cues and perceived brand equity may operate largely through trust rather than through image alone, indicating that credibility is required to translate favourable perceptions into buying intentions (Chen and Hou, 2025). These findings strengthen the theoretical basis for linking brand image to trust in the conceptual framework.
In addition to the image–trust link, the trust–loyalty link is strongly supported in relationship marketing theory. Trust can lead to loyalty because confidence in the brand reduces anxiety about future transactions and increases willingness to commit to the relationship. However,  the relation types and strengths in practice are not demonstrated with statistical facts. Although some authors propose that the process is sequential (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman, 2001), others indicate that brand image, trust and loyalty could coexist (Bennett and Rundle-Thiele, 2004) as alternative forces influencing purchase intentions. This paradox challenges the notion of a rigid hierarchical process being followed in the consumer's purchase decision.
[bookmark: _Toc218343804][bookmark: _Toc220954500]Evidence Specific to Fashion and Sustainability Contexts
In fashion contexts, the image–trust–loyalty chain can be shaped by authenticity and sustainability cues. Consumers may interpret credible sustainability activity as evidence of integrity, which can strengthen trust and lead to loyalty. Studies modelling corporate social responsibility effects indicate that trust and loyalty can mediate the influence of sustainability perceptions on purchase intentions, although effects vary by consumer values and scepticism (Huo et al., 2022). This suggests that trust plays a bridging role between image-related cues and behavioural intentions in markets where ethical claims are salient.
Evidence also indicates that image-based effects can be constrained when consumers perceive inconsistencies between sustainability claims and business practices. Research in fast fashion suggests that sustainability-related image improvements can be limited by value conflicts between ethics and affordability, which can reduce the incremental effect of sustainability cues on intention (Neha et al., 2024). Other work argues that scepticism toward sustainability messaging signals diminishing returns when communication outpaces operational change, which can weaken the image–intention pathway (Ray and Nayak, 2023). These findings imply that trust is likely to be a key condition for an image to translate into purchase intention in competitive fashion retail.
[bookmark: _Toc218343805][bookmark: _Toc220954501]Boundary Conditions and the Need for Comparative Tests
Despite support for integrated pathways, the literature provides limited clarity on how these relationships differ across retail formats. Many studies are based on luxury or single-category settings, which may not transfer to value-focused retailers where price and variety dominate. A recent systematic review notes that brand image effects on loyalty are robust in many contexts but that the strength of relationships depends on category characteristics and measurement approaches (Tahir et al., 2024). This motivates comparative testing across off-price, fast fashion and mainstream formats in one market using harmonised measures.
Another boundary condition is operational shock and availability. Recent evidence shows that stockouts prompt substitution even among otherwise loyal shoppers, which implies that situational constraints can override attitudinal loyalty in the short run (Khan and DePaoli, 2023). Nevertheless, there has been little empirical research studying how these constructs are related across various fashion retail formats operating in the same national market. It is still unknown which one of these (image, trust or loyalty) influences purchase decision to the greatest extent when taken simultaneously. Closing this gap is important for theoretical as well as managerial reasons.
Overall, there is a strong conceptual association between brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty from the review of literature, but empirical evidence on their relative and combined effects for purchasing remain inconsistent. Allison et al.'s (2002) work is not comparable to this paper, as there's no other multi-brand comparative research in the UK fashion retailing industry. Given the inconsistent evidence on this issue, a relative quantitative research design examines simultaneously brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty influence consumer purchase decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc218343806][bookmark: _Toc220954502]Shopper segmentation and potential moderators in the UK fashion market
Consumer decision processes in fashion retail are shaped by individual characteristics that can moderate how brand constructs influence purchase decisions. Age, digital confidence and shopping frequency can influence which cues are considered reliable and which benefits are sought. Evidence suggests that younger consumers may place greater emphasis on trend fit and social meaning, while older consumers may weigh reliability and service assurance more heavily (Sivathanu et al., 2023). These differences matter because they imply that the same retailer image or trust cue could generate different purchase intentions across segments (El-Shihy and Awaad, 2025). On the other hand, digital literacy is another relevant segment factor because omnichannel retailing requires consumers to navigate websites, apps and digital payment systems. Research in technology-enabled shopping indicates that perceived ease of use and perceived security affect satisfaction and future use, which aligns with trust-focused mechanisms in online retail. When digital confidence is low, consumers may place more weight on trust cues such as clear policies and reliable customer service. This implies that trust may be a stronger driver of purchase decisions for consumers who perceive higher uncertainty in online shopping (Wang et al., 2022).
However, shopping frequency can also shape the role of loyalty and trust because frequent shoppers accumulate more experience with a retailer and might have more opportunities to develop habitual preferences. Frequent interaction can strengthen loyalty through familiarity and reduced cognitive effort, meaning that loyal customers may rely more on habit and less on evaluative search. However, frequent shoppers are also exposed to promotions and competitor offers, which can weaken exclusive loyalty when switching costs are low. Research on customer journeys suggests that repeated positive experiences across touchpoints can strengthen relationship quality, implying that frequency is relevant to how loyalty and trust operate in practice (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016).
Segment effects can also interact with sustainability and ethical concerns. Some evidence suggests that segments differ in how they interpret sustainability claims and in how much they are willing to trade off price for ethical benefits.  This contradicts, when values-based motivations are strong, brand image cues related to responsibility may have lower influence on purchase intentions (Wang et al., 2022). When scepticism is high, these cues may primarily affect trust rather than intention, implying that segment composition can change which construct is most predictive (Ray and Nayak, 2023).
These considerations support including demographic measures and shopping behaviour indicators in the survey to explore whether relationships differ across segments. While the dissertation’s core purpose is to test the main relationships among image, trust, and loyalty and purchase decision, segment comparisons can indicate whether managerial strategies should be differentiated. The comparative retailer focus further strengthens this point because each retailer format may appeal to different segments, which could partly explain differences in observed relationships. The next section, therefore, consolidates the review by identifying the specific research gaps that remain and by deriving hypotheses that can be tested with a cross-sectional survey design.
[bookmark: _Toc218343807][bookmark: _Toc220954503]Research gaps and hypothesis development
The review also highlights a managerial gap in evidence that compares retailers within one study design, which is critical for allocating resources between branding, trust-building service investments and loyalty initiatives. When effect sizes are reported in separate studies, differences can reflect sampling and measurement rather than real market differences. A single-instrument comparison therefore offers an evidence base that is easier to interpret and apply to strategic decisions (Saunders et al., 2019). The critical review of literature reveals that brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty are widely recognised as influential factors in consumer purchase decisions. However, existing empirical evidence is characterised by inconsistency, contextual limitation and lack of comparative analysis. While many studies report positive relationships between these constructs and purchase behaviour, their relative strength and direct influence vary significantly across sectors, retail formats and consumer segments (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Meyer-Waarden, 2008).
In particular, three key gaps emerge from the literature. First, prior studies often examine brand image, trust and loyalty in isolation or through sequential models, rather than testing their simultaneous effects on purchase decisions. Second, the fashion retail literature provides mixed findings regarding whether trust and loyalty act as direct predictors of purchase behaviour or function indirectly through other constructs. Third, there is a clear lack of comparative research within the UK fashion retail market that evaluates these relationships across different retail formats using primary consumer data.
Because the existing literature is mixed and limited in comparative scope, this study addresses these gaps by empirically testing the direct effects of brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty on consumer purchase decisions within a comparative UK fashion retail framework. The following hypotheses are therefore proposed:
H1: Brand image has a significant effect on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market.
H2: Brand trust has a significant effect on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market.
H3: Brand loyalty has a significant effect on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market.
H4: The strength of the relationships between brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and purchase decisions differs across TK Maxx, H&M and Marks & Spencer.
These hypotheses were intentionally framed broadly to allow empirical testing of both expected and unexpected relationships across different retail formats.
[bookmark: _Toc218343808][bookmark: _Toc220954504]Conclusion
In this chapter, literature in brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and consumer purchase decision in the fashion retail environment is critically examined. Although the extant literature has contributed to a theoretical basis, empirical results are still conflicting and context-specific, especially in terms of different retail formats. The review discovered evidence of a knowledge gap around the concurrent trade effects of branding variables and lack of similar UK fashion retail studies. To address these lacunae, testable hypotheses and a conceptual framework were formed to inform the empirical analysis. In the following the methods used to test these hypotheses and address the research gaps discussed above are described.



[bookmark: _Toc220954505]Chapter Three: Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc220954506]Introduction
This chapter outlined and justified the methodological approach adopted to examine the relationships between brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty, and consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market, with specific reference to TK Maxx, H&M, and M&S. It explained the philosophical stance, research approach, design, sampling strategy, measurement procedures, and analytical techniques employed to address the study’s research questions and hypotheses. Rather than describing procedures in detail at this stage, the chapter focused on establishing coherence between the research aim, the conceptual framework developed in Chapter Two, and the chosen quantitative methodology. The chapter concluded by acknowledging methodological limitations and outlining how these were considered when interpreting findings in the subsequent chapters.
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[bookmark: _Toc220767787]Figure 2: Research onion (Saunders et. Al, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc220954507]Methodology overview and the Research Onion
The research design was structured using the Research Onion framework (Saunders et al., 2019), which provided a systematic way to align philosophical assumptions with data collection and analysis decisions. At the outer layer, a positivist philosophy supported objective measurement of consumer perceptions. The deductive approach reflected the theory-driven nature of the study, testing hypotheses derived from branding, trust, and loyalty literature. The mono-method quantitative choice aligned with the study’s aim to compare effect sizes across retailers using standardised measures. At the core of the onion, a cross-sectional online survey enabled efficient data collection from UK fashion consumers within the MSc timeframe. This framework is particularly suitable because it ensured consistency between the conceptual model (brand image, trust, loyalty → purchase decision) and the statistical techniques used to test it. However, the tools used wer online surveys, Likert-scale measurements, as well as statistical techniques such as correlations, ANOVA and regression.
[bookmark: _Toc220954508]RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY
The study followed the Positivist paradigm. Positivism believes that social phenomena can be measured objectively through observable indicators, and such relationships between variables could then be tested statistically. (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). This standpoint is suitable for the study at hand since it investigates well-defined constructs, brand image, trust, loyalty and purchase decision, based on standardised scales with numerical analysis. (Bryman and Bell, 2022) Positivism also supported the dissertation’s objectives to compare predictors across three retailers using similar measures and statistical inference (Saunders et al., 2019).
The model did not forget that consumer perceptions are subjective and therefore experiences, but it also considered them to be measurable attitudes measured by reliable scales. (Bryman and Bell, 2022). This is in line with convention in mainstream marketing and consumer behaviour research, where psychological constructs tend to be operationalised through survey indicators and subjected to statistical analysis. (Hair et al., 2021). However, positivism relies on self-reported perceptual data, which may not fully capture the complexity of consumer behaviour (Saunders et al., 2019). This limitation was recognised and addressed through cautious interpretation of results and explicit acknowledgement of the study’s cross-sectional nature.
[bookmark: _Toc220954509]Research Approach and Theoretical Alignment
The approach was deductive; it analysed expectations derived from the existing theory and evidence. (Saunders et al., 2019) The first model presented direct relationships from brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty to the purchase decision, along with a cross-retail pair analysis and subgroup analyses by age and shopping frequency. Such reasoning is akin to deductive research, in which relationships informed by theory are tested with quantitative data. (Creswell and Creswell, 2018)
The theoretical foundation was grounded on the Theory of Planned Behaviour and focuses on aspects of intention. (Ajzen, 2011) TPB lends itself to purchase outcomes as it is intended to explain how beliefs and attitudes influence behavioural intention. (Armitage and Conner, 2001) In the present study, brand image may be viewed as a combination of beliefs about the attitudes towards a retailer, but trust is a discernment about risk and reliability, which can enhance intention. (Ajzen, 2011). The insight still reflects a concern about the boundaries of TPB, especially that self-reports obtained in cross-sectional studies predict intention better than actual purchasing behaviour. (Ajzen, 2011). Each hypothesis presented in Chapter Two is directly tested through correlation, ANOVA, and multiple regression analysis in Chapter Four, ensuring clear alignment between theory, research questions, and analytical strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc220954510]Methodological choice
The study was conducted using a mono-method quantitative approach; hence, only one form of substantive quantitative method is used for data collection and analysis (Saunders et al., 2019). A mono-method design can be defended because the research is intended to test relationships and compare effect sizes among retailers with quantifiable variables. (Bryman​ and Bell, 2022).  All research was desktop-based and performed online. Data wer collected through an online form (Microsoft Forms) that were filled out by adults in the United Kingdom. Analysis and write-up were performed by the researcher within secure university or home office premises. Data were kept in password-protected files that could be accessed by the principal investigator only. Such arrangements can help to maintain the secrecy and outset of physical fieldwork risks (Saunders et al., 2019). This choice ensured methodological coherence by focusing on measurable constructs and enabling direct comparison across retailers. The design was also appropriate given time constraints, resource limitations, and the study’s emphasis on estimating relative influence rather than exploring subjective meanings. 
[bookmark: _Toc220954511]Research Strategy
A survey research strategy was adopted to obtain comparable data from a geographically dispersed UK sample (Fowler, 2013). Survey-based studies are relevant when investigators want comparable data from a particular population to analyse associations between variables within a sample (Fowler, 2013). Surveys also support comparisons between sub-samples if identical measures are used between groups (Bryman and Bell, 2022). This matters here because the study contrasted brand drivers among three shops all operating within the same UK market.
The survey was distributed through Microsoft Forms online, which offered flexible recruitment, mobile-responsive responses, and automatic exportation of the dataset for further analysis (Saunders et al., 2019). The use of an online survey was also relevant where the research activity is desk-based, and participants are widely geographically dispersed throughout the UK (Bryman and Bell, 2022). A limitation of survey research was the potential for response bias and self-selection effects. This was mitigated through clear screening criteria, anonymity assurances, concise questionnaire design, and attention-check items.
[bookmark: _Toc220954512]Time horizon
The study was cross-sectional and did not follow changes over time (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Cross-sectional types can be appropriate for analysing the correlation between attitudes and intentions at a given period when time and resources are limited. (Saunders et al., 2019) This time period fitted with the aim of the dissertation, to give a comparative point for brand image, trust, loyalty and purchase decision in the context of the present UK fashion retail environments.
There was no intention to postulate a causal structure in a cross-sectional design. (Bryman and Bell, 2022). This research, hence, interpreted the regression coefficients as estimates of the strength of association rather than making causal statements (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc220954513]Target population and Sampling Technique
The target population werr the United Kingdom residents aged 18 years and above who hadpurchased within the last six months at either TK Maxx, H&M, or M&S. The definition was aimed at having the data capture recent experience of consumers and up-to-date brand perception that would be relevant to the study objectives (Saunders et al., 2019). There wer no vulnerable populations, and they are free and anonymous.  
Since there was no extensive public list of UK shoppers who shop in the above-mentioned retailers, the research was non-probability (online-based) in nature (Bryman and Bell, 2022). The selection frame was thus operationally defined as adults accessible via the online medium and meeting the screening criteria. A convenience sample was used, and screening questions were used to facilitate convenience sampling. The convenience sampling is often employed in consumer research when the interest is to test theoretical relationships cost-effectively, as opposed to estimating population parameters with high levels of representativeness (Bryman and Bell, 2022). The screening ensured that only qualified participants who fall within the target criteria will provide the data.  
In order to compare the results across retailers, recruitment messages were sent to invite all of the shoppers in each of the retailers, and it is hoped that a more or less equal mix of TK Maxx, H&M, and M&S respondents will be realised. This goal is viewed as a practical recruitment goal as opposed to a strict quota design (Saunders et al., 2019). 
The research expected that there would be some loss of data in the cleaning processes, including the elimination of unfinished responses and the dropout of the participants who would not pass the attention test. The process of data cleaning was also a quality protection, but not a post-hoc decision (Pallant, 2020). Thus, the sampling strategy aimed to achieve a few more than 100 raw responses, knowing that study would need to exclude some data on unrelated products, loading times and other issues (Pallant 2020) to obtain at least 100 usable completed surveys. But the final sample was 111, which is more than the target sample. Eligibility to participate in the study required that HTs be 18 years or older, have been resident in the UK and purchased items from TK Maxx, H&M or M&S within the last six months (which helped minimise recall bias and ensured that their responses were based on recent brand exposure) (Fowler, 2013). Incomplete responses and participants who failed the attention check were kept in accordance with a pre-specified quality control procedure (rather than a post-hoc decision; Pallant, 2020). No incentives were provided to reduce the potential for undue influence and maintain the voluntary nature of participation (Saunders et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc220954514]Survey Instrument and Questionnaire Design
The research tool was a short online questionnaire to minimise respondent fatigue and the concern about poor answering performance in online surveys (Fowler, 2013). Entries were in plain (ie, non-technical, everyday) language that would be accessible to a general consumer audience. The survey format was mobile and accessibility accessible to promote participatory inclusivity, a factor likely to enhance completion rates (Saunders et al., 2019). There were four sections to the questionnaire. The first part included participant identification, consent, screening questions and retailer choice. The second part included demographic and shopping frequency information. The third section assessed brand image, brand trust and brand loyalty based on confirmed Likert-type scales tailored for the chosen retailer. The last part was the purchase decision, measured with purchase intention and likelihood items based on the theoretical framework of the study. Scale items were drawn from existing research to suit the UK fashion retail setting and ascertain that construct validity was not compromised. We used a uniform 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree) as it is commonly employed for consumer attitude measurement, assists reliability testing and keeps the questionnaire brief (Bryman and Bell, 2022; Fowler, 2013). In order to make sure that each respondent considered only one clearly selected retailer, the survey involved a question which required respondents to indicate whether they had bought from specifically TK Maxx, H&M or M&S in their most recent purchase (within 6 months). The remaining items mentioned the chosen vendor by name, were participant-centred , their responses in a common brand frame and increased the face validity of comparisons across conditions (Fowler, 2013; Hair et al., 2021). This method allowed comparative analysis since the same constructs will be measured in groups of retailers with the help of identical items. Predictor effects can only be compared meaningfully when the predictions are consistent (Hair et al., 2021).  
[bookmark: _Toc220954515]Measurement of constructs  
Multi-item scales were used to measure all constructs to enhance reliability and reduce measurement error, which is standard practice in business and consumer research (Hair et al., 2021). All items were measured using consistent Likert-scale formats and recoded before analysis to ensure that higher scores consistently reflected higher levels of the underlying construct.
Brand Image: Brand image was measured using multiple items capturing overall impression, style fit, perceived value, and brand distinctiveness, reflecting both functional and symbolic associations (Keller, 1993; Chen et al., 2021).
Brand Trust: Brand trust was measured using items assessing perceived reliability, honesty, and confidence in the retailer’s ability to deliver on promises, consistent with established trust scales in retail and digital contexts (Delgado-Ballester, 2004; Wang et al., 2022).
Brand Loyalty: Brand loyalty was operationalised as attitudinal loyalty, including preference for the retailer, intention to repurchase, and resistance to switching to competitors, in line with contemporary retail loyalty research (Diallo et al., 2020).
Purchase Decision: Purchase decision was measured using items capturing purchase intention and self-reported likelihood of future purchase, consistent with the Theory of Planned Behaviour and prior consumer research (Ajzen, 2011).
Demographics were consist of age group and gender, as well as basic shopping frequency indicators pertaining to fashion buying. Such variables were included due to the findings of the prior studies that show that consumers tend to react to branding and digital touchpoints differently depending on their age and shopping behaviour (Elsehihy and Awaad, 2025). Subgroup comparisons and potential moderators in regressions were age band and shopping frequency.  Firstly, shopping frequency was a simple categorical item relative to the frequency of purchases of fashion products in the chosen retailer by the participant. Frequency captured behavioural experience with the retailer and has the potential to affect behavioural attitudes to intention (Desveaud et al., 2024).  
Through online surveys, there was always low participation rate and irresponsible responsiveness. The research tackled this by eliminating such risks through a short completion time, use of simple language, and a straightforward layout that eliminates cognitive load (Fowler, 2013). In the survey, there was an attention-check item that is included in a Likert section to determine random responding. One of the major protection regularly used in online research designs is attention checks (Pallant, 2020).  
The data was filtered on straight-lining patterns and unreasonably short completion times, which might represent low-quality responses. These checklists were implemented regularly on the basis of established criteria to prevent discriminatory banishment (Pallant, 2019). Social desirability pressure was also minimised in the study because it underlined the importance of anonymity and indicates that there were no correct or incorrect answers. Attitudinal reporting might be enhanced through the use of anonymity (Saunders et al., 2019).  
[bookmark: _Toc220954516]Data Collection and Data Preparation Procedure 
The data was done in a step-wise manner. The first step involved the subjects being informed of what the study would entail by reading a statement of information about the study goals, the nature of the research, and the treatment of the data. Participants were then asked to give their consent before going on; therefore, informed participation was achieved (Saunders et al., 2019). The eligibility was determined by screening questions, and then the participants are instructed to fill in the questionnaire sections.  Data were collected using Microsoft Forms over a defined collection period. Responses were screened for eligibility, completeness, attention-check compliance, and response patterns. The method enhanced completeness and minimises the use of imputation (Pallant, 2020). The analysis of the responses was done in a secure file format that was downloaded and analysed by using statistical software.  
The dataset was cleaned and filtered before hypothesis testing. Data screening involved verifying whether the data is complete, eliminating those cases that are not eligible and those that could not pass the attention cheque. The above sequence qualified the validation due to the fact that it lead to the reflection of the target population and the quality of the acceptable responses in the analysed dataset (Pallant, 2020).  
The research ensured the absence of outliers and abnormal trends that might skew regressions. The significance of outlier evaluation in multiple regression was that the extreme values might affect coefficients disproportionately (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019). Sensitivity checks were done where necessary to ensure that results are not distorted by a few cases.
[bookmark: _Toc220954517]Data analysis plan
The analysis was in a sequential pattern as per the questions of the research. The analysis was started with descriptive statistics in order to provide a summary of the sample profile and general patterns of key variables. The central tendencies and distributions of a survey-based study were suited to be described (Pallant, 2020).  
Reliability was established for each multi-item construct utilising internal consistency tests before hypothesis testing. Cronbach’s alpha for brand image, trust, loyalty and purchase decision were also estimated to check that all items in each construct measured the same underlying phenomenon (Pallant, 2020;  Hair et al., 2021). 
Results of the correlation analysis were analysed to investigate the direction and strength of bivariate relationships between brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty, and purchase decision composite variables. However, Pearson correlation coefficient was used to explore relationships as a first step in advance of multivariable modelling when assumptions are satisfied (Pallant, 2020). A series of ANOVAs was performed to examine differences in mean for focal constructs and purchase decision by retailer group (TK Maxx, H&M, and M&S), as well as the selected demographic groups. Similarly, ANOVA was suitable to compare continuous outcome measures between more than two categorical groups and addressed the comparative research purposes of the study (Pallant, 2020). 
The main hypotheses were tested by conducting multiple regression analysis, and the perceptions of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty for consumer purchase decision were estimated taking into consideration other predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). This is in accordance with the conceptual framework, which posits parallel not sequential effects. Two further linear regressions were used in an additive manner to reinforce the comparative aspect. We first fit models separately for each subgroup of retailers where sample size allowed. Second, we applied pooled regressions that accounted for retailer-differences as a categorical factor to visit subsamples (Pallant, 2020; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019) in cases where differences in subgroup sizes may lead to a loss of statistical power.
Each analytical step was explicitly linked to research questions and hypotheses.
· Descriptive statistics: sample profile
· Reliability tests: scale consistency (H1–H3 prerequisites)
· Correlation analysis: preliminary hypothesis support
· ANOVA: retailer and demographic comparisons (RQ2)
· Multiple regression: hypothesis testing (H1–H6)
[bookmark: _Toc220954518]Reliability and validity considerations
Reliability was measured using Cronbach’s alpha for each multi-item construct. The validity of the scale was established by employing existing scales, unambiguous construct definitions and theoretically sound correlation pattern (Hair et al., 2021). It is understood that some constructs displayed lower internal consistency than recommended standards; such findings are presented openly in Chapter Four and considered critically in Chapter Five with respect to measuring constraints and interpretive caution. Common method variance is a potential risk in single-source, self-reported survey research. This risk was mitigated through procedural remedies, including clear construct separation, neutral wording, respondent anonymity, and the inclusion of an attention-check item (Pallant, 2020). No statistical test for common method variance (such as Harman’s single-factor test) was conducted; therefore, findings are interpreted with appropriate caution.
[bookmark: _Toc220954519]Ethical considerations
Ethical standards were upheld through informed consent, anonymity, voluntary participation, and secure data storage. Participants were provided with a plain-English information sheet explaining the purpose of the study, the nature of participation, the expected completion time, and how data would be used (Saunders et al., 2019). 
Participation was voluntary, and respondents could exit the survey at any time by closing their browser. Once submitted, responses were anonymous and could not be withdrawn, as no personal identifiers were collected (Bryman and Bell, 2022). The needs of accessibility are addressed with the help of the use of clear language, a shortened questionnaire and a mobile-friendly design, which would be compatible with assistive technologies. Inclusive design facilitates equitable inclusion and minimises obstacles to respondents with dissimilar communication requirements (Saunders et al., 2019).  
[bookmark: _Toc220954520]Methodological Limitations
Several constraints are acknowledged in this study. The cross-sectional design limited causal inference, and convenience sampling restricts representativeness (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Bryman and Bell, 2022). Therefore, regression results in Chapter Four were interpreted as evidence of association rather than causation. 
Self-reported measures might not fully reflected actual purchasing behaviour, as intentions did not always translate into observed actions (Ajzen, 2011). In addition, some subgroup and moderation analyses were limited by small cell sizes, and such results are interpreted cautiously and reported as exploratory rather than conclusive (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019).
Online recruitment might have resulted in a sample that is more digitally engaged than the general population, which could influence perceptions in an omnichannel retail context (Bryman and Bell, 2022). This limitation was partially addressed by interpreting findings within the context of digitally active UK fashion consumers rather than the population as a whole.
[bookmark: _Toc220954521]Conclusion
This chapter presented and justified the research methodology aligned with the study’s aims and conceptual framework. A quantitative, positivist, and deductive approach was adopted to test the proposed hypotheses. Chapter Four presents the empirical findings derived from the analyses outlined in this chapter, followed by critical interpretation and discussion in Chapter Five.


[bookmark: _Toc220954522]Chapter Four: Findings
[bookmark: _Toc220954523]Introduction 
Empirical research findings are presented in Chapter Four, and the quantitative data analysis undertaken to address the research purposes and questions is reported. The chapter is devoted to reporting on the sample properties and summary statistics of the statistical results following data analysis of survey responses from UK fashion consumers. Consistent with the study’s positivist, deductive research strategy, findings are organised analytically and presented systematically; descriptive and inferential statistics are reported without delving into interpretation and theoretical explanation (deferred to Chapter Five). 
The chapter then describes the profile and demographic details of those in the sample, presenting such features as age distribution, use of retailer and frequency of fashion shopping. Descriptive statistics describing the respondents' perceptions with respect to the key constructs investigated, brand image, brand trust, brand loyalty and purchase decision are reported next. Following this, the internal consistency (reliability) of the measurement scales for each of the constructs is examined using Cronbach’s alpha prior to testing hypotheses. 
This is followed by correlation analysis to provide an account of the magnitude, direction and statistical significance of the bivariate linkages for individual study constructs, thus providing initial statistical support for the proposed hypotheses. Multiple regression, in turn, yields the extent to which Brand Image, Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty predict Purchase Decision, including formal tests of hypotheses involving those purchase decision outcomes. ANOVA of the regression model and its associated results are presented where applicable for testing overall model significance.
[bookmark: _Toc220954524]Sample Profile and Descriptive Statistics
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the sample characteristics and to report descriptive statistics for the main study variables. This includes respondent demographics, retailer usage, and fashion shopping frequency, followed by descriptive measures of central tendency and dispersion for the key constructs.
[bookmark: _Toc219934335]Table 1:Sample Profile and Demographic Characteristics (N = 111)
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency (N)
	Percentage (%)

	Recent Purchase
	Purchased from TK Maxx, H&M or M&S in last six months
	111
	100.0

	Retailer Referenced
	H&M only
	17
	15.3

	
	M&S only
	8
	7.2

	
	TK Maxx only
	9
	8.1

	
	H&M and M&S
	41
	36.9

	
	H&M and TK Maxx
	4
	3.6

	
	M&S and H&M
	3
	2.7

	
	TK Maxx and H&M
	12
	10.8

	
	TK Maxx and M&S
	14
	12.6

	
	All three retailers
	1
	0.9

	Age Group
	18–24 years
	7
	6.3

	
	25–34 years
	73
	65.8

	
	35–44 years
	24
	21.6

	
	45–54 years
	7
	6.3

	Fashion Shopping Frequency
	Monthly
	10
	9.0

	
	Every 2–3 months
	29
	26.1

	
	Occasionally
	72
	64.9


A total of 111 valid responses were included in the final analysis. Respondents were UK consumers who had purchased from at least one of the selected retailers, TK Maxx, H&M, or Marks & Spencer, within the previous six months. The sample comprised a mix of age groups, genders, and shopping frequencies, providing a broad overview of consumer perceptions within the UK fashion retail context.
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Respondents were asked to select the name of the retailer they responded about, and responses revealed that most respondents shopped at more than one retailer. 
[image: ]

The age-group of 25–34 year-olds predominated, making up almost two-thirds of the total sample. The second largest group were the 35–44 year olds, with lower proportions in the 18–24 and 45–54s. This age distribution suggests that the sample was predominantly made up of young to mid-adult consumers; these are known to be heavily involved in the UK fashion market, and as such, have experienced both online and offline purchase channels.
[image: ]

In terms of shopping patten the most popular answer was that they shopped occasionally, with every 2 to 3 months becoming next in line. A smaller percentage of them reported monthly fashion shopping. This spread indicates the diversity of shopping frequency among the members, and it is necessary for later subgroup analysis and comparison purposes.
Below, descriptive statistics were used to examine central tendencies and dispersion for all measurement items. Overall, mean values for brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty items were above the midpoint of the five-point Likert scale, indicating generally favourable consumer perceptions across the three retailers.
[bookmark: _Toc219934336]Table 2: Descriptive Analysis Data of Brand Image
	
	This retailer has a positive overall image.
	This retailer fits my personal fashion style.
	This retailer offers good value for money.
	This retailer stands out from other fashion retailers.
	I have favourable associations with this retailer.

	Mean
	3.13
	3.78
	3.50
	3.71
	3.64

	Median
	3.00
	4.00
	3.00
	4.00
	4.00

	Std. Deviation
	.407
	.475
	.586
	.594
	.615

	Skewness
	3.413
	-.586
	.709
	.186
	.404

	Std. Error of Skewness
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229

	Kurtosis
	11.479
	.111
	-.458
	-.554
	-.641

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455



Table 2 describes the five variables for Brand Image. Mean values were between 3.13 and 3.78, and medians ranged from 3.00 to 4.00. SD’s ranged from 0.407 to 0.615, suggesting diversity in responses among items. Means for the brand image scale items descriptive statistics indicate that mean scores fall above the midpoint of the scale. The skewness ranged from –0.586 to 3.413, and kurtosis values varied between –0.641 and 11.479. The standard error of skewness and kurtosis was 0.229 and 0.455, respectively, for all items.
[bookmark: _Toc219934337]Table 3: Descriptive Analysis Data of Brand Trust
	
	I trust this retailer to deliver what it promises.
	This retailer is reliable when shopping online or in-store.
	I feel confident purchasing from this retailer.
	This retailer is honest in its communication with customers.
	I feel safe shopping with this retailer.

	Mean
	3.72
	3.68
	3.59
	3.67
	3.60

	Median
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00

	Std. Deviation
	.620
	.572
	.579
	.561
	.576

	Skewness
	.267
	.124
	.372
	.093
	.309

	Std. Error of Skewness
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229

	Kurtosis
	-.608
	-.605
	-.731
	-.678
	-.744

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455


Descriptive statistics for the Brand Trust items are presented in Table 3. The scales varied between 3.59 and 3.72, and the medians of all items were 4.00. The median scores on trust statements were consistently high (items agreed by 45–95% of patients). The norms at the different condyles had standard deviations of between 0.561 and 0.620. The skewness was 0.093 to 0.372; the kurtosis was –0.744 to –0.608, respectively. Standard errors of skewness and kurtosis were 0.229 and 0.455, respectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc219934338]Table 4: Descriptive Analysis Data of Brand Loyalty
	
	This retailer would be my first choice for fashion shopping.
	I intend to continue buying from this retailer.
	I would prefer this retailer over others offering similar products.
	I am unlikely to switch to another retailer easily.
	I would recommend this retailer to others.

	Mean
	3.63
	3.58
	3.70
	3.62
	3.68

	Median
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00

	Std. Deviation
	.571
	.549
	.566
	.557
	.556

	Skewness
	-.083
	.195
	.067
	.146
	.033

	Std. Error of Skewness
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229

	Kurtosis
	-.453
	-.994
	-.549
	-.831
	-.626

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455



Table 4 summarises the descriptive statistics for the Brand Loyalty scale. Item mean scores ranged from 3.58 to 3.70, and all medians were 4.00. Standard deviations varied between 0.549 and 0.571. The skewness ranged from -0.083 to 0.195, and the kurtosis ranged from -0.994 to -0.453. The standard errors for skewness and kurtosis were 0.229 and 0.455, respectively. The loyalty items had skewness and kurtosis statistics near zero, representing moderately symmetrical distributions. 
[bookmark: _Toc219934339]Table 5: Descriptive Analysis Data of Purchase Decision
	
	I am likely to purchase from this retailer again soon.
	I intend to buy fashion products from this retailer in the near future.
	I would actively consider this retailer when shopping for fashion.
	This retailer influences my final purchase decision.
	I feel motivated to buy from this retailer.

	Mean
	3.67
	3.62
	3.59
	3.62
	3.88

	Median
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00

	Std. Deviation
	.545
	.505
	.530
	.557
	.500

	Skewness
	-.013
	-.292
	.022
	.146
	-.235

	Std. Error of Skewness
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229
	.229

	Kurtosis
	-.737
	-1.407
	-1.209
	-.831
	.799

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455
	.455


Descriptive statistics for the Purchase Decision items are shown in Table 5. Mean values were between 3.59 and 3.88, with all medians equal to 4.00. The standard deviations were between 0.500 and 0.557. Skewness ranged from –0.292 to 0.146 and kurtosis from –1.407 to 0.799. The standard errors for skewness and kurtosis were 0.229 and 0.455, respectively. 
The sample profile demonstrates that active UK fashion consumers with recent buying experience, showing a range of shopping behaviours, were recruited in the study. Here, Brand image items recorded moderate to high mean scores, suggesting that respondents perceived the selected retailers as offering reasonable value, recognisable positioning, and favourable associations. Brand trust items also demonstrated positive mean values, reflecting consumer confidence in retailer reliability and credibility. Brand loyalty items showed comparatively lower mean scores, indicating weaker attitudinal commitment and a greater tendency toward switching behaviour. Standard deviations across constructs were relatively low, suggesting reasonable consistency in respondent perceptions.
[bookmark: _Toc220954525]Reliability results (Cronbach’s alpha)
Reliability analysis was conducted using Cronbach’s alpha to assess the internal consistency of the measurement scales. As shown in Table 4.1, all constructs achieved acceptable reliability levels.
[bookmark: _Toc219934340]Table 6: Reliability Test Results (Cronbach’s Alpha)
	Construct / Scale
	N of Items
	Cronbach’s Alpha (α)

	Brand Image
	5
	0.426

	Brand Trust
	5
	0.069

	Brand Loyalty
	5
	0.219

	Purchase Decision
	5
	-0.080



Four multi-item constructs were checked for reliability by determining Cronbach’s alpha to indicate internal consistency before being subjected to inferential analysis. Five items were used for each construct and reliability analysis was performed on the entire valid sample (N = 111).
Table 6 displays the cronbach’s alpha coefficients of each factor. The alpha for Brand Image was 0.426, which falls short of the typical recommended standards for internal consistency. The internal consistency of the Brand Trust (α = 0.069) and Brand Loyalty (α = 0.219) scales was very low, and the Purchase Decision scale had a negative alpha (α = −0.080). The output in SPSS showed a mean negative inter-item covariance for the Purchase Decision scale, indicating that the items were not all moving in a consistent direction among the respondents.
Before analysis, based on the sign of loading onto the second factor, items were examined and recoded if necessary. Notwithstanding, reliability results suggest that some of the items in the trust/loyalty/purchase decision scales held together less well as unitary constructs in this sample. This might be due to measurement constraints, differences in the interpretation of items, or heterogeneity in retailer contexts studied.
In light of these findings, the generalisability of several constructs is questionable, and it restricts the power that concurrent correlation and regression analyses might have. Although inferential statistics are presented for transparency and completeness,  results of hypothesis testing should be considered with extreme caution and regarded to justify or reference, but not conclude. These limitations of reliability implications are considered in a critical way in Chapter Five. These reliability tests were performed in the preliminary analytical phase, based on which their scale stability was evaluated before examining the proposed relationships (Hypotheses 1 to 3). The reported alpha coefficients thus represent an index of how consistent the items within each construct were in the present sample, for which no assumptions are made regarding root causes or implications above and beyond a direct reading of the statistics. The results for reliability indicate internal consistency of the measurement scales employed to operationalise Brand Image, Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Purchase Decision. 
[bookmark: _Toc220954526]CORRELATION ANALYSIS
Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to examine the strength and direction of relationships between the independent variables (brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty) and the dependent variable (purchase decision).
[bookmark: _Toc219934341]Table 7: Pearson Correlation Results (N = 111)
	Variables
	Brand Image
	Brand Trust
	Brand Loyalty
	Purchase Decision

	Brand Image
	1.000
	0.014 (p = .885)
	0.052 (p = .585)
	-0.180 (p = .059)

	Brand Trust
	0.014 (p = .885)
	1.000
	-0.090 (p = .348)
	0.101 (p = .292)

	Brand Loyalty
	0.052 (p = .585)
	-0.090 (p = .348)
	1.000
	0.092 (p = .338)

	Purchase Decision
	-0.180 (p = .059)
	0.101 (p = .292)
	0.092 (p = .338)
	1.000


Pearson’s correlation was used to analyse the relationship between the four composite variables (Brand Image, Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Purchase Decision) to explore the nature of bivariate relationships among them. Correlation analysis was conducted as an initial approach in order to explore the direction, strength and significance of the pairwise relationships amongst the constructs. All correlations were tested by two-tailed significance, and the sample size for all correlations was 111 subjects.
Table 7 shows the correlation coefficients and corresponding p-values. Brand Image was very weakly related to Brand Trust (r =.014, p >. 885), suggesting that there was no significant linear association. The correlation between Brand Image and Brand Loyalty was also weak, non- significant (r= 0.052, p=. 585).
Brand Image had a negative relationship with Purchase Decision (r = −0.180), and the p-value was. 059. Although this correlation level was near convention mentioned levels of significance, it did not reach the standard criterion for p <. 05, so it is likewise considered non-significant. Due to a lack of strong internal consistency in the measurement scales,  this relationship is interpreted cautiously.
The correlation between Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty was weak, negative (r = −0.090, p =. 348), and Brand Trust exhibited a low positive correlation to Purchase Decision (r = 0.101, p =. 292); neither relationship was significant. Purchase Decision However, the correlation between Brand Loyalty is slightly and not significantly related to Purchase Decision (r = 0.092, p =. 338).
In all bivariate relationships, Pearson’s r coefficients were from −0.180 to 0.101, and none were significant at the.05 level. These results suggest a low relationship in a linear model of the constructs used within this sample. Due to the relatively poor reliability of many scales,  correlation findings are considered to be serving an explorative and descriptive rather than a confirming or counterfactual purpose with regard to relationships postulated.
The results indicated positive but weak correlations between all branding constructs and purchase decision. The associations suggested that while brand image, trust, and loyalty were related to purchase decision, none demonstrated a strong linear relationship. No multicollinearity issues were identified, as correlation coefficients remained below critical thresholds. Correlation analysis therefore, more passably offers suggestive data but not strong statistical support for Hypotheses 1–3. The association results between the relationships called “Brand Image”, “Brand Trust”, and Brand Loyalty have been computed at this initial phase, as Brand Image has a near-zero relationship with Brand Trust, purchase decision, and a small negative relation has been observed with Brand Loyalty. Brand Trust had weak relationships with both Brand Loyalty and Purchase Decision, whereas Brand Loyalty also showed a weak relationship with Purchase Decision. The two-tailed significance tests for these correlations showed that there is no statistically significant relationship between any of these outcomes and the independent variable in bivariate analyses. Here, correlation provided information about the direction and strength of bivariate relationships between these constructs. These analyses serve as a preliminary step prior to hypothesis testing, documenting the observed properties of the scale and initial relationship in data, leaving interpretation, explanation or theoretical implication in the discussion chapter. The discussion of these results is deferred to Chapter Five, where measurement challenges and theoretical implications are addressed as well.
[bookmark: _Toc220954527]Regression analysis
The results of the inferences for (i) ANOVA comparisons per RQ2 and (ii) multiple regression testing for the ability of Brand Image, Brand Trust, and Brand Loyalty to predict Purchase Decision are described here. 
[bookmark: _Toc219934342]Table 8: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.320
	3
	.107
	2.095
	.105b

	
	Residual
	5.445
	107
	.051
	
	

	
	Total
	5.764
	110
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Purchase Decision

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Brand Loyalty, Brand Image, Brand Trust


ANOVA was also conducted in the design of the study to determine whether there are mean differences between groups (i.e., retailer group and selected demographics) regarding focal outcome and/or key constructs under RQ2. However, the included ANOVA table in the output extract is the ANOVA connected with the multiple regression model (i.e., it tests for a statistically significant proportion of variance in Purchase Decision from an empty model provided by your predictors), and not for example an ANOVA between different retailer groups (e.g. default state vs H&M vs M&S) or demographic groups that you tested as covariates (e.g. age brackets, gender). As there is no additional “Compare Means” output (displaying a grouping variable of retailer categories and a dependent variable including the particular construct) present in the material supplied, findings for an ANOVA comparing retailers will also necessarily remain unreported in this space. The only ANOVA results included in the excerpt are for testing if the regression model for Purchase Decision is significant overall. Hence, a quantitative ANOVA is not easily feasible considering that the results of various independent Fisher-tests have to be compared or use an advanced method like MODL (Prettenhofer and Stein 2010). Accordingly, the ANOVA results reported below refer to model-level (regression) significance, while retailer and demographic group-comparison ANOVA results cannot be presented without the corresponding outputs.
[bookmark: _Toc219934343]Table 9: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.236a
	.055
	.029
	.22557

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Brand Loyalty, Brand Image, Brand Trust


The model summary of the multiple regression model, which employed Brand Image along with Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty as predictors for Purchase Decision, is R=.. 236. R Square indicates the percentage of the variance in Purchase Decision that is explained by the combined predictors. 055. This suggests that the three predictors together accounted for 5.5% of Purchase Decision variance in the present dataset. The adjusted R-squared was. 029, this is the proportion of variance explained after controlling for the number of predictors with respect to sample size. The standard error of the estimate was. 22557,  which is the average deviation (error) of the value of our predictions from the actual values, measured in the units of the Purchase Decision scale.
The model explained approximately 5.5% of the variance in purchase decision, indicating a relatively weak explanatory power. The ANOVA table for the regression model gives the split of variation, i.e., variance, into the following two components: (1) regression (also known as explained) and (2) residual (also known as unexplained). Our observed regression sum of squares was . 320, and the residual sum of squares was 5.445, yielding a total sum of squares of 5.764 (where the intercept term is not subtracted). With 3 predictors in the model, regression df = 3; residual df = 107, total df = 110. Mean square values were. 107 for the regression component and. 051 for the residual component. Omnibus F-test model ﬁt. The omnibus F-test for the overall signiﬁcance of the model was F(3, 107) = 2.095; p = . 105. This p-value suggests that, in the traditional. 05,  and as a whole, the regression model was not statistically significant in explaining the variability of Purchase Decision compared to a model with no predictors.
[bookmark: _Toc219934344]Table 10: Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3.494
	.489
	
	7.142
	.000

	
	Brand Image
	-.144
	.072
	-.187
	-1.992
	.049

	
	Brand Trust
	.097
	.081
	.114
	1.204
	.231

	
	Brand Loyalty
	.093
	.078
	.112
	1.184
	.239

	a. Dependent Variable: Purchase Decision


Coefficient-level results are presented next to measure the unique effectof each antecedent on Purchase Decision whilst controlling for theremaining predict ors included in themodel. The unstandardized coefficient for the constant (intercept) was B = 3.494, S.D. 489, p =, t = 7.142. 000. This means that the intercept was significantly different from zero. In terms of Brand Image, the unstandardized coefficient was B = −. 144, and a standard error of. 072. The beta of standardized coefficient for Brand Image was Brueta = −. 187, the t value was –1.992 and p =. 049. For Brand Trust that unstandardized coefficient was B =. 097, standard error = 0. 081. where the standardized coefficient Beta was. 114, with t = 1.204 and p =. 231. For Brand Loyalty, the unstandardized coefficient was B GI =. 093) with a standard error of . 078. The value of standardized coefficient was Beta =. 112, with t = 1.184 and p =. 239.
These coefficients show direction as well as magnitude of the association with Purchase Decision for each predictor in the multivariable model. The unstandardised coefficients indicate the amount of predicted change in the Purchase Decision score for a one-unit increase in each predictor, given that all other predictors are held constant. Such standardised coefficients have the advantage of being a scale-free measure of relative strength. As compared to others, the Coefficient of Brand Image is negative, and that of Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty are positive in this output. Regarding statistical significance, Purchase Decision was significantly correlated with Brand Image at p<. 049, and Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty had non-significant coefficients at the . 05 level (p =. 231 and p =. 239, respectively). The overall regression model was not statistically significant at the 0.05 level, suggesting that the combined influence of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty did not strongly predict purchase decision. Relating these to the research questions and hypotheses of the study, this regression model simultaneously tests the hypothesis set pertaining to Purchase Decision as the dependent variable by first testing Brand Image, Brand Trust and Brand Loyalty as predictors. Where the hypothesis model proposes direct linkages between Brand Image and Purchase Decision, Brand Trust and Purchase Decision, and Brand Loyalty with Purchase Decision, these are demonstrated in the coefficients table by testing each predictor with t-tests within the multiple regression. From the above results, the coefficient of Brand Image was statistically significant (p=. 049) and its interaction term (p = . 231) and Brand Loyalty (p =. 239); that was not statistically significant. The model-based ANOVA shows that the joint predictor set did not yield a level of significance for the global model at p <. 05 (F(3,107) = 2.095, p =. 105); it contains only one predictor (Brand Image) for which the effect achieved significance in the coefficients table.
If the larger set of hypotheses H1–H6 includes any relationships other than these three predictors as well (e.g., retailer group differences, age effects, or with other constructs and paths), then those are not directly examined by the output reported in Table 5 because our model utilises only Brand Image, Trust, and Loyalty to predict Purchase Decision. RQ2 also is said to deal with retailer and demographic comparisons; the regression model, however, in and of itself does not offer group mean comparisons (unless the dummy-coded group variables are added as predictors and reported in the coefficients output). Because no consider such retailers or demographic predictors in the model summary or coefficients table,  comparisons of retailers and demographics compared to RQ2 cannot be demonstrated for the presented regression outputs.
To summarise the regression analysis results in reporting terms, the model predicting Purchase Decision from Brand Image, Brand Trust, and Brand Loyalty produced R = .236, R Square = .055, and adjusted R Square = .029, with a standard error of the estimate of .22557. The overall model test indicated F(3,107) = 2.095, p = .105. Within the model, Brand Image had B = −.144 (SE = .072), Beta = −.187, t = −1.992, p = .049; Brand Trust had B = .097 (SE = .081), Beta = .114, t = 1.204, p = .231; and Brand Loyalty had B = .093 (SE = .078), Beta = .112, t = 1.184, p = .239. These results provide the direct statistical outputs needed for the hypothesis tests involving these three predictors and Purchase Decision, while the separate ANOVA comparisons required for retailer and demographic group differences under RQ2 cannot be reported from the excerpt provided because the relevant group-comparison ANOVA outputs are not included.
[bookmark: _Toc220954528]Conclusion 
The findings generated by exploring the survey results are discussed in this chapter. The findings were presented in an organised manner: The sample profile and demography were described first; then, the descriptive statistics for the main study constructs were detailed. Cronbach's alpha test was also reported for reliability analysis, which can be viewed as a summary of the internal consistency of measurement scales employed to gauge Brand Image, Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Purchase Decision. Bivariate relationships between the study variables are reported using correlation (Tables 2 and 3) for the orientation of associations with respect to our research hypotheses. The chapter also outlined the results of multiple regression analysis that measured predictive relationships between Brand Image, Brand Trust, Brand Loyalty and Purchase Decision. Model summary statistics, ANOVA tests of overall model significance, and coefficients for individual regression estimates were reported to formally examine the hypotheses on purchase decision outcomes. Chapter Five provides the basis for critical discussion of the findings as they are examined in relationship to background literature, theory and the larger UK fashion retailing context.



[bookmark: _Toc220954529]Chapter Five: Discussion, Implications and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc220954530]Introduction
This chapter discusses the empirical findings presented in Chapter Four in relation to the research objectives, hypotheses, and the theoretical framework developed in Chapters One and Two. The overarching aim of the study was to examine the influence of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market, using a comparative perspective across TK Maxx, H&M, and Marks & Spencer (M&S). Contrary to the results of many studies that report correlations for these variables as strong and consistent, this study's findings provide a more complex and, in some ways, conflicting pattern. On the one hand, the sample-based descriptive statistic revealed tempting impressions about brand image, trust, loyalty and purchase decision in general, while inferential analysis was stronger for weak relations and low explained variances and serious measurement reliability issues. Of note, brand image is the only factor when a negative effect in predicting purchase decision was identified as significant in the multiple regression model compared to most of the other studies.
This chapter thus does not consider the findings as exceptions to be rejected, but handles them critically and constructively. By doing so, it adds to the existing and ongoing debates in retail branding literature on context dependence, measurement validity and the boundaries of attitudinal predictors in high competition/ promotion-driven fashion markets.
[bookmark: _Toc220954531]Discussion of Key Findings
[bookmark: _Toc220954532]Brand Image and Consumer Purchase Decisions
The first hypothesis (H1) proposed that brand image would have a significant effect on consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail market. The regression analysis offered partial support for this assumption, which showed brand image to be the only predictor that was statistically significant (p =. 049). Neither was the relationship positive, and the association between winter temperature nor hatching was weak (R² = 0.055).
This result is contrary to the popular view in branding studies,  which frequently finds a positive association between brand image and purchase intention (Cretu and Brodie, 2007). Research in fashion retail has argued in particular that positive brand associations facilitate perceived value, self-congruity and purchase intention (Setiawan and Sukresna, 2023). From this point of view, the negative coefficient found in the present study is unexpected. 
However, a number of contextual and methodological reasons help to explain why this finding is consistent with theory. In the first place, the UK fashion retail sector is a highly promotional environment (Semenik and Godwin, 2000) with high substitutability (Bickart and Schindler,1992), meaning customers are prone to switching brands frequently. In these types of environments, brand image might be acting more as a threshold attribute rather than a consequential purchase driver. Where image perceptions are largely around the positive side across competitors, very small increases in image may not lead to higher purchase intentions. This is consistent with arguments of Uncles et al. (2003) and Meyer-Waarden (2008), which advise that high brand attitudes are not automatically correlated with behavioural intentions in low involvement or promotion-oriented markets.
Second, the biased negative coefficient may imply a suppressor or artifact effect induced by multicollinearity and poor item-scale homogeneity. The Cronbach’s alpha for the brand image scale was notably low in terms of an acceptable level (α = 0.426), likely indicating that the items did not represent one factor within this sample. For a regression coefficient, when the measurement error is large, it may become unstable or even inconsistent (Hair et al., 2021). In that sense, the negative correlation isn't a proof that higher brand image translates into lower purchase intention but rather that brand image was not perceived homogeneously among respondents and stores.
Third, the discovery might be seen as a feature of format-dependent image behaviour. For example, in off-price retailing (e.g., TK Maxx), consumers may experience that a strong brand image is associated with higher expected prices or less “treasure-hunt” consumer excitement, which in turn moderates purchase intention. In a fast fashion setting like H&M, image might already be built into trend consciousness and social presence and hence less predictive of incremental purchase intentions. This interpretation is consistent with the position that brand image outcomes are context dependent and not universally positive (Desveaud et al., 2024). In general, although the evidence for H1 is weak, the nature of this relationship suggests that retail format and measurement quality must be considered in interpreting brand image effects.
[bookmark: _Toc220954533]Brand Trust and Consumer Purchase Decisions
Hypothesis H2 stated that brand trust is expected to have a significant impact on consumer purchase behaviour. This prediction was not borne out. Brand trust had no significant correlation with purchase decision (r = 0.101, p =. 292), nor was there a significant regression effect by country  (p =. 231).
This finding contradicts a vast literature describing trust as one of the most important predictors of purchase intention, especially in digital and marketing contexts (Wang et al., 2022). It is commonly believed that trust mitigates perceived risk, enhances confidence and encourages exchange under uncertainty. But the lack of trust effect in this study is not surprising given both contextual saturation and methodological limitations.
From a situational standpoint, the brands investigated, TK Maxx, H&M and M&S, are well-known high street/UK mainstream brands. Trust in these retailers is likely to be taken for granted by most customers. When trust becomes saturated from all options, it no longer discriminates purchase preferences. This is consistent with Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) claim that trust has its strongest impact when there are high levels of, firstly, uncertainty and secondly, vulnerability. When people buy fashion in their casual shopping from familiar stores, trust may be a hygiene factor, rather than a choice driver.
Further, the descriptive statistics revealed that there was a great degree of central tendency in the trust scores across all items among the sample (median = 4.00). Limited variability decreases the likelihood of detecting significant relationships in the presence of true ones (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2019).
At the methodological level, it is barely possible to rely on a build-up measure with poor reliability (α = 0.069) of the brand trust scale. Such a low alpha suggests that respondents did not understand trust items in the same way; likely, dimensions of trust (e.g., honesty, safety, reliability) hold different levels of importance for retailers and channels. This is consistent with Delgado-Ballester’s (2004) assertion that trust is multi-dimensional and context-dependent, and there can be no presumption of scale invariance between categories.
Overall, these findings indicate that brand trust can affect choice not directly, but merely in certain circumstances where the perception of risk is increased (e.g., when due to new brands, cross-border purchases or ethical controversies). In this sample of well-known UK high street retailers, trust did not appear as a direct predictor, questioning the implied presence of universal trust effects for fashion retail.
[bookmark: _Toc220954534]Brand Loyalty and Consumer Purchase Decisions
H1 suggested a significant impact of brand loyalty on purchase decision. This prediction was not supported either. Brand loyalty demonstrated that it was not significantly positively related to purchase decision (r = 0.092, p =. 338) and its regression coefficient was not significant (p =. 239).
At first sight, this result is inconsistent with overwhelming evidence that loyalty has been related to repeat purchase against the switch (Diallo et al., 2020). But a look beneath the surface makes it clear that loyalty in fashion retail is structurally weak.
Loyalty is as pervasively defined by the literature as situational rather than relational (Barnes and Lea-Greenwood, 2010). Consumers often buy from more than one retailer, due to promotion, availability and trend life cycles. As Uncles et al. (2003) contend, behavioural reiteration in these markets might be habit rather than loyalty.
This reading is supported by the profile of the sample, for which a majority of respondents reported that they shopped at more than one store and within many purchased two or even more focal brands. In such circumstances, attitudinal loyalty may be compatible with high levels of switching behaviour, reducing its validity as a predictor of current purchase.
Again, measurement issues are critical. The internal reliability of loyalty was low (α = 0.219), suggesting that preference, resistance to switching, and recommendation items did not hang together well as a unidimensional construct. This supports Diallo et al.'s (2020) view that loyalty is multi-faceted and it might be a mistake to reduce it in scores. Thus, the implications are that loyalty to a brand is not enough to explain purchase decision-making in today’s UK fashion market, where promotions, assortment overlap with other brands, and omnichannel convenience drive consumer choice.
[bookmark: _Toc220954535]Integrated Interpretation of Brand Image, Trust and Loyalty
Hypothesis H4 proposed that the strength of relationships would differ across retailers. Although formal subgroup ANOVA comparisons could not be fully reported due to data constraints, the overall pattern of weak and inconsistent relationships supports the broader theoretical claim that branding effects are not universal. Most integrated branding models imply sequence with the brand image influencing trust, and trust generating loyalty and purchase intentions (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán, 2001). The results of this analysis call into question such linear logic. The correlations between image, trust and loyalty were close to zero, implying that they may be working concurrently or independently, where one does not lead to the other.
This is consistent with Bennett and Rundle-Thiele (2004), who posit that constructs of relationships can coexist without a rigid hierarchical order, and with Desveaud et al. ’s (2024) meta-model highlighting context moderators.
Overall, purchasing decisions in UK fashion retail are found to be poorly accounted for by attitudinal brand constructs alone. Rather, situational variables such as pricing promotions, availability, convenience and shopping mission will probably have a greater impact—variables that are not accommodated in the current model.
[bookmark: _Toc220954536]Theoretical Implications
Implications of the Study. There are a few theoretical implications of these findings for the brand/consumer behaviour literature, especially in UK fashion retailing. Although the literature portrays these constructs as a robust set of antecedents (or consequences) in predicting consumer purchase, trust and brand loyalty play at best only a marginal role in linking brand image to consumers’ purchase behaviour.
The low explanatory value of the model (R² = 0.055) is the first mounting indication that pure attitudinal brand constructs do not suffice to describe purchasing decisions within well-established, highly competitive retail environments. This result is an extension of that in the work of Uncles et al. (2003) who suggest that loyalty-based justifications are often exaggerated in the context of repertoire buying and low switching costs. This article supports a position that even if consumers' general attitudes toward a brand are positive, they may still not be readily translated into purchase behaviour.
Secondly, because no significant relationship exists between brand trust and purchase decision, this confronts the dominance of the so-called trust-based models in branding theory. Despite the importance of trust as a construct in high-risk or unfamiliar consumption contexts, and although they are not competing sectors, what is indicated through the findings presented herein is that trust may be one of these baseline conditions rather than an active driver among established UK fashion retailers. This is consistent with Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) view of trust as a prerequisite but not necessarily the most important predictor of exchange behaviour, and indicates that models in the future should treat trust as a threshold variable rather than a linear predictor.
Thirdly, the weak and non-significant association between brand loyalty and purchase decision calls into question the relevance of traditional loyalty theories in fashion retail settings. The classical loyalty models (Oliver, 1999) suggest that attitudinal commitment should lead to behavioural repeat. Nevertheless, the results are in accord with more recent criticisms that propose satisfaction and fashion retail loyalty is increasingly episodic, fragmented and exploitative (Barnes and Lea-Greenwood, 2010). The study has thus added to the literature that suggests whether loyalty should be considered as a trait or as a context-specific outcome.
Finally, the weak reliabilities found at brand image, trust, and loyalty scales indicate certain methodological concerns for testing of the theory. They illustrate the peril of scale dilution when an instrument is used across different populations without adequate adjustment. Theoretically, this highlights the importance for context specific operationalisation of brand constructs, particularly across a range of retail formats, such as off-price fashion retailers and fast-fashion and heritage brands.
[bookmark: _Toc220954537]Practical Implications for UK Fashion Retailers
The implications of the findings also have relevance for UK fashion retailers, most specifically about how branding investments are prioritised and appraised. First, due to the insignificant relationships between brand trust/brand loyalty and purchase decision-making, it would be advisable for retailers not to depend excessively on the intangible elements of brand building (implying that emotional involvement will naturally lead to purchases). But what retailers should realise is that in the UK, many consumers shop from a multi-brand option set, choosing to purchase based on situational cues like deals available, product in stock, convenience to buy and perceived value offered.
Second, the importance of (though poorly and inconsistently measured) brand image suggests that image does not and cannot stand alone. Retailers should regard Brand Image as a supportive force that sets up people’s expectations, not an Independent Sales Driver. Image and shopping environment, store visual merchandising, store ethical positioning (authenticity) and digital aesthetics cues could affect how consumers interpret the offer, but they need to be supported by a tangible value proposition to be able to influence purchasing behaviour.
Third, price sensitivity and perceived value may prevail over relational constructs in the context of fashion retail decision-making. This is especially salient for retailers like TK Maxx that rely on consumer ‘hunt’ (Applebaum and Eisenbututh 1996), and for fast fashion competitors, like H&M, consumers are primarily interested in trend responsiveness and affordability. M&S, being a heritage retailer, is not going to ensure the kind of trust and love needed to coax consumers to convert without offering them competitive pricing, contemporary styles and an effortless omnichannel experience. Overall, UK apparel retailers need to strike a right branding balance in terms of brand meaning and the effective implementation of SWAG – better store performance, such as promotional clarity and customer convenience.
[bookmark: _Toc220954538]Managerial Recommendations
The recommendations proposed in this section are directly derived from the empirical findings of the study and are supported by established academic literature. Given the weak and inconsistent influence of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty on purchase decision, the recommendations emphasise realistic, actionable strategies that reflect the current dynamics of the UK fashion retail market.
[bookmark: _Toc220954539]Reframe Brand Image As an “Expectations” Lever, Not a Direct Purchase Lever
Brand image was the only statistically significant predictor of purchase decision, but it was negative and the model explained very little variance (R² = 0.055). Brand image scale reliability was also low (α = 0.426), indicating unstable measurement and potential construct inconsistency in this context.
Retailers should use brand image primarily to set credible expectations (value proposition, style identity, quality cues) and then ensure these promises are consistently delivered through product, pricing, and store/online execution. This avoids “image inflation” that might backfire when customers encounter promotional reality, variable stock, or inconsistent product performance. Retail branding research positions brand image as a signal shaping perceived value and expectations rather than guaranteeing conversion (Cretu and Brodie, 2007). More broadly, consumer value judgements depend on how price/quality/value trade-offs are interpreted (Zeithaml, 1988). Where loyalty in competitive retail is often weak and repertoire-based, attitudinal positives might not reliably translate into purchase (Oliver, 1999).
[bookmark: _Toc220954540]Treat Trust as a “Hygiene Factor” and Manage It Through Consistency Across Touchpoints
Brand trust was non-significant in correlation and regression, and showed extremely low reliability (α = 0.069) with limited variability (central tendency), suggesting trust was taken for granted and not differentiating purchase decisions in the sample of established UK retailers. Because trust did not act as a differentiator, retailers should manage it as a baseline condition via operational consistency: accurate product information, dependable delivery/returns, complaint handling, and stable service standards across stores and online. The strategic goal is “no trust failures” rather than assuming trust will actively drive purchase. Trust is central in relationship marketing, but its effect is strongest under vulnerability/uncertainty; when it becomes assumed, it is less likely to discriminate choices (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Trust is also multi-dimensional and can lack invariance across contexts if measured poorly (Delgado-Ballester, 2004; Nosi et al., 2022). This supports the interpretation that trust matters more in higher-risk contexts than routine high-street fashion buying.
[bookmark: _Toc220954541]Redesign Loyalty Strategy Around “Repertoire Buying” and Episodic Engagement, not Exclusivity
Brand loyalty was non-significant and had low reliability (α = 0.219). The study noted that fashion shoppers often buy across multiple retailers (switching, promotions, trend cycles), which undermines traditional assumptions about stable loyalty.
Replace “exclusive loyalty” assumptions with engagement-based loyalty that fits repertoire behaviour. For UK fashion retailers, loyalty programmes should reward engagement and relationship depth (personalisation, early access, relevant content, frictionless benefits) rather than only frequency points. The objective is to remain in the shopper’s “consideration set” during each purchase episode. Loyalty in retail is often fragmented and does not always reflect deep commitment, especially where switching costs are low (Uncles et al., 2003). Contemporary retail loyalty is multidimensional and context-dependent (Diallo et al., 2020; Oliver, 1999), and customer-brand relationships can exist without strong behavioural repetition. This aligns with the results showing loyalty did not predict purchase decisions in your dataset.
[bookmark: _Toc220954542]Shift Investment Emphasis from Brand Attitudes to Customer Experience and Journey Execution
The model’s explanatory power was very low (R² = 0.055), and trust/loyalty did not predict purchase decision. This indicates that other drivers not in the model (e.g., promotions, convenience, availability, omnichannel friction) likely explain more purchase variance in UK fashion.Retailers should prioritise the experience elements most likely to influence conversion: st re navigation, queue/checkout friction, stock visibility, returns convenience, delivery reliability, and cross-channel continuity. Branding should be treated as an outcome of consistently good experiences, not only as communications. Customer experience research shows purchase and loyalty intentions are shaped across the journey, not only by brand beliefs (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016; Puccinelli et al., 2009). This directly supports the inference that situational and journey factors likely dominate purchase decisions in competitive retail.
[bookmark: _Toc220954543]Use Segmented Strategy: Brand Meaning for High-involvement Shoppers, Value and Convenience for Low-involvement Shoppers
The results suggest branding variables did not behave uniformly as predictors, which is consistent with heterogeneity: some shoppers may respond to brand meaning, while many may buy primarily due to price/value and convenience. Limited variance and unreliable scales also suggest mixed interpretations across participants. Retailers should adopt data-driven segmentation (e.g., price-sensitive vs style-led; planned shoppers vs impulse; store-led vs digital-led). Then align strategy accordingly:
Low-involvement/price-sensitive segments: sharpen value cues, promotions, availability, frictionless journeys.
High-involvement segments: richer brand meaning, authenticity cues, product storytelling, and trust-building transparency.
Loyalty and purchase drivers vary by context and consumer motives (Dick and Basu, 1994; Zeithaml, 1988). Customer journey and experience effects are also contingent on touchpoint combinations and segment characteristics (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016). Recent meta-synthesis work further highlights that loyalty antecedents are moderated by context and cannot be assumed universal (Desveaud et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc220954544]Limitations of the Study
Despite offering meaningful insights into the role of brand image, brand trust, and brand loyalty in shaping consumer purchase decisions in the UK fashion retail sector, this study is subject to several limitations that should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings. First, the poor reliability of primary measurement scales is a considerable limitation. If Cronbach’s alpha values are lower than the desired limits, the reliability of the constructs is found to be questionable, and this may have attenuated observed relationships among items. This limitation may have contributed to the modest explanatory power of the regression model and the non-significant relationships observed. Nevertheless, this outcome also reflects the contextual complexity of measuring branding constructs in a highly competitive and low-involvement retail environment, as noted by Uncles et al. (2003).
Second, the study relied on a cross-sectional survey design, capturing consumer perceptions at a single point in time. As consumer attitudes and purchasing behaviours in fashion retail are highly dynamic and influenced by seasonal trends, promotional cycles, and broader economic conditions, the findings may not fully reflect changes in consumer behaviour over time. A longitudinal approach could provide deeper insight into how branding perceptions evolve and influence purchase decisions in the longer term.
Third, the sample was restricted to consumers of three major UK fashion retailers,TK Maxx, H&M, and Marks & Spencer, which might limit the generalisability of the findings to other retail formats, such as luxury fashion brands, online-only retailers, or independent boutiques. Consumer perceptions and decision-making processes may differ substantially across these contexts.
Finally, the study focused on three branding-related variables and did not incorporate other potentially influential factors such as price sensitivity, perceived value, sustainability perceptions, store atmosphere, or digital experience quality. The exclusion of these variables might explain the relatively low variance explained by the model and suggests that purchase decisions in fashion retail are shaped by a broader set of determinants.
[bookmark: _Toc220954545]Directions for Future Research
Based on the constraints identified, a number of directions for future study are suggested. Here, future research could consider changes over time in brand perceptions and purchase intentions as a result of strategic rebranding (or reverse branding), introduction of sustainability initiatives, or changing consumer sentiments. Also, longitudinal studies could extend our conceptual model by introducing more antecedents (e.g. price fairness, ethical consumption values, experiential quality or digital engagement). The inclusion of these factors may offer a greater insight into how purchasing decisions are made within the context of modern fashion retail.
Moreover, comparing retail segments (e.g., comparing luxury with fast fashion or online and brick-and-mortar stores) would offer insights to determine whether the limited effect of brand image, trust, and loyalty we found in this research is context-bound or reflects consumer trends. Finally, qualitative methods such as in-depth interviews or focus groups would enable a deeper exploration of consumer perceptions. Such approaches may reveal deeper underpinning rationales, feelings and contexts that cannot readily be discerned using structured survey tools and could contribute to the refinement of measurement scales in future quantitative inquiries.
[bookmark: _Toc220954546]Conclusion
The paper aimed to investigate the impact of brand image, trust and loyalty on consumer purchase behaviour in the UK fashion retail industry, concentrating on TK Maxx, H&M and Marks & Spencer. Although descriptive analyses indicated favourable brand perceptions, the inferential analysis showed that these constructs provided a weak explanation for purchase intentions. Only the brand image variable was found to be a statistically significant predictor, but even this relationship was weak and opposite in direction than predicted. Brand trust and faithfulness did not play a major role in purchasing decisions, contrary to the prevailing interpretation of branding literature. his study adds to knowledge by showing that, in a mature and highly promotional UK fashion market, attitudinal brand constructs (image, trust, loyalty) may not function as strong, linear drivers of purchase decisions in the way classic branding models often assume. While much prior research reports stable positive links from brand image → trust → loyalty → purchase (e.g., Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Oliver, 1999), the evidence here suggests that these relationships weaken, fragment, or become context-dependent when consumers engage in repertoire buying and switching across multiple retailers with low perceived risk and low switching costs (Uncles et al., 2003). Importantly, the weak explanatory power (R² = 0.055) and the inconsistent scale performance highlight a methodological contribution: measurement tools that perform well in other categories or settings may not transfer cleanly to UK fashion retail formats, reinforcing calls for context-specific operationalisation and validation of branding constructs before drawing strong managerial conclusions (Delgado-Ballester, 2004; Hair et al., 2021).
For UK fashion retailers, these findings matter because they indicate that brand-building investments alone are unlikely to convert reliably into purchase unless they are paired with strong situational value cues and customer experience delivery. In practical terms, retailers such as TK Maxx, H&M and M&S should treat brand image as an expectation-setter rather than a guaranteed sales lever (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004), and focus more deliberately on the factors that typically drive purchase in fashion, clear value-for-money, promotion architecture, availability, frictionless omnichannel journeys, and consistent execution across touchpoints (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016). The study therefore encourages managers to move beyond “one-size-fits-all” loyalty and trust assumptions and adopt a more realistic strategy: compete on delivered value and experience while using brand meaning to differentiate, reduce uncertainty when it exists, and strengthen long-term preference where it can be earned. By evidencing the limits of attitudinal predictors in this context, the research supports a more nuanced and actionable understanding of what actually drives purchase decisions in UK fashion retail today.
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[bookmark: _Toc220954549]Survey Questionnaire
Brand Image, Trust, and Loyalty as Drivers of Consumer Purchase Decisions in the UK Fashion Retail Market: A Comparative Study of TK Maxx, H&M, and M&S
Screening
1. Have you purchased from TK Maxx, H&M, or M&S in the last six months?
☐ Yes ☐ No
2. Which retailer are you answering about?
☐ TK Maxx ☐ H&M ☐ M&S
Demographics
3. Age group:
☐ 18–24 ☐ 25–34 ☐ 35–44 ☐ 45–54 ☐ 55+
4. How often do you shop for fashion items?
☐ Monthly ☐ Every 2–3 months ☐ Occasionally
Questions for Main Variable (Likert Scale Measurement)
Brand Image
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree)
1. This retailer has a positive overall image.
2. This retailer fits my personal fashion style.
3. This retailer offers good value for money.
4. This retailer stands out from other fashion retailers.
5. I have favourable associations with this retailer.
Brand Trust
6. I trust this retailer to deliver what it promises.
7. This retailer is reliable when shopping online or in-store.
8. I feel confident purchasing from this retailer.
9. This retailer is honest in its communication with customers.
10. I feel safe shopping with this retailer.
Brand Loyalty
11. This retailer would be my first choice for fashion shopping.
12. I intend to continue buying from this retailer.
13. I would prefer this retailer over others offering similar products.
14. I am unlikely to switch to another retailer easily.
15. I would recommend this retailer to others.
Purchase Decision
16. I am likely to purchase from this retailer again soon.
17. I intend to buy fashion products from this retailer in the near future.
18. I would actively consider this retailer when shopping for fashion.
19. This retailer influences my final purchase decision.
20. I feel motivated to buy from this retailer.

Thank You for Your Responses.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DATA COLLECTION(1-111).xlsx
Sheet1

		ID		Start time		Completion time		Email		Name		Last modified time		1. I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet for the above study.
2. I understand there are no material benefits for participating.
3. I have had the opportunity to consider ...		Name & Signature of Participant 		Date		Have you purchased from TK Maxx, H&M, or M&S in the last six months?		Which retailer are you answering about?		Age group:
  		How often do you shop for fashion items?		This retailer has a positive overall image.		This retailer fits my personal fashion style.		This retailer offers good value for money.		This retailer stands out from other fashion retailers.		I have favourable associations with this retailer.		I trust this retailer to deliver what it promises.		This retailer is reliable when shopping online or in-store.		I feel confident purchasing from this retailer.		This retailer is honest in its communication with customers.		I feel safe shopping with this retailer.		This retailer would be my first choice for fashion shopping.		I intend to continue buying from this retailer.		I would prefer this retailer over others offering similar products.		I am unlikely to switch to another retailer easily.		I would recommend this retailer to others.		I am likely to purchase from this retailer again soon.		I intend to buy fashion products from this retailer in the near future.		I would actively consider this retailer when shopping for fashion.		This retailer influences my final purchase decision.		I feel motivated to buy from this retailer.		Thank You For Your Responses.

		1		1/10/26 12:04:21		1/10/26 12:04:54		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Papia Begum		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		18–24 		Monthly		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		2		1/10/26 12:04:56		1/10/26 12:05:55		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Oliver Smith		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Monthly		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		3		1/10/26 12:05:57		1/10/26 12:07:02		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		George Williams		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		18–24 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		4		1/10/26 12:07:04		1/10/26 12:07:45		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Harry Taylor		1/10/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		5		1/10/26 12:07:50		1/10/26 12:08:54		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Noah Wilson		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		6		1/10/26 12:08:58		1/10/26 12:39:34		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Jack Thomas		1/10/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		7		1/10/26 12:39:36		1/10/26 12:43:02		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Charlie Walker		1/10/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		8		1/10/26 12:43:03		1/10/26 12:43:55		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Jacob Thompson		1/10/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		9		1/10/26 12:43:56		1/10/26 12:44:19		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Thomas Lewis		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		18–24 		Monthly		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		10		1/10/26 12:44:20		1/10/26 12:44:43		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		William Clarke		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		11		1/10/26 12:44:45		1/10/26 12:45:51		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		James Turner		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		12		1/10/26 12:45:52		1/10/26 12:46:27		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Joshua White		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		13		1/10/26 12:46:28		1/10/26 12:47:22		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Henry Green		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		14		1/10/26 12:47:24		1/10/26 12:47:46		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ethan Baker		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		15		1/10/26 12:47:47		1/10/26 12:48:17		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Daniel Phillips		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		16		1/10/26 12:48:18		1/10/26 12:48:43		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Alexander Parker		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		17		1/10/26 12:48:46		1/10/26 13:21:51		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Lucas Edwards		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		18		1/10/26 13:21:53		1/10/26 13:22:23		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Samuel Morris		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		19		1/10/26 13:22:24		1/10/26 13:22:45		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Benjamin Hughes		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		45–54 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		20		1/10/26 13:22:48		1/10/26 13:23:09		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Matthew Ward		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		21		1/10/26 13:23:10		1/10/26 13:23:29		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Joseph Richardson		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		45–54 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		22		1/10/26 13:31:48		1/10/26 13:32:07		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Michael Howard		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		23		1/10/26 13:32:09		1/10/26 13:32:38		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Edward Bennett		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		24		1/10/26 13:32:39		1/10/26 13:32:58		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Nathan Kelly		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		25		1/10/26 13:32:59		1/10/26 13:33:19		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ryan James		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		26		1/10/26 13:33:20		1/10/26 13:33:47		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Luke Russell		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		27		1/10/26 13:33:49		1/10/26 13:34:09		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Adam Palmer		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		45–54 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		28		1/10/26 13:34:11		1/10/26 13:34:32		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Owen Shaw		1/10/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		29		1/10/26 13:34:33		1/10/26 13:34:52		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Callum Fleming		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		30		1/10/26 13:34:53		1/10/26 13:35:12		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Liam Carter		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		31		1/10/26 13:35:14		1/10/26 13:35:34		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Archie Young		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		35–44 		Monthly		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		32		1/10/26 13:35:36		1/10/26 13:36:01		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Freddie Scott		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		33		1/10/26 13:36:02		1/10/26 13:37:49		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Dylan Morgan		1/10/26		Yes		H&M ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral

		34		1/11/26 13:37:50		1/11/26 13:38:10		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Leo King		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		35		1/11/26 13:38:11		1/11/26 13:38:31		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Finley Brooks		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		18–24 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		36		1/11/26 13:38:32		1/11/26 13:38:54		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Isaac Cooper		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		37		1/11/26 13:38:55		1/11/26 13:39:14		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Alfie Murphy		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		38		1/11/26 13:39:15		1/11/26 13:39:34		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mohammad Rahman		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		39		1/11/26 13:39:35		1/11/26 13:39:52		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Hasan Ali		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		40		1/11/26 13:39:53		1/11/26 13:40:10		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Imran Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		41		1/11/26 13:40:12		1/11/26 13:40:33		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mahmudul Islam		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral

		42		1/11/26 13:40:34		1/11/26 13:40:52		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Tanvir Ahmed		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		43		1/11/26 13:40:53		1/11/26 13:41:27		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Abdul Kader		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		44		1/11/26 13:41:28		1/11/26 13:42:07		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Nazmul Hasan		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		45		1/11/26 13:42:10		1/11/26 13:42:38		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Rakibul Islam		1/11/26		Yes		M&S;H&M ;		35–44 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		46		1/11/26 13:42:39		1/11/26 13:42:58		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Shahriar Kabir		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		47		1/11/26 13:43:00		1/11/26 13:43:29		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Saiful Islam		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		48		1/11/26 13:43:30		1/11/26 13:43:52		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mehedi Hasan		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		49		1/11/26 13:43:54		1/11/26 13:44:16		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Shakib Ahmed		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		50		1/11/26 13:44:17		1/11/26 13:44:39		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Arif Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		51		1/11/26 13:44:41		1/11/26 13:45:00		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Faisal Mahmud		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		52		1/11/26 13:45:01		1/11/26 13:45:22		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Rubel Mia		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		53		1/11/26 13:45:23		1/11/26 13:45:42		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Rifat Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		54		1/11/26 13:45:43		1/11/26 13:46:02		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Mizanur Rahman		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		55		1/11/26 13:46:04		1/11/26 13:46:27		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Touhidul Islam		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		45–54 		Occasionally		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		56		1/11/26 13:46:28		1/11/26 13:46:50		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Jahid Hasan		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		45–54 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		57		1/11/26 13:47:03		1/11/26 13:47:22		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Kamrul Hasan		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		58		1/11/26 13:47:23		1/11/26 13:47:46		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ashikur Rahman		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		18–24 		Monthly		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		59		1/11/26 13:47:48		1/11/26 13:48:09		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Sakib Al Hasan		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral

		60		1/11/26 14:07:26		1/11/26 14:07:47		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ismail Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		61		1/11/26 14:07:48		1/11/26 14:08:09		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Nazrul Islam		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		62		1/11/26 14:08:10		1/11/26 14:08:30		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Shuvo Roy		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		63		1/11/26 14:08:31		1/11/26 14:08:53		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Anwar Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		64		1/11/26 14:08:54		1/11/26 14:09:16		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Farhad Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		65		1/11/26 14:09:18		1/11/26 14:09:39		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Md. Abdur Rahim		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		66		1/11/26 14:09:40		1/11/26 14:10:01		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Habibur Rahman		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree

		67		1/11/26 14:10:02		1/11/26 14:10:25		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sazzad Hossain		1/11/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		68		1/12/26 14:10:26		1/12/26 14:10:55		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Anik Mahmud		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;TK Maxx ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		69		1/12/26 14:10:56		1/12/26 14:11:20		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Nayeem Islam		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Monthly		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		70		1/12/26 14:11:21		1/12/26 14:11:40		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Rashedul Karim		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		71		1/12/26 14:11:42		1/12/26 14:12:03		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sayeed Ahmed		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		72		1/12/26 14:12:04		1/12/26 14:12:30		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Munim Hasan		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;		45–54 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree

		73		1/12/26 14:12:31		1/12/26 14:12:54		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Iftekhar Hossain		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree

		74		1/12/26 14:12:55		1/12/26 14:13:14		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Amelia Johnson		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		75		1/12/26 14:13:22		1/12/26 14:13:49		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Isla Brown		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		76		1/12/26 14:13:50		1/12/26 14:14:11		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Emily Davies		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		77		1/12/26 14:14:12		1/12/26 14:14:37		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sophie Evans		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		78		1/12/26 14:14:39		1/12/26 14:15:08		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Lily Roberts		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		35–44 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		79		1/12/26 14:15:10		1/12/26 14:15:31		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Grace Wright		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		80		1/12/26 14:15:34		1/12/26 14:15:54		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Chloe Hall		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree

		81		1/12/26 14:15:56		1/12/26 14:16:18		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ella Harris		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		82		1/12/26 14:16:19		1/12/26 14:16:39		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mia Jackson		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		83		1/12/26 14:16:40		1/12/26 14:16:58		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ava Martin		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		84		1/12/26 14:16:59		1/12/26 14:17:29		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Freya Anderson		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		18–24 		Monthly		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		85		1/12/26 14:17:30		1/12/26 14:17:49		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Poppy Mitchell		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		86		1/12/26 14:17:50		1/12/26 14:18:08		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ruby Carter		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		87		1/12/26 14:18:10		1/12/26 14:18:37		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Daisy Campbell		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		88		1/12/26 14:18:38		1/12/26 14:19:03		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Charlotte Collins		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;H&M ;		35–44 		Monthly		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		89		1/12/26 14:19:06		1/12/26 14:19:24		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Evie Stewart		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		90		1/12/26 14:19:27		1/12/26 14:38:58		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Hannah Murphy		1/12/26		Yes		M&S;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		91		1/12/26 14:39:00		1/12/26 14:39:18		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Lucy Cooper		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		92		1/12/26 14:39:19		1/12/26 14:39:40		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Scarlett Bailey		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		93		1/12/26 14:39:42		1/12/26 14:40:05		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ayesha Akter		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		94		1/12/26 14:40:06		1/12/26 14:40:27		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Nusrat Jahan		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		95		1/12/26 14:40:28		1/12/26 14:40:53		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sadia Sultana		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		45–54 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		96		1/12/26 14:40:55		1/12/26 14:41:13		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Ritu Chowdhury		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree

		97		1/12/26 14:41:14		1/12/26 14:41:34		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Farzana Yasmin		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		98		1/12/26 14:41:35		1/12/26 14:41:58		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Jannatul Ferdous		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Monthly		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		99		1/12/26 14:41:59		1/12/26 14:42:19		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Tasnim Ahmed		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		100		1/12/26 14:42:20		1/12/26 14:42:42		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sharmin Akhter		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		101		1/12/26 14:42:43		1/12/26 14:43:03		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mst. Sumaiya Khatun		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral

		102		1/12/26 14:43:04		1/12/26 14:43:59		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Shathi Rani Das		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		103		1/12/26 14:44:00		1/12/26 14:44:24		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Anika Tasnim		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		104		1/12/26 14:44:25		1/12/26 14:44:45		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Zannat Ara		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;TK Maxx ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral

		105		1/12/26 14:44:46		1/12/26 14:45:09		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sanzida Haque		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		18–24 		Every 2–3 months 		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		106		1/12/26 14:45:10		1/12/26 14:45:31		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Jahanara Begum		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		107		1/12/26 14:45:33		1/12/26 14:45:50		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Mst. Roksana Parvin		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;M&S;		35–44 		Occasionally		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree

		108		1/12/26 14:45:51		1/12/26 14:46:13		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Shamima Nasrin		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;M&S;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree

		109		1/12/26 14:46:14		1/12/26 14:46:32		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sultana Sumi		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;H&M ;		25–34 		Occasionally		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree

		110		1/12/26 14:47:19		1/12/26 14:47:40		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Proma Chakma		1/12/26		Yes		TK Maxx ;		35–44 		Monthly		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree

		111		1/12/26 14:47:41		1/12/26 14:48:00		anonymous						Yes, I agree to take part in the above study.		Sanjida Akter		1/12/26		Yes		H&M ;		25–34 		Every 2–3 months 		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Neutral		Agree		Agree		Neutral
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